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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

The Work Incentive Program (WIN), legislated in 1967, has sought to
put welfare recipients to work. Initially, a variety of educational -and
training services were provided, with participants spending as much as a
year in the program. More recently, education and training have been re-
duced in favor of immediate job placement. This document reviews selected
research on WIN efforts, funded primarily by the Department of Labor, as
well as related research on low'income families. The aim is to draw to-
geth¢r empirical findings which illuminate the factors affecting WIN results
and contribute té discussion of future welfare, work training and employ-

ment policies.

Organizing the Research Studies

There are numerous ways to organize discussion of the research
efforts. One_waf is chronologically. A particularly illuminating way,
however, is to examine them withiﬁ a framework that shows the various
systems'affecting WIN and welfare operations,

Two systems immediately come to mind. The first is the donor
system. It is made.up<of those wh§ define and provide resources for WIN,
namely, Congress and the Executive Office. See Figure 1. There is also
the recipient system. It comprises WIN enrollees who are granted funds,
training, or services, and are subject to the requirements set by the donor
system. |

Two intermediary systems may be distinguished. The administrative
system includes those charged with overall responsibility for administer-

ing the various aspects of WIN, including the Departments of Labor (DOL),

Q . 5




FIGURE 1 Systems Involved in Operation of 2 National Public Program®
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and Health, Education, and We1fare (HEW). The delivery system includes
the staff of local WIN offices. There is also the job market system to bé
considered and the constituency system, representing groups who influence
the donor system. .

Major interactions among systems are indicated by the cross-hatched
areas in Figure 1. While recipients are also constituents of the donor
system, there is relatively weak interaction in the welfare situation as
compared, for example, with the social security situation. The rigure,
in any case, is meant to provide only a rough and convenient approximation
to reality.

Much of the researcl reviewed here has foéused on characteristics
of members of the recipient system and interactions among members of the
recipient, delivery, and job market systems. Such a focus was eminently
reasonable. When WIN was initiated nine years ago, there were serious un-
resolved questions about the characteristics of welfare recipients in re-
lation to their participation in the work force. It was not clear that
recipients shared a strcng work ethic or what other factors affected their
trainability and work effort. Hence, much of the research focused on the
labor force activity of welfare persons and the way in which the WIN effort
affected that activity. That research is reviewed in the next three
chapters. Subsequent chapter§ deal with what is known about the results
of offering jobs to welfare recipients, the importance of family structure
and personal motivation in welfare dependence, and the policy significance
of the research findings when viewed in historical perspective of federal
efiorts to deal with welfare and unemployment.

The present chapter briefly summarizes the research review. It

also serves as an introduction to that review, encouraging direct examina-

tion of the chapters from which the conclusions and implications are drawn.

.



-4-

Research Conclusions

Listed below are the major conclusions that emerge from the research
studies reviewed. Following each conclusion is the chapter in which the
relevant studies appear.

1. In gencral, welfare recipients and other low income
persons (along with most Americans) have a strong work ethic, want
to work and, when feasible, do work. There is no study which shows
‘that a significant segment of the American population prefers
indolence to work. (Chapter 2)

2, Substantial barriers stand in the way of welfare recipieuts
participating in the present job market system. These include lack
of skills, poor health, need for child care, and lack of jobs at
which they can carn enough to support their families. (Chapter 2)

3. Several studies have sought to locate a group of persons
similar to welfare recipients in most respects but not on welfare.
The. studies failed to locate such a group. Those on welfare have
less education, less resources and larger families than other low
income persons. (Chapter 2)

4. WIN is successful in helping some welfare recipients im-
prove their earnings and length of time in jobs. This help occurs
only as these persons obtain some kind of services from WIN and are
not merely referred directly to jobs. (Chapters 3 and 4)

5. It has not been established just what aspects of the WIN
effort are responsible for helping trainees obtain and hold jobs.
The formal categories of help, such as, "education,' or ''vocational
training,'" or '"on-the-job training" do not seem to signify the
important events that help certain trainees improve their work

effort over the longer run. A closer look at what happens in the

Q . 8
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WIN experience itself is needed. (Chapter 3)

6. 1In spite of the help WIN offers, it cannot of ;tself
resolve the welfare issue. The training provided does not enable
large numbers of welfare recipients to obtain work in the regular
job market, allowing them to lecave the welfare rolls. Moreover,
those who enter WIN and fail to obtain jobs may be harmed by be-
coming more dependent upon welfare than when they entered.

(Chapters 3 and 4)

7. Efforts‘to encourage employment of more welfaré Tecipients
by giving tax credits to businesses hiring recipients, by not deduct-
ing all the carnings of recipients from their welfare grants, and by
imposing stiffer work requirements have had very limited impact.
These efforts do little to change the job market situation faced by
welfare recipients. (Chapter 5)

8. Work-for-relief efforts (merely working off one's relief
payments in a makeshift job) are costly, inefficient, and resented
by work supervisors as well as participants. On the other hand,
provision of publicly supported jobz for welfare recipients has
demonstrated that significant nunmbers of welfare recipients are
willing to work and can perform competently in regular jobs over
a period of time. The cost of providing those jobs is more than
the cost of outright welfare to recipients. Rélatively few persons
who perform well on those jobs find equivalent jobs in the regular
work force, suggesting limitations in the job market system.
{Chapter 5)

9. There is considerable movement of persons during any year
not only on and off the welfare rolls; but above and below the

poverty level. However, low income families headed by women-

9
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(and especially black women) are substantially less likeiy to
leave poverty than those headed by men, (Chapter 2) '

10. Relatively.little is known about the factors influencing
low income men to stay with or desert their families. There is
reason to believe that desertion would be less likely if the men

could earn enough to support their families adequately. (Chapter

6)

Policy and Research Implications

A major implication of the-research findings is that the locus of
tﬁe welfare problem is not the welfare recipients as such. True enough,
persons receive the welfare checks. But the evidence is that welfare
recipients are willing to work and do work; they are, however, unable to
command salaries at which, they can support their families. The character-
istics of the job market system are such that they cannot obtain work
which leads to finanacial independence.

The WIN effort, as it involves training and supportive social
services, helps some recipients. It improves their chances of obtaining
and holding better jobs. But the effect is small compared to the total
number of adult welfare recipients. It should be possible to increase
this effect, using a different research approach than in the past (as
mentioned in a moment) to delineate those aspects of WIN which are of
greatest help to trainees. But improvement in the delivery system with
no change in the job market system can do little to change the welfare
situation.

Given this outlook, there are at least three policy'oétions open:

:
1. Stop trying to irain welfare recipients at all, since it
has only srall effects; cut back on benefits paid welfare recip-

ients and raise eligibility standards so that more persons will
-\

10 .
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take low paid jobs in the current job market even if it means

that they will be living below the poverty level.

2. Keep the status quo, whereby welfare péyments to 3 or 4
million families is accepted as normal, some training is offered’
some recipients, and supplementary benefits such as food stamps
are continued; bu> no change is attempted in the job market
systen.

3.’ Attempt a major change in the job market by guaranteeing
work to those who are willing and able but cannot find employment,
while guaranteeing an income to those unable to work.

These different options reflect different value commitments.
Research cannot determine which values are better, but it can help
illuminate the consequences of choosing one rather than another option.

A consequence of following either of the first two options is that a'sub-
stantial number of persons are relegated to the bottom of the heap with
little opportunity to rise through their own efforts. While research
findings show a substantial yearly movement of persons above and below:
the poverty line in the current job market system, female headed families,
especially black female headed families, show very little mobility. Mem-
bers of those households will have little choice but to remain poor and
disadvantaged under policies one or two.

Neither of those options, moreover, provides any additional incen-

tive for the low income male to stay with his family.* Research indicates

*The current welfare program that makes payments to families where
there is an employable father, AFDC-U, is ineffective in keeping families
intact (see, Wiseman, 1976 and Chapter 6). It is a very small program,
in any case, with benefits cut off as soon as the father works more than
100 hours per month.

11
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that the stability of a iow income family is significantly increased if
the father has a job. When low income families stay intact there is a
much greater chance of their moving out of poverty. _Policy option 3 is
explicitly aimed at providing jobs not only for welfare mothers but also
for low income men who might theh be ﬁore inclined to stay with their
families.

Any major effort at subsidized jobs will be morz expensive than
the current welfare effort. It may be appropriate to consider a guaran-
teed job program not as a welfare program at all but as something that
goes into operation prior to going on ﬁelfare. That is, the jobs become
availablg to unemployed persons in financial straits. Only if persons
cannot hold such a job (e.g. because of illness, lack of child care
arrangements) do they go on welfare.

A guaranteed jobs program could have major repercussions on the
job market system if the wages were at all substantial. Workers might
leave low paid jobs in the private sector for the subsidized ones. It
would be useful‘to initiate a well designed experiment to test the effects
of a guaranteed job and guaranteed income program. The possibility along
with the other policy options are discussed bfiefly in Chapter 7. The
major point to note here is that the choice of one or “another option
should be based on the recognition that many welfare recipients will go
to work when suitable jobs, such as those that were offered in public
employment programs (see Chapter 5), are available.

Research on WIN, as indicated above, has been relevant to policy
issues. The studies have had their flaws. Many of them are limited with

v
respeét to sampling the datalanalysis, as discussed in subsequeﬁf
chapters. But vieWeq together, they clearly delineate the pattern of

findings just presented.

o . o 12
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In one important respect, the research findings are deficient.
They do not satisfactorily illuminate what is ﬁappening in WIN which
accounts for its helping certain participants, Much of the research has
been statistical, looking at over-all rrsults, without considerins in
detail the kinds of interactions and participants. The
quality of these interactions may . 4t significance in helping
participants move into the workforce. It is proposed, therefore, that
participant-observation studies be conducted in which the researchers
spend time working in WIN alongside other staff,

Virtually all the research reviewed here focuses on the systemstin
the lower portion of Figure 1, the delivery, recipient and job markét
systems. It would be useful to consider the administrative and doﬂor
systems as well, especially examining how their beliefs about the way
WIN operates and what it can accomplish correspond to the beliefs and
experiences of members in the other systems. It would be of even greater
use to develop a research effort which brought together members of the
different systems to compare their beliefs with one another and with
empirical dafa about WIN and the job market. From this kind of inter-
action could emerge improved policies and program activities.

Coming finally to specific proposals about WIN activities, it is
necessary to take seriously the finding in Chapter 4 that failure to
obtain a job after participating in WIN can hurt peoplé, can make them
less willing to try to obtain work. A similar discouragement effegl
probably follows among WIN graduates who discover that they can get only
the same kind of jobs that they had before. 1t is better for WIN to pro-
vide ;ufficient services to a smaller number of participants who then
have a good chance of improving their job situation than to provide in-

sufficient services to a great number of participants who are likely to

13
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experience no improvement or another failure in the job market.
Given the current situation, WIN would serve well as a small, quality

program. If a guaranteed jobs program were initiated; then WIN could

serve well as a large, quality program.

14




CHAPTER 2
WORK POTENTIAL AND WORK ORIENTATIONS OF WELFARE PERSONS

A number of research studies focus on the e*periénces of welfare
recipients in the labor force--interactions between members of the re-
cipient system with the jo! -ket system as seen in Figure 1 in Chapter
1. While a major conce. is + WIN enrollees, it is important to con-
sider work experiences of welfare and low income adults in general.

Welfare recipients clearly do not earn sufficient money on their
own to raise their families above the poverty level. The question is
whether they could earn enough if they worked harder or if certain con-
ditions were altered. Put ancther way, what potential do adult recipients

have for earning enough money to support their families?

The Earning Potential of Welfare Recipients

An early nationwide study of characteristics of 11,000 female wel-
fare recipients and former recipients carried out for the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare (HEW) indicated that the adults had rela-
tiveiy little education, low job skills and had numerous health problems
(Levinson, 1970; Meyers § MclIntyre, 1969).* Their potential for earning
enough‘to support their families was seen as low. Even so, about 1/3 of
the group that had received welfare continuously for the previous three
years had worked at some time dﬁring that period. (Meyers and McIntyrg,
p. 113). |

These data were gathered through personal interviews with the sam-~

ple of recipients. The question might be raised as to whether their

*Citations in the text are to author and page number. The full
citation appears in the Annotated Bibliography arranged alphabetically

by author.
-11-
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responses, especially those on health status, could be taken at face
value. Were these welfare recipients merely finding excuses for not
working even more than they did? It is necessary te look at different '
approaches.

Another approach to the employment potential of welfare recipients
was taken by Leonard Hausman in a doctoral dissertation sponsored by the
Deparfment of Labor (DOL) (1969). He used national data on the charac-
teristics of men ~ ° ~x ceceiving Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) auu national data indicating the earnings of persons in
the kinds of occupations that the welfare recipients had previously en-
gaged in. The point was to determine how many of the welfare recipients,
given their educational level and occupational category, could be expected
to earn enough money to meet their level of need, based upon family size,
and hence be able to leave welfare. Hausman found that about two-thirds
of the female and one-third of the male recipients could probably not
earn enough on their own to support their families. (p. 5). (Male re-
cipients are less than 10% of AFDC heads of household recipients.)

There are limitations to the study. The calculations ignore in-
dividual differencésﬁamdng welfare recipients othef than sex, education,
and occupatién. Also- ignored are issues of health and psychological
orientation. Hausman is aware that the estimates of need and income are
based upon some questionable assumptions. The study does indicate,
nevertheless, that the low education and low skill of welfare recipients
lessens their chances of obtaining jobs at which they could earn enough
to support their families.

.

Another source of evidence about the employability of welfare re-

cipients is the judgments made by those referring and registering welfare

recipients for participation in WIN. Only about 10% of adult recipients

16
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are regarded as ready to participate in WIN. That is, 328,000 welfare
recipients were certified as entering WIN in FY 1975, while there con-
tinued to be over 3 million heads of households receiving AFDC (U.S.
Department of Labor, 1976 p. 3)." 1t is not clear how many of those

certified include the 16% of AFDC recipients who work anyway. If none

“were included, it would still mean that about 3/4 of the AFDC adults

(100% - 16% employed - 10% in WIN) were regarded as unsuited for employ-
ment or training because of such problems as poor health, and lack of
child ca%e arrangements. -

The further question is whether those making the judgments were
being '"soft'", were not realistically judging the work potential of wel-
fare recipients. Or put another way, are there great numbers of welfare
recipients who complain of illness and disabilities but are relatively
healthy? Some light is thrown on this issue by the physical examinations
carried out by teams of experts in connection with the New:Ybrk State
effort to have welfare recipients work for their relief payments. Of
10,000 personé assessed for work in New York City, 65% were found to ﬁe
medically disabled (Gupte, 1973). It is not altogether surprising that
persons who live in conditions of poverty, with.inadequate diet and
health care, suffer medical difficulties,

This does not necessarily mean that all these difficulties are
irremediable. A pilot study sponsored by DOL and headed by a medical
doctor, Daphne Roe, suggests that at least some persons can be helped
(1975). Detailed physical examinations and some psychological evaluations

were carried out on 59 women and 12 men on welfare in upper New York State.

fSome increase in WIN participation would probably occur if the
program was funded at a higher level--only $220 million was allocated in
fiscal year 1975 for supported work and training.

17
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Among the most frequent difficulties encountered were dental decay (in-
cluding i11 fitting dentures), gross obesity, and emotional disturbances
(p- 2). A wide variety of other physical difficulties were evident,
ranging from anemia to the need for eye glasses (p. 89ff.). By providing
medical treatment along with rehabilitation and work counselling it was
possible to help about 15% of these persons find jobs or stay on the job
(p. 14). Since the pilot remedial effort only lasted six months, long
term results of health intervention are not available. An expanded effort
is currently under way.

Conclusions regarding the potential of welfare mothers to work.
their way out of welfare and poverty are given a firmer foundation by
considering Frank Levy's analysis of a study of a national sample of
5,000 low income families, (1976). The study, conducted from the Universi-
ty of Michigan, followed these families over a five year period, asking
detailed questions about work and income. Levy's prime concern was with
who rises above poverty during those five years and why. (He deducts
welfare payments from income in calculating the poverty level.)

A striking finding is that there are significant numbers of per-
sons moving out of poverty as well as moving into it. That is, there is
a flow, rather than a stagnant pool of the same poor people over the
years. Thus, 58% of the "'target population'--nonaged (under 60 years
old) and nondisabled persons who are below the poverty level in 1967--
are out of pbverty in 1973 (p. 9). The chance of female heads of house-
holds leaving poverty is much less than for male heads of household.

Thus the éhance of the typical male family head in the target population
of staying in poverty between 1967 and 1973 was 46% compared with 53%
for the typical white female head of household and a striking 75% chance

for the nonwhite female head of household (p. 107). The reason has to do

18
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with the lower earning power of women and, of coﬁrse, the possibility
that in a male headed household the wife also will work. Intact house-
holds have a potential economic advantage.

The escape from welfare for the female head of household may occur
because of inéreased child support money from the separated father,
changes in family composition--e.g, children growing up and leaving--
improvement in health that aliows for greater work effort.” But the

overall picture for this woman, especially if she is black, with r .o
to ﬁpward economic mobility is not bright. Even when working full‘time,
her earnings are not generally sufficient to raise the livirng standard Qf
her large family very high (pp. 35, 46).

This does not mean, of course, that no female head of household
on welfare earns her way out of the situation. Wiseman (1976) examined a
sample of about 1,500 AFDC cases covering the years 1967 through 1972 in
Alameda County, California. He used a multivariate analysis to determine
the factors which affected the movement of mothers off welfare and out of
poverty. He found that women who had recent job experience were much
more likely to leave welfare and poverty (pp. 35, 45). The absolute
number here is small. Thus, Wiseman estimated that the probability of a
welfare recipient leaving the rolls during a three month period was about .
2 in 100 if she had no previous work experience, but was about double
that if she had such experience (p. 42). Wiseman also found, in agreement
with other studies, that movement of mothers off welfare is hindered if

they kave large families and are black (p. 44).

*Escape from poverty is a better indicator than "escape from wel-
fare™, because welfare recipients can be dropped from the rolls for
admimmi strative reasons while still in poverty--e.g. men who work more
tham 100 hours per month are dropped from welfare regardless of earnings.

19
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Friedman and Hausman, using the same Michigan data as Levy, came
up with additional findings (1975). Their concern is with the variabili-
ty in earnings. This is important because it is this variability which
leads families into or out of welfare and poverty. Variability among
males is related to the kind of industry in which they participate.

There is greater variability for white males in trénsportation, éommuni-
cation and utilities jobs, for example, while lesser » i-V" " . in
earn’ +¢ for V. .ick males in such jobs (p. 172).

For black males, variability in earnings goes down the longer

spouses are in the household, suggesting that greater family stability is

associated with greater job stébility (p- 172). These data also suggest

" the possibility that men with families are less likely to risk job loss

in order to try for better jobs. Availability of a guaranteed income or
job might incregse such risk taking (see Chapter 6).

Among female heads of household, variability in earnings increases
with job training, perhaps indicating that they found better jobs (p.
172). These kinds of findings illuminate the recipient-job market inter-
action, and suggest areas for further investigation in seeking to maxi-
mize the potential of low income workers, especially female workers,
moving out of poverty.

The data just presented clearly enough show that a substantial
number of heads of households are unable at given times to earn enough
to support their families because of such matters as job market condi-
tions, lack of skills, poor health, need for child care. What still is
at issue is whether these persons have contributed indirectly to their
own conditions by perhaps‘having deviant psychological characteristics
or vaiues. For example, they may have failed to gain work skills

because of an inappropriate time merspective (i.e. noz planning ahead),
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or lack of work ethic.

It also is not clear whether some persons go on welfare in a given
locale while others in the same position do not. Are welfar? recipients
the ones among the poor who prefer a handout, while ¢ s in the ary
same social-economic situation poefer to make it on thei. uwn, as
difficult és that might be?

Characteristics of Welfare Recipients and Other Low Income Persons

Miller and Ferman (1972) conducted a.study in Detroit to cbmpare‘
the job experiences of AFDC recipients with the experiences of persons
having similar characteristics but not on AFDC. The adult (male and
female) AFDC recipients sampled were between 22 and 55 years of age and
earning $100 per month or more (p. 27). A total of 422 interviews were

completed. The comparison group was chosen from census tracts in known

low income areas of Detroit. Eligible reSpondéﬁts'QEre identified in
doorstep interviews by their heading a household and working at a job
that was low paid--$2.50 per hour or less (p. 34). A total of 507 of
these interviews was completed. Because the poor in Detroit,'as chosen
by census tracts, are predominantly black, and because the sample is so
predominantly black, no analysis by race is offered by the authors.

There typically are sampling problems in studies of low income and
welfare persons because of difficulties in gaining permission of welfare
agencies and recipients for interviews and in locating poor persons.
The authors are aware of limitations in their own efforts (p. 37) and
while the results cannot, in a strict‘sense, be generalized to all
Detroit much less.the country, they contribute to a'paxtern,of findings
that emerges from.this and other studies.

Two general findings are clear from the data. Wages, kinds of

jobs, as well as job goals and previous family background (e.g. whether
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parents were divorced) do not differentiate welfare recipients from non-
recipients (pp. 111ff, 163ff). Whatvdo distir: 'ish the two groups are: |
higher levels of ¢ - among nonrecipients r chil :ren &#ong non-
recipients (over half the recipiciit females have two to four children,
whereas only one third of the comparison group has that manycchildren);
greater resburces to fall back upon when laid off from work (only 5% of
female recipients could fall back on savings, whereas 16% of nonrecipients
could do so) (pp. 65, 1413, |

About two thirds of the welfare recipients and 80% of the non-
recipients are working at least 35 hours per week (p. 120). Any marked
increase in income for most of these heads of households, tﬁerefore, has
to come from increased wages rather than increased hours of work. This
confirms on the micro levpl-what Levy found on the macro level: low
income heads of households are not likely to leave poverty by increased
hours bf work becguse they already work regular hours (Levy, p. 44ff.).
This study fails to locate a group of persons who are identical with
welfare recipients and who are not on welfare.

Another study comparing female welfare recipients and low income
working head of household mothers was carried out by Samuel Klausner in
Camden, New Jersey in 196§ (1972). - The aim c¢riginally was to compare WINl
participants with the nonwelfare working mothers. And AFDC respondents
were chosen from official welfare records on the basis of their fulfill-
ing WIN referral requirements. (This restriction reduced the number of
respondents available and required asking.social workers for additional
names which compromised the representativeness of the sample, see,
volume II, p. A-2ff.) But finally, only 45 of thé total of~44; welfare
recipients interviewed actually entered WIN, voiding any meaningful

study of WIN impact.
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Selection of the nonwelfare comparison group was even more
problematical with respect to representativeness than the welfare group.
It was obtained by asking for nameé of low income persons from‘qrganizaQ
tions dealing with them--e.g. the Public Housing Authority. .A total of
102 low income working mothers were eventually interviewed, most of them
residing invpublic housing (volume I1I, p. A-2ff.).

Unlike the Miller and Ferman sample of welfare recipients, those
in Camden were not necessarily.employed. Only one quarter had some earn-
ings in 1969. In that sense they are more typical of the welfare popula- -
tion at large. What comes through clearly, again, in the Camden data is
that the nonwelfare mothers have more resources than the welfare mothers.
Thus, 31% of the former receive child support payments as against 19% of
the welfare mothers, while 14% of the former receive social security pay-
ments as against 5% of the welfare mothers (p. VI-4). These findings
might seem obvious in that a family has to be especially deprived in
order to receive welfare. ’The point, ﬁowever, is that researchers are
unable to find‘especial;y deprived familiés who reject welfare.

Ove;all, the.mothers on welfare have about the same monthly income
as the working mothers but, as in the Detroit data, the size of househola
is smaller among working mothers--3.5 versus 4.7 persons per household
(p. VI-8). The per capita income of welfare families is only about 60%
of that of working families. There were a few working mothers who,
monetarily, could have done as well or a little better on welfare thah by
working (p. VI-11). They were probably influenced not to go on welfare
because of feelings of stigma associated with thaﬁ program (p. VIII-7).

Measﬁres of attitude toward welfare, jobs, and family size were
made during the study. No major differences were observed between the

welfare and nonwelfare groups (p. VI-11). 1In addition, an effort was
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made to probe the deeper psychology of respondents. Profective xeasures
were introduced, asking the person to draw a picture of a person and tell
stories about other pictures (v.I1I, p. D7). Analysis of these kinds of
responses (based upon standardized scoring procedures) enabled trained

investigators to assess such matters as persons' ability to cope with

~ difficulties and extent of future time perspective--concern with future

consequences of present actions. Interestingly enough, the welfare group
had more of a future time orientation than the other, running counter to
the speculation of Banfield and others thaf lack of future orientation
causélly leads to poverty (v.II, p. Di10). A test of intelligence also
was administered, with results indicating that AFDC mothers séored lower
than the other mothers, but were in the normal range (v.II, pp. D20,D32).
The attempt to discover whether welfare acceptance is associated
with some gross psychological diffe:ence from others is certainly
appropriate. The conclusion drawn from the résults was that there was no
evidence of gross psychological differences between recipients of welfaré
and others (v.II, p. D32). There were no significant relations between
the psychological measures And work activity of the welfare mothers
(v.II, p. D32). These negative findings sﬁggest that welfare recipients
are like other people, but suffer from more difficulties and féwer re-
sources than others. Moreover, there is no evidence from either the
Klausner or the Miller and Ferman studies of the existence of a unique
and large group of persons who are identical to welfare recipients in
education, earnings potential, monetary resources, and family size and

A
.-, There are two other studies that compare welfare and nonwelfare

groups. One was directed by Harcld Feldman in upstate New York (1972).

The other, which will be discussed first, was conducted by Thompson and
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Miles. It involved interviews with about 6,000 persons who were supposed
to represent low income and welfare heads of households across the
countyy. Concern was with the orientations of respondents towards jobé
and family life. The difficulty of sampling welfare persons, which is
great enough at one site, is increased many times when numerous states
and locales are involved.

Thompson and Miles were beset with difficulties in obtaining per-
mission from welfare agencies to contact clients (v.4, p. 10ff). Their
aim was to survey females who had been AFDC recipients for five years or
more as well as those who had left AFDC because of employment. Other
groups'to be interviewed included men and women on General Assistance
(welfare provided by local and state governments), those who had left
those rolls, and low income heads of households who had not been on
welfare. Lack of cooperation of some states in providiﬁg access to wel-
fare records led to dropping them from.the study, lessening the represen-
tativeness of the sample.

If representativeness ofkthe welfare and former welfare sample
from 17 sifes is open to question, the sample of nonwelfare, low income
heads of household is even more questionable. These were to be heads of
families designdted as poor by Department of Labor criteria at the same
17 sites (v.2, p..6). Name; of ‘persons at the different sites were re-
quested of such agencies as the Empioyment Service or public housing
projects. When a respondent was unknown at the address'provided by an
agency, the interviewer might go to a nearby residence to s;;“E% the
head of that household fit the criteria of Fhe study (v.4, p. 16£f).

While the"sample drawn is not representative of welfare and low
income persons in generél, to the extent that findings are consistent
with other data on poor people, they can be taken as supporting the
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validity of those data. Findings that are unusual would need to be
checked in further research efforts.

Thompson and Miles attempted to determine if there were personality
differences between welfare and nonwelfare adults, as well as personality
factors that affected employment. They chose to use Cattéilis Sixteen
Personality Factor Questionnaire. This is a widely used instrument.

Although data on its validity is not readily available (see Rorer, 1972},

~and there is no evidence relating scores on the questionnaire to work

performance of welfare recipients, it is worthwhile to explore the useful-
ness of these kinds of measures. They administered the questionnaire to
about half their total sample, and then stopped because of resistance to
answering the questions (v.2, p. 84). The representativeness of the
results is thereby thrown into question. But in any case, the most strik-
ing finding is that welfare recipients fall within the average range of
scores, as specified by the test authors, on 12 of the personaliff”
variables (v.5, p. 56-7).

Deviations from the average occur with respect to feeling more
suspicious of others and being more lacking in self-confidence. Such
findings are readily explainable on the basis of AFDC recipients' negative
social experiences, having to go on welfare in particular. Of greater
significance is that welfare recipients are in the average range with
respect to "undisciplined sélf-conflict," "tenseness,' and "emotional
stability'. Welfare status is not directly connected with gross person-
ality deviancy.

The .authors do find some personality differences when a comparison
!

is made between welfare recipients, former recipients who are .now working,«u~f

and low income persons never on welfare. They report that among white

females the welfare recipients are less confident and less secure than
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former recipients who are working or those never on welfare (v.2, p. 85).
Specific data on this matter, including number§ of réépondents, are not
provided. But again, it makes sense that those who have failed in the
work world are not as secure as those who have had some success. There
is no indication of psychological pathology in such results.

Thompson and Miles organize their data so as to answer the ques-
tions of whether welfare recipients differ from nonrecipients or whether
workers differ from nonworkers with respect to certain attitudinal re-
sponses or demographic characteristics. Attitudina) responses are
usually in a dichotomous, agree-disagree format. These can provide
some useful insights. Thus, among black females, 27% on welfare agreed
that "I want to be a housewife, not a worker." Only 19% of the nonwelfare
mothers agreed (v.3, p. 26). There is an important implicatién here,
namely, that a substantial minority of welfare mothers are concerned
about staying'home and looking after their children.

Such a finding is consistent with that provided by Feldman. Sixty
three percent of the women in his sample indicated positive relations
with their children -as-their greatest source-of satisfaction;. only 3%
mentioned a job (p. 135). Klausner in his study found a portion of women
who preferred to stay at home, whom he called '"traditionalists.!" Goodwin,
in a study that will be discussed later on found that welfare women,
e*cept those in WIN, ranked the statement ''getting along well with your
family" higher than the statement "having a job that is well-paid" (1972,
. 149). WIN women gave the reverse'ranking, These scattered findings
suggest the need for a better understanding of the family«wofk.relation-

i

ship among low income women in designing more effective.efforts to

involve them in jobs.
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Thompson and Miles find a positive relation between welfare status
and delinquency of the children (v.3, p. ii). It is not possible to say

from this analysis whether delinquency is associated with welfare accep-

tance a&s such or with the lower social-economic status of welfare families.

Delinquency is unrelated to parents' work behavior. The work activities

of welfare mothers did not interfere with their child oriented activities,

such as helping children with their homework (v.3, p. ii).

While the Thompson and Miles findings are of some interest, their
efforts éould have been much more productive if they had don: §w0 things:
1) clustered the attitudinal items, rather than analyzing them one at a
time; 2) conducted a multivariate analysis rather than merely presenting
a large number of fourfold tables.

The latter two points will be examined briefly becauée the criti-
cism applies to some degree to the Feldman and Klausner studies as well
as some others to be mentioned. Moreover, the issues involved bear sig-
nificantly on the design of future research that will move beyond the
limitations of past studies. Information is lost by using dichotomous
ratings (yes or no) for attitudinal items. It is better to us¢ a rating
scale of four or more steps. Responses to any individual item are
usually accompanied by a great deal of error, which means that the re-

sponses have low reliability. That is, persons will tend to be inconsis-

tent in answers to single questions because of ambiguities in the wording,

etc. In order to counter this, one prefers to be able to average the
ratings of several items that are measuring the same general issue..
A statistical procedure for ''clustering items'" needs to be intro-

i

duced in order to make sure that the items are in fact measuring the

same topic., By having several items, moreover, the meaning of the topic

being measured is more clearly recognizable. Thompson and Miles did not
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adopt this procedure. Hence, there is no way of knowing the reliability
of any single item, such as, "I want to be a housewife, not a worker."
In addition, this item might have clustered with others that would
suggest a broad orientation toward life, family, and work. This broad
orientation might have turned out to be labelled '"family commitment."
The.second point is that the way Thompson and Miles chose to ;n;“
present their data implies a ﬁultivariate analysis. That is, they wish
to know what are the variablés--including responses to attitudinal items
and demographic characteristics such as educational level--that distin-
guish welfare from nonwelfare.persons. Welfare versus nonwelfare should
be the dependent variable and the others the independent variables in a
multiple regression equation. The solving of the equation would then
reveal the extent to which a possible orientation, such as "family commit-
ment,' is directly related to welfare status, with other variables,
such as level of education, being controlled. Without this kind of
multivariable analysis, it is not possible to tell, for one thing,
whether certain attitudinal differences between welfare and nonwelfare
persons are merely the result of educational differences. What the
Thompson and Miles study has to offer, therefore, s some interesting
insights rather than substantial conclusions on wﬁich to base policy.
The Feldman study complements certain findings already mentioned.
He conducted interviews with about 1,300 female heads of household in
upstate New York of whom about 400 previously had been on welfare and
the others were at that time on welfare (1972, p. 17). Each family had
to contain at least one teenager, but the heads were to exhifit different

employment and marital statuses. Rather than searching for a comparison

group of low income persons never on welfare, as in the Miller and

]
Ferman study, Feldman compared those on welfare with those who had left

29



~-26-

welfare. (The fact that a family was able to leave welfare, however,
almost automatically means that they aré better off than those on weifare,
so that comparability is limited.)

Sampling for the study involved use of county welfare 1ists of both {?
welfare and former welfare recipients. By including enough counties in N
the study,‘it was possible to obtain substantial numbers of respondents
in the welfare-nonwelfare, work-nonwork, and husband-nonhusband cate-
gories (p. 17)f

Feldman presents considerable demographic data about his sample,_
something which Thompson and Miles unaccoﬁntably fail to do. And we see
again as in the Miller andrFerman, and Klausner‘sthaigs that those who are
employed have more resourcesito begin with. Thus Feldman found that the
employed, ex-welfare mothers héd the highest level of education in the
sample (10.7 years) while those who were presently on welfare and unem-
ployed had the lowest level of education (9.6 years)(p. 25). Nonemployed‘
mothers had more preschool children than employed ones, and those on
welfare had more ?reschoolers than those formerly on welfare (p. 39).

The ex-welfare mothers who had married and were working had sub-
sténfiaiif'ﬁi;ﬁef;éér ééﬁiféwf;mii} ihééﬁéé.tﬂéﬁ/fﬁo;é ﬁbtﬂéf;hbﬁ Qélfééeb
(p. 37). Here again, as in the Levy analysis, it is clear that.a major
way out of poverty for a low income mother is for her to combine her
earnings with those of a husband. Not all the ex-welfare mothers worked.
The per capita family income in those families was about the same as
that of welfare families (p. 37). Presumably these mothers preferred to
look after their husband and children than to earn additional income.

And there is evidence that these women found more positive relationships

with their husbands than employed women (p. 198) Whether a wife staying——

at home increases accord or whether marital discord encourages women to
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go out and work ‘ar=o: be determined from the data. The finding does
support the meed = Zm=velop a "family commitment' measure that would
better elucidate the basis for labor force activity of mothers.

All mothers in the study, as mentioned earlier, gained a great
deal of satisfaction from their children (p..136). A series of items
were asked about specific parent-child relations--how highly they
(children) think of you--as well as how well the children get along with
peers and how happy they '.are. While these items are divided into sub-
groupé and scores of individuals are averaged, there is no evidence
that a statistical clustering of these items was undertaken. The cluster-
ing appears to have been done on the basis of the investigator's best
judgment, but not backed up by statistical analysis which would show that
respondents really were answering the items in a similar fashion.

The responses do seem to be consistent and have face validity.

They suggest that working mothers do not perceive their employment activi-
ties as having much of a negative effect on their children (p. 140). Non-
working mothers perceive a larger negative effect on their children if
they worked. These perceptions did not seem to be influenced by whether
there was a husband in the household or not (p. 176). (What the effects
of working were from the child's viewpoint was not determined in the
study).

When wives were asked about their relationships with their hus-
bands, it was clear =s just indicated that marital satisfaction was not
enhanced by the wiif: s employment. The employed women on the other hand
tended to be more aggressive and less docile than nonemployed women,

perhaps threatering the male's feeling of security (pp. 206£f). These

women saw their husbands as less effective than the women who were not

employed. Feldman found that employed women gain considerable satisfac-
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tion from their job (as well as from their children) and have mcre
confidence in their abilities than nonworking mothers (p. 220).

A multivariate analysis would have more fully exploi;ed the data
Feldman gathered. For example, it could have been valuable to determine
the extent to which the psychological characteristics of women (e.g.
confidence in abilities) is related to work behavior when other factors
“such as education and number of children is COgirolled.

If the Feldman project was weak in its statistical analysis, it
was the only one to look in depth at the life experiences of a group of
women living in "Road Junction." Janet Fitchen, as part of the Feldman
Project, entered this small, poor community in upper New York State
originally as a tutor for the children (1971). She later used her accep-
tance in the community of 30 families as a basis for carrying out ﬁer
detailed stud§ of life activities and experiences there. Unlike the

\
brief survey interviews, this kind of study provides more insight into

the life style of poor persons living in a poor community.
Fitchen points out how family upheavals and lack of resources make
it difficult to plan ahead and keep a long-term job. Hence there is a
‘tendency to obtain low Skilled janitorial or factery jobs rather tham get
training for jobs that pay more but require continuing and pmm—tual
attendance. Fitchen found these people to be insecure and to think poorly
of themselves. She goes on: "This low self-image is derivesl freom their
cumulative failures in so many aspects of their lives, and Z=msagnified
and reinforced by their knowledge that society shuns them as *trash'"
(p. vi). The study does not deal directly with WIN or fhe experismces of

WIN enrolless, and so is not of direct value for WIN policy. TItudoes

suggest the need fcr this kind of participant observation study that

would bear on WIN experiences.
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Even with all this evidence that recipients of welfare have less
resources and more family responsibilities than nonwelfare recipients, it
nevertheless may be argued that the recipients lack adequate psychological
orientations toward work (not part of the traditional personality measures
used in the studies mentioned) which may cause them not to exert them- .
selves educationally or to gain job skills. A study carried out by
Leonard Goodwin was aimed explicitly at the issue of comparing work
orientations among the poor with those among middle class persons (1972).

Comparing Work Orientations

The study involved creation of nine clusters of items measuring
various orientations toward work. -One cluster was called the wo:k ethic.
It included 15 items rated on a four-step Agree-Disagree ladder. Among
the items were: Hard work makes you a better person; I like to work; You
have to work hard in order to get ahead. Each cluster was developed
through extensive pretesting with poor groups, including welfare recipi-
ents. And the final measures were found to be applicable to and reliable
for middle class as well as poor groups (p. 136ff).

One set of respundents consisted 9:»250 long-t=rm welféye mothg:sk
in Baltimore and their teenage sons. imother set consisted of almost B00
middle class families iz the city and smburbs of Baltimore, with separas¥
interviews for mothers. fathers and teenéée sons or daughters. A third
set comsisted of abmm .,400 WIN participants at six differemt sites
around the country. And a fourth set was the WIN staff at those six
sites. Each of these groups rated the same items usedi to measure the
several work orientations, while WIN staff and the submrban Baltimore

i

respondents were asked in addition to give the ratings that they . thoughz

welfare persons in the WIN program would give.
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The work ethic score for each of these groups was high. No
statistically significgnt differences were found among the mean values
Ziven by any of tﬁe adult groups (p. 112). Several ways of checking for
respondent bias were introduced. One consisted of having interviewers of
gifferent race, class status, and sex carry out the personal interviews
among the Baltimore welfare recipients. It was found that recipients
tended to give higher work ethic responses to middle class white inter-
viewers than to black interviewers. Only the responses to the latter
interviewers were used. There were still no significant differences be-
tween welfare respondents and others on the work ethic scale (p. 35).

Life goals, su§p as having a good job, having good family relations,
having good health were rated on a four step ladder that said Best Way of
Life at the top and Worst.Way of Life at the bottom. The same goal items
clustered for poor as for more affluent persons, and the average ratings
of all the items taken together showed no significant differences among
groups. Thus the content of life goals and work ethic are shared across
socio—eronomic lines and th® srrength of commitment to these matters also
18 siare=d.

There were cofferences among groups with respect to other orienta-
—icms. Weifare recipients that decidedly less confidence in their ability
to suctest in the work worid—tended to agree more strongly with such
items = '"'Success in a jor ‘is mainly a matter of luck" (p. 83). They were
strikimziy more accepting of welfare--responding more positively to such
statemexts as, "Would yom go on welfare if you could not earn enough to
suppart-yourself and your family?" (p. 83). Goodwin explained these

differences as the result of welfare recipients experiencing failure in

--the work-world—and—indeed—having-to-accept—welfare.—He-concluded-that—

while basic valmes such as the work ethic are shares across class lines,
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beliefs about one's abilities or choices of action will depend upon the
amount of success or failure one has experienced in the past.

While the Goodwin findings come from large numbers of individuals,
it remains to have his measures tested further on a national sample of
welfare and WIN participants and middle class respondents. Findings of
low confidence of welfare people are consistent with those of Fitchen in
her study of a small, poor community, those of Thompson and Miles, and
those of Feldman.

In Summary

Research has shown the foilowing about the orientations and work
experiences of welfare recipients.

1. Welfare recipients do not differ markedly from other Ameriéans
with respect to general personality characteristics or with respect to
the work ethic and basic life goals. Whefe differences do occur--e.g.
welfare recipients haswing lower self-confidence--they can be attributed
to the recipienzs concinuing experience of failure.

2. There is nc élearly differentiated grour of poor persons wisc
are just like welfars recipients but refuse to take welfare. Recipimmrs
generalliv have I=== education, less job potential, more medical aifficul-
ties, anc more dzzeenderts than those not on welfare.

3. While there is substantial movement in and out of poverty,'the
chances of a low-income (and especially black) female head of householdl.
permanently moving out of poverty is much less than for a male hegded
family. This is not because welfare mothers refuse to work. Mmy wof
them do work for warying periods of time, but they are mot able to

!
commazw - high emough salary = relation to the nmmber of people im~their
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4. Some welfare mothers prefer to remain home to take care of
their families rather than work. While low income working mothers do
not feel that they disadvantage their children by working, there 1s some
evidence that working straine their relations with their husbands.

These results indiczte that most persons are on welfare because
they cannof earn enough in spite of their efforts to support their depen-

dents. The next question =s whether a work training program can help.




CHAPTER 3
IMPACT OF WIN: INPUT-OUTPUT EMPHASIS

Does WIN markedly help welfare recipients obtain jobs and leave
welfare? This query moves the discussion from a concern only with the
characteristics of the recipient and job market systems (Pigure 1,

Chapter 1) to a concern with how the components of the delivery system
affect the characteristics of welfare recipients and their employabiliiy
in the job market. Studies in this area are divided for convénience into
two groups. The first, reviewed in this chapter, tends to emphasize how
the: characteristics of WIN participants and the WIN components (inputs)
are related to subsequent work experiences (outputs) of those participants.
The second group of studies, reviewed in Chapter 4, tends to emphasize.
what happends in the WIN experience and how it affects.the orientations
of-participants.

One of tﬁe early studies trying to relate WIN participants' char-
acteristics to success in WIN and'the work force was carried out by
‘Thompson and Miles (v. 5, 1972), It built upon their earlier effort,
reviewed in the previous chapter, which delineated the characteristics of
welfare recipients who obtained employment and left welfare as compared
with recipients who stayed on welfare. Their approach was to see whether
the same characteristics that distinguished persons who had left welfare
would also distipguish successful WIN participants, those who obtained
jobs and left weifare (p- 1). This was a reasonable approach, and 1200

black and white females entering WIN at thirty different sites became the

»-A~ainitialﬁsubjects~o£~the~studyv~__~AA e —~ —
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The subjects were interviewed during a two-month period in the
summer of 1970, again six months later and then 12 months after they had
entered the program. By the time of the thirgwipferview, the number of
respondents had shrunk to 920. Given the difficulties of msintaining a
sample of this kind over time, this is a reasonable result.

The measure of success of WIN participants should have been related
solely to their post-WIN experiences. But only half of the participanté
had left WIN by the end of 12 months. Hence, the measure of success in-
cluded participation in WIN components. The highest success scores went
to persons who had graduated from WIN and obtained well paying jobs.
Intermediate scores went to those enrolled in various WIN components.
Lowest scores went to persons who were back on welfare for "mo good cause"
(v.5, p. 12). The distribution of scores showed that only one quarter of
the final sample was working, about one half was still in WIN, and one
quarter had dropped out'and was on welfare.

The analysis consisted of determining what other variables were
éssociated with the success measure. It suffered from the same limita-
tions as the earlier study by these authors: a lack of clustering items
to form reliable attitudinal measures; dependence on dichotomous responses
to questions; presentations of fourfold tables, looking at only two vari-
“ ables-at a~fime father than having a multivariable analysis.

The authors did offer a few correlations which suggested that the
predictive ability of the variables under consideration was small. Thus,
the self-confidence measure of the Sixteen Personality Factor Question-
naire was correlated only -0.12 with the success measure (p. 15). The
attitudinal measures had little relation to success. There were two |

items that slightly distinguished black females who were successful from

those who were not: strong belief about the importance of a steady job;
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and, rejection of the belief that luck is more important than hard work
for success.

Demographic variables seemed to have some effect on success. The
higher the education of the enrollee when she entered WIN, .the more likely
that she was working afterward. (p. 25ff). Similarly, the more work B
experience‘an enrollee had before entering WIN, the more likély that she
was working afterward (p. 28). These effects are not very strong, as Seen
in the fourfold tables, and they are hardly novel.

Thompson and Miles do present additional findings on the attitudes
of enrollees toward WIN. They discover that participation in WIN has some
beneficial effect on enrollees' feelings about thenmselves and on their
children. But this is independent of whether they obtain jobs or not (p.
62). Overall,.little light is thrown on the reasons for success of WIN
participants.

Another stﬁdy, directed by Ann Richardson (1975), remedied.the de-
fect of short range followup. It involved interviews with former WIN
participants up to two years after they had left the program. The focus
was on youth, because it was thought that young people provided a special
problem. 4Thirteen sites wefe sélected éroﬁhd the'couhiffughﬂiﬁé>bﬁSi;“of“H ”
their having high or low dropout and placement rates for young enrollees.
Each site was visited in 1973 in order to compile lists of names and
addresses of persons 16-21 years old who had been in WIN during the
period 1971 to 1973.

It was discovered at that point that the criteria for dropouts and
to some extent placements were not consistent across sites-ué.g. what at
one site was called a "dropout" was classified as "other" at another

”“”””‘3itéT*~ﬁpp1ying”the“same*criteri;?ﬁtTDSS“siteswshowed“that“youths*were
not dropping out at any greater rate than others and, moreover, that
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there were very few participants under 18 years of age (p. 9). Hence, ¢

the sites choser for study did not constitute a meaningful sample.

Technically, the —esults cannot be generalized. But when se=am in the

perspective of rher studies, these results contribute to certain general

watterns of finciimgs.

The basix &mta consist of interviews with 518 persons under the

age of 22 wio bmfi:participated in WIN up to two years prior to the interQ

view. One of the :striking findings was the great prograﬁ differences

across sites. For example, at site B (41 respondents) more.than one third

of the respondentsshad some vocational training. Only one tenth from

site E (24 respondents) had such training. Such a finding is specially

pertinent in Telation to what hwppened to participants after leaviﬁg'NIN.

Almost nine w=enths of those from site E entered laboring jobs, with none

entering wir=e collar jobs. From site B, on the other hand, only about

1/5 entered laboring jobs and almost half entered white collar jobs (pp.

36, 192). These kinds of findings suggest that different WIN sites adopt

different =tyles with respect to training and placing enrollees in jobs.'

Such styles may be based on judgments about the local labor market, by

- requirements set by the WIN director's superiors, by'fésbﬁrCé;“&VaiIable T

to the WIN site, et¢. This wide site variation will.be emphasized also

iﬁ the Schiller studies to be memtioned in a moment . The point is that

by pooling cmata from sites which are using very different approaches or

operating im very different contexts, one may obscure positive relation-

ships betweem training components and job achievements that are occurring

at a few.sites. .

There i==.a complementary use of both tabular material andAre-.

—_gression_analys¥s in the Richardson study. The regression results show

the extent to wmich WIN components, site, age, sex, «tc., influence such
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matters as job placement and wages. A positive relationship was found
between immediate job placement and having participated in on-the-job
training (OJT). For those enrollees across all sites who had OJT (N=52)
there was a 15% greater chance that they were working fdllowipg WIN ter-
mination than the chance of those in the sample as a whole (p. 190).

(Or put another way, according to Richardson, while 46% of the total

‘ group of 518 respondents reported that they were‘working following WIN

termination, 61% of those who had participated in OJT reported that they
were Qorking.) Participation.in'vocétional education while in WIN in-
creased employment afterward by 5% (p. 190). Beirg white, male and a
high school graduate each added 5% to the probability of'working immedi-
ately after WIN (p. 190)."

A less sanguine picture emerges from consideration df longer term
(30 months after leaving WIN) labor force activity. Participatibn in
OJT increases the probability of longer term employment only 4% (pp. 121,
195). Participation in vocational education adds nothing to the pfoba-
bility of longer térm employment (p. 195). None of the other WIN compo-
effects of g;;ng male, white and a high school graduate continue.

One.can interpret the very meager impact of WIN components on the
longer term employment of participants as being the result of poor |
sampling, heterogeneity of sites, and the youth of the participants.
All these féctors probably contribute to the result. There'is another
explanation which the author offers, and which alsohﬁ;bbably has some
validity. She proposes that the initial advantages provided by OJT and
vocational education "are later swamped by .the mo;e immediate.eircum-
stances of day-to-day living--factors such as employers' attitudes

toward young, relatively inexperienced workers, labor market conditions,
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and childbearing" (p.xiii).

There is one major affect on long term employment which is not
stressed by Richardson. Those who were Qbrking at the time of WIN tefm-
ination were 20% more likely to be working over the long term than the
average member of the sample (p. 195). This occurs even while preWIN
work experience has no bearing on subsequent employment. There is also
a 5% increase in probability of long term work effort on the part of per-
sons who spent 10 or more months in WIN (p. 195). Hence, WIN apparently
has helped certain persons gain kinds of skills that enable them to ob-
tain and hold on to jobs, even though it is not possible to identify
those skills or trace the positive effects to participation in specific
WIN components.

Before coming to any hard conclusions about WIN, it is necessary
to consider the other studies that sought to rclate participant charac-
teristics and WIN training components to postWIN labor force activity.
One of these was conducted by Bradley Schiller (1972). Data were collect-
ed during 1971-72 from 36 sites around the country chosen on the basis
of differing unemployment rates, geographical location and effectiveness
of programs as measured by an index which combined measures of the extent
of employment preeﬁfation, job placement and quality of job placemgg;
among WIN participénts. The precise method of site éelection is not dés-
cribed in detail. In any case, about a week was spent ét each site by
Schiller and his colleagues in order to gather data about the site and to
interview a total of 635 WIN persons. Presumably the latter represented
a stratified, random sample of WIN current enrollees, graduates and
dropouts (p. C-3). How this.kind:of sampling was accomplished is not
described, Given the few numbers of WIN interviews at any one site it is

difficult to see how one would obtain a representative sample of these
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three categories of persons. (For example, there are only 40 interviews
at the Los Angeles site where there were more than 6,000 enrollees.) As
in the other studies, sampling difficulties would throw doubt on novel
findings, if such were to be observed, but could help strengthen patterns
of findings observed in other studies.

Schiller developed a means of measuring effectiveness of WIN sites
based on criteria set by administrators on one hand and enrollees on the
other hand. The measures were slightly different for these two groups,
administrators giving greater emphasis to job placement and enrollees
giving greater empﬁasis to employment preparation. The two other criter-
ia were quality of job placement and completion of the WIN program (pp. 24-
25). On the basis of interviews at the sites, Schiller created an
effectiveness rating for each site and then tried to determine what fac-
tors were related to it. A wide range of effectiveness scores was ob-
tained. And in the regression analysis, using first the administrator's
view of effectiveness and thén the enrollee's, the significant predictors
were characteriéticsxﬂ?the enrollees thenselves (sex, education, race)
and the amount of community support for WIN (p. 36). The program compo-
nents of WIN did not significantly enter the equations.

The other major consideration was what affected the job placement
of individual enrollees. The‘only variable cénnected with the WIN effort
that approaches- statistical significancé“%%%‘iﬂteragency relatioﬁs--i.e.b
relations between the WIN office and the welfare officé.(p. 39). Measures
of placement activity of WIN staff or supportive services did not signi-
ficantly affect ij placement. Another measure external to WIN which
proved to be siénificant was the unemplcyment rate at each site (Table B-
3). Hence, once again the variables that have some impact on job place-

ment appear to be those outside the WIN effort itself.
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There is some uncertainty as to the adequacy of the measure of job
placement. It was apparently a dichotomous variable (working or not work-
ing) based upon a report of WIN staff about each participant‘in the
study.” There may have been instances in whichuWIN dropouts who got jobs
on their own were later classified by WIN staff as "'successfully" placed
by WIN. Such an occurrence would dilute the possibly significant effects
of WIN training in the regression anazlysis. In trying to account for the
quality of job placement for WIN participants, Schiller came up with the
same finding that no WIN activities were significant (Table B-3) (and
there is the same caveat about the accuracy of the data).

At the same time, Schiller reported that 76% of WIN enrollees who
completed training obtained jobs at termingtion. Only 19% of those who
dropped out of WIN prematurely had fcund jobs (p. 45). WIN, therefore,
had a positive effect oﬁ those who stayed with it. The question arises‘
as to why this Kind of result did not appear in the regression equations.
One reason is‘Fhat the training variable in those equations was based
upon respongigts' subjective evaluation of how satisfied they felt with
training,kgﬂiher.than on whether they had actually completed a training
program.* Also; there were relatively few WIN enrollees who completed
training (29%) so that erTors in measurement on a small number of persons
could have a marked effect in the regression analysis.

This first Schille; study emphasized the importance of factors ex-

ternal to WIN--unemployment rates, interagency relations--influencing job

placement of participants. It also showed, as in the Richardson study,

that overall WIN has a positive impact on some participants. The study

*This information was provided by Bradley Schiller in a letter of
August 19, 1976.
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was unable to connect that impact to participation in any of the WIN
components. Do the subsequent more extensive studies establish this
connection?

A second Schiller (1974) project focused primarily on the jbﬁ
search and work activity of two sets of WIN participants: those who had
left the program by 1972; and those who left afterward. The former were
designated as WIN I participants, with 72 of the 349 interviewed having
been in the first Schillier study. Those who left WIN after 1972 were
designated as WIN II participants. The distinction rests upon the imple-
mentation of the Talmadge amendments to the WIN legislation in 1972 which
mandated greater emphasis on job placement and less emphasis on training.

A total of 571 persons were interviewed'in 16 cities around the
country between September;- 1973 and February, 1974, covering a period of
up to three years after WIN termination for some respondents (p. 2). No |
information was supplied on how the cities were chosen ofufﬁe individuals
sampled for interviews, except that 72 respondents were part of the
earlier study.‘ Presﬁmably this was done on some reasonable basis.

A great deal of job searéh activity was found. The most frequently
used sources for job leads were want ads,_direct contact with employers,
and friends (p. 21). But among those who got jobs, WIN was the most
frequently used source of leads, accounting for one third of the jobs
obtained (p. 26). Friends, relatives and direct contact with employers
accounted for almost another half of the jobs, while the employment.
service accounted for only 6% (p. 26).

In the course of examining job search, the labor fo:ce activities
of thé sample were explored. Regression analyses were conducted, using

as the dependent variable employment status of respondents (presumably at
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time of interview). Males and the more educated showed significantly
higher employment. But the effect was not of great magnitude.q'The
variables of sex and education account for less than 6% of fhe fdtal_
variance of employment scores (p. 32).

Vocational training did not significantly enter the equation. But
this variaﬁle was measured only by asking respondents whether they had any
vocafional training since leaving high school.* The actual training they
received in WIN, and whether they completed a program was not included.
Hence the real impact of the variable is indeterminate in this study.

When a regression analysis was performed on the responses of 70
persons who had participated in the earlier Schiller study, and on whom
there was longitudinal data, only one variable was a significamt predic-
tor of curremt employment, and that was their employment status at the
time of the mrevious interview in.1971 (p.- 54). As iﬁ the Eichardson
findings, tlmse WIN participants who obtained jobs immediz=i~— tend to
continue in gainful employment. In some manner, the WIN experience en-
courages some participants to obtain and hold jobs.

The latter conclusion is reinforced by considering the overall
employment impact of WIN I versus WIN II in this second Schiller study.
Out of a total of 337 WIN I persons interviewed, 215 had completed their
employability plan. Of that group 83% were employed. Among those who
had dropped out of WIN, only 34% were employed (p. 7). \u.ong WIM II.
participants, no distinction was made between dropouts and completers of
employability plans because Schiller found little in the way of employ-
ability plans in operation (p. 9). The fact that only 58% of the WIN II
terminees were employed at time of interview (p. 7) suggests that WIN I

training added something to the employment capability of welfare recipi-

. *This 1nformat10n was prov1ded by Bradley Schiller in a letter of
August 19, 1976; '
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ents which was lost in WIN II.

The earnings of the WIN I and WIN II respondents are not presenfed.
There are probably no significant differences because in a subsequent
section where Schiller investigates the correlates of wages earned, mem-~
bership in one or the other group is not reported as a significant vari-
able. The variables that are significant in influencing wages among all
respondents in full time jobs are sex and education. They only account,
however, for about 17% of the variance in wages (p. 43). Yith Tespec.
job tenure, the only significant predictor was the lengta of time‘since
the person had left REN {p. 49).

These findingszadd little mew to an understamding -of factors
&ffecting employment o WIN participants. Schiller:-did poimt-out thet
N staff consistently had emphasized the importance of 'client motiwa-
=ion" in obtaining jobs (p. 34). This suggests that unmeasureéd variable%
are accounting for a large portion of the job success of WIN ﬁersons. It
also is possible that by looking across many WIN sites one is’"averaging
out!" significaﬁf results achieved at nne or a few sites. .

A study focusing on a single area, Ramsey County (St. Paul),
Minnesota, was completed recently by Earl Hokenson et al. (1876). Per-
sonal interviews were conducted with 313 men and women in 1974 who had
terminated WIN during 1970-72. This consituted the WIN I sample. The
WIN II sampie consisted of 508 men and women who had terminated the pro-
gram since 1972.

The authors made an effort to measuré attitudinal variables.

These were intuitively reasonable. And one m;ght expect the extent of
WIN terminees empléyment to be related to the extent they maintained the

work ethic, had confidence in their abilities, and had experienced job
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satisfaction. The way in which the authors created these measurés,
however, appears inadequate. No evidence was offered, for example, on
using statistical techniques to cluster the items assumed to be part of
the "work ethic" (pp. 52ff.). The statistical reliability for that measure
(the calculations of which are not presented) turned out to be so low as
to make the measure meaningless (pp. 320£f.) The authors seem unaware
that Goodwin (1972) already had develoﬁed reliable measures of work
ethic :amd confidence in one's abilities.

“The bulk of the authrors' analysis consists 6f tables relating one

variazle.at a time to succ=ssful or unsuccessful employment. At the end,

multizle regression results were presented. Two depemdent variables were-

used: employment at WIN t=rmination; and, employment.at time of inter-

view. Separate equations were computed for WIN I males and females,
and WIN II males and fem;ies, making eight equations altogether (pp. 324-
325.). | “

The equations showed very few significant predictors of employment
status. The self confidence measure had a significant but small effect
only for WIN I ﬁales at termination. The health status of tﬁese men nega:
tively affected their employment. Hokenson et al. pointed out that many
of the WIN males suffered from alqoholism, drug use, mental health
problems and police records (p. 35).‘ The presence of a .spouse in the
home was positively related to employmeﬁt of both men and women at WIN
termination. Each of these effects is small. The authors do not present
a stepwise multiple regression analysis to indicate the coptribution of
each variable to explaining the variance in employment scores. (The
R? figures presented, around 0.25 for WIN I persons and 0.14 ‘for WIN II

persons, are not interpretable since they are based upon the contribution
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of all 17 variabies when only a few are stafi%pically significamt.)

The major point here is that such variables as WIN basic educa-
tion, vocational training, and such demographic variables as education
and family size do mot affect employment at termination from WIN.
HokénSOn et al. found, however, that 84% of the women who completed vo-
cational training in WIN I obtained jobs at termination. Only 43% of the
35 women who started but failed to complete vocational training got jobs.
And merely 33% of the 69 women who did not enter vocational tfaiﬂing got
jobs at termination (p. 194). Similar results are observed for these
women with respect to employment at follow up (p. 195). Among the WIN.I
-men there 1S not a marked affect from vocational training, but that may
be the result of relatively few entering that component, one quarter of
153 men (p. 194). .

The question arisgs as to why vocational education did not show
up as a significant predictor of employment in the multiple regression
equations for WIN I females. The authors did not address the issue. It
is likely that the distinction was not made between those who entered and
.those who completed vocational training. Combining those categories
would dilute the statistical impact of vocational fraining on employment.
It is also possible that other variables included in the equation,. such
as level of education, are related to the effects of training. Thése
women who seemed to WIN staff better able to profit from vocational
training, inciuding perhaps the better educated and more job experienced,
might have been assigned to that component. It could have been useful to
explore the relationship of training to employment in a stepwise multiple

Tegression analysis.
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In any case, there is another indication here that WIN may have
had a positiwve impact. Along this same lime, there is z.sharp difference
in earnings between WIN I and WIN IT participants. Themverage monthly
gross earnings at followup are more than $100 greater fo— those women who
terminated WIN I with a job as compared with those who terminated WIN II
with a job; Even those who termir.zted WIN I without a job, but had oné
at followup, were earning onAthe average $80 more per m=mth (p. 309).

A similar finding is reported for the men. There are mo controls for
education or other variables on these data. And it may omly indicate
that WIN II enrollees are less job ready than those entering WIN I. On
“the other hand, demographic data on the groups do not indicate marked
differences (p. 170ff), Hence, again, as in the Schiller material,
there is a hint of something positive happeaing in the WIN I effort which
emphasized training.

Returning to the multiple regression equationms, therc was one

~ really strong variable predicting employment at follow up. This was the
employment status at time of WIN termination. Those who were employed at
termination, males and females from both WIN I and WIN II, were more
likely to be employed later on (p. 325). This corroborates the findings
of Richardson and Schiller on this point. And because prior work activity
is unrelated to employment after the WIN experience (pp.- 324-5),-there is
some suggestion that the experience facilitatedbwork.aétiVity. While
these kinds of results from any single study are su5pec£, as they are
corroborated by other studies, one is able to have more confidence in them.
Three 6ther studies also add some evidence to the significance of
the WIN effort as it involved some kind ofntraining emphasis. The first

was a follow up of 121 former WIN I participants in the Chicago program.
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Under the direction of Audrey Smith et ;1. (1975) they were interviewed
an average of 18 months after termination. A major finding was that the
female participants had upgraded the status of their pre-WIN jobs. The
males had not done this (p. 14). The authors attributed this tq the
fact that the women had received training whereas the men tended'to'get
direct job.placement (p. 12).

The second study is quite different, an econometric attempt by
Ehrenberg and Hewlett (1975) to evaluate on a national basis the effect
of WIN II in lowering AFDC payments. An advantage of this kind of effort,
which views WIN results in relation to total AFDC costs, is that it fakes
into account displacement effects--the possibility that putting WIN
enrollees to work merely displaces existing workers and sends them on to
welfare. The authors carefully point out the limitations of the data
(including possible reporting errors in the WIN II data) they use in
coming to the tentative conclusion that WIN II Jowers AFDC costs somewﬁat
when there is some training provided to the participants (p. 3). They
question the édvisability of focusing all effort on placement of WIN
participants and cutting back on training (p. 9).

The third study was carried out by Michael Wiseman (1976), previ-
ously mentioned in Chapter 2. It inVOlvéd the collection of data from -
the cases of about 1,500 welfare mothers (AFDC) and 1,500 welfare fathers
(AFDC-U) during the period 1967 through 1972. Random samples were drawn
each year, with iﬁformation gained about these persons extending for the
following 12 months (pp. 20-21). Using multiple regression techniques,
Wiseman sought to account for the employment experienced by these persons.
Among mothers, employment was hindered by the presence of young children

(p. 45). Previous job experience significantly improved chances of
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subsequent employment (p. 45). But of most importance, he foﬁnd a
significant positive effect from previous employment training through
WIN (p. 45). No breakdown of training components was possible from the
data he had at hand. '

The situation among the men was somewhat different. WIN traihing hééf.
ha signifiéant impact on subsequent employment (pp. 58-60). This is
consiﬁtent with the tendency for WIN men to be placed directly in jobs--
e.g. see A. Smith study just mentioned. A significant contr’butions was
observed from the‘training the men received through other programs out-
side of WIN (pp. 58-60). Employment was significantly hindered by the
hours limitation in the AFDC-U program--men cannot work more than 100
hours per month ahd still receive welfare.

Further hindrances.were the experiences of béing fired from or
having to quit a previous job. Having other sources of income, on the
other hand; increased employment possibilities. These findings suggest
the possibility that as men hgxe'negative experiences in the work force
they tend to léée confideﬁZe and withdraw from work acfivity. As they
gain support--e.g. through having other sources of income--they are
encouraged to risk further effort in trying to rise in the work force.
This kind of interpretation will be expanded in Chapter 6.

In trying to draw together the findings reported in this chapter,
it is appropriate to refer to the most extensive and sophisticated
attempt to evaluate the impact of WIN that has just been .reported by

Schiller et al. (1976).* The study uses a comparison group against which

*The final report of this study was written by Bradley Schiller.
The study, however, was carried out by, three organizations, PTTA of which
Schiller is research director, CAMIL, and KETRON. Hence Schiller is not
totally responsible for the results, and in referring to the study it
will be called the Schiller et al. study.
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to view the impact of WIN II. Almost 2,500 participants and over

2,500 persons in the WIN registrant pool but not participating'in the
program were interviewed three times at 78 different sites across the
country. The three waves of interviews were begun in March 1574 and
ended in Septem?er 1975, providing a longitudinal perspective (pp;lff).
The basis for selecting the sites was not given, but presumablytthis was
a representative.sample of all WIN sites. Data were presented to show
that the sample characteristics were similar to characteristics of the
ﬂational WIN population (pp. 50-56). The basic aim was to compare the
subsequent job earnings (also weeks worked, weeks on welfare, and amount

of the welfare grant) of those who participated in WIN with those who

ENCl
-1

did not. A multiple regression technique was used to try and relate

the dependent variables just mentioned to participation in program compo-
nents and to demographic characteristics of the WIN gcoups. Measures
were made in such a manner as to control for differences zcross sites
(pp. 200£F) .

The impértance of a comparison group becomes appzarent in viewing
pre-WIN earnings. One year prior to entering WIN the ccmpaxison group
and WIN participant group have similar earnings. Six months prior to
entering WIN the participant group, unlike the comparison group, suffers
a sharp loss in earnings. The subsequent post-WIN earnings of the WIN
participants are, therefore, partly the result of these participants
coming back to their normal earning power; This part of -their earnings
is controlled through use of the comparison group, and is not attributed
to WIN (pp. 41£f, pp. 206£f).

Schiller et al. distinguished five levels of service provided by

WIN as follows: 1) no services; 2) advice and effort in job placement;
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3) education; 4) vocational training; 5) assignment té on-the—job
training (OJT) or public service employment (PSE) (p. 117). Schill
al. argued reasonably that persons receiving different levels of tr
ing should be considered separately. They found that for'males onl
the fifth level of training significantly distinguished the WIN par
pants from the comparison group (p. 120). That is, those males ass
to OJT or PSE were earning about $1900 more per year than their cou
parts during the follow up period.

Schiller et al. correctly presented a caveat with respect to
findings. Because the follow up period was only;about 9 months, th
102 males (and 204 females) placed in OJT or PSE were still in subs
employment (p. 119). There was no way to know whether their jobs w
continue after the subsidy ran out or whether their earnings would
the same. (Data from the previously mentioned Richardson (1975) st
showed that the earnings impact of OJT tended to disappear after so
months;)

For women, the situation differed. There¢ was a significant
on earnings from vocational training (about $500 per year), a small
from the job placément effort (about $300 per year), as well as a m
impact of about $1,400 per year from OJT or PSE (p. 120). (The 1lat
impact was subject to the same caveat as for the men.) The overall
results support eviden;e from other studies that WIN has a benefici
effect on job earnihgéi

There also was some indication that WIN lessened the welfare
for women, and perhaps for men (pp. 120, 222ff). Thigw¥inding comp
that from the ecoqomg;ric study mentioned earlier (Ehrenberg and He

1975), using macro data, which concluded that WIN II was possibly r
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sible for some lessening of AFbC costs when ;ome training was provided
enrollees.

These findings do not suggest that WIN is about to resolve tﬁe
welfare issue. The possibie reduction in welfare grant of 316 or §15 a
month, or reduction in time on welfare of a few weeks for a small percen- -
tage of weifare recipients will not have major national impact. The fact
that the program does have some positive effect, however, should not be
ignored. The positive results could probably be increased if the vari-
ables affecting job success were better delineated. The Schiller et al.
study is disappointing inlthis respect. In spite of three waves of
interviews with more than 2,500 WIN participants and two visits to each
of the 78 sites to examine program operations, there was little substan-
tial data to indicate what was really happening at those sites that led
to positive (and negative) impact on participants.

One might respond by pointing to the positivé effects that have
been shown at least for women through job placement advice and vocational
training. Pfééumably increased efforts in these areas wouid lead to
increased earnings of Qeifare mothers. If this were so, then, those sites
in the study which offered more services should have WIN participants who
showed higher job earningsf At this crucial point that the Schiller et al.
study came up with a blank. There was no significant relationship fouhd
between the kind and amount of services offered at the sitcs and the sub-
sequent earnings of WIN participants at those sites (pp.259ff).

This suggests that the PS?ifive impact of WIN on enrollees is not
being identified adequately by the labels given the service efforts--e.g.
;vocational training." If theré was a standard and significant effect

f£rom "vocational training,'" as such, then the average earnings of
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graduates from sites with large p:ogramg'should have been significantly
greater than average earnings of graduates from sites where there were
only small programs.

Under the label of 'vocational training'" there probably are
different things happening within the same site as well as among sites,
especially'with regard to the quality of staff—enroliee interactions.

- Certain staff persons may be better able than others to provide partici-
Pants with a cumulative set of successful experiences which enhance their
skills and self-esteem and lead them into regular, higher paid.employmen£.
Consideration of these possibilities fell outside the task that Schiller
et al. set for themselves. They did not conceptualize the gquality of
staff-snrollee interaction. .

One reasonably might ask: After all ‘this time don't we know what
are the significant variables affecting the success of enrollees? The
answer unfortunately is, No. The consistent fipding‘from the earlier
studies reviewed, including the two previous Schiller studics and the
Hokenson, Richardson, Miles-Thompson studies is that the variabI;;
affecting success have not been well identified even when it3*was possible

to show that WIN efforts in the gross seemed to help some participants.
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CHAPTER 4
IMPACT OF WIN: PROCESS EMPHASIS

Given the limitations of statistical analyses of WIN, it is useful
-to think of in-depth explorations of the WIN operation. Participaﬁtuu
observation studies might indicate how staff-enrollee interactions and
other kinds of events affect the job success of which kinds of enrollees.*
WIN research has noi totally ignored these matters. The four studies
discussed in this chapfer make a start on these issues. Two of the
studies were implemented in Chicago, Detroit, and Cieveland through a
university in each city. The third study, mentioned earlier, was imple-

i v
. . . X
mented by Goodwin at several urban WIN sites in order to relate work

orientations to job earni;gs of WIN enrollees. The fourth study attempt-
ed to determine the impact of allowing trainees to use vouchers to pur-
chase training. -

The initial study carried out jointly by the three universities
(School of Social Service Administration, University of Chicago§'School
of Social Work, University of Michigan; and School of Applied Social
Sciences, Case Western Reserve University) aimed at understanding how
- decisions were made by the WIN staff, the WIN enrollee and the welfare

caseworkers who made referrals to WIN. Many of the specific recommenda-

tions of the investigators are no longer relevant because WIN has under-

*For a discussion of research projects, including participant
observation projects that might be carried out on WIN, see, Leonard
Goodwin, "Proposed WIN Research Program,'" Submitted to the Office of
Research and Development, Employment and Training Administratiom, U.S.
Department of Labor, August 18, 1976. -

. =53
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gone major administrative changes since the period of October 1969 to

J;ne 1971. What is of continuing interest is the attémpt to understand
what was going on in the séecific WIN programs. Tﬁe investigators at the
three sites used the same research design and measuring in:trunénts )

that comparison across the cities was possible. Since there were 3 téamsw
of investiéators involved, the report will be designated by the name of
its editor William Reid (1972), with the addition of "et al."

Reid et al. developed.flow charts for intake activity and the
process by which enrollees move through the WIN program at each site. A
two page description of how a '"typical' female enrollee would move throughii
her career in WIN helps make the diagrams more meaningful (pp. 28ff). In
discussing each site, important historical events are illuminated. For
example, in Chicago therg¢ were few referrals to WIN in the first two ;ears
of operation because the Department of Public Aid continued to run its own
effort to help train welfare recipients (p. 38). |

In Detroit, those who had worked at the welfare department on the
training progfém that WIN replaced were transferred to the WIN program
and the employment service. This created hard feelings among those left
in the welfare department and raised difficulties in cooperation between
the two agencies fp. 44). 1In Cleveland, the authors report a shortage of -
staff, with staff turnover running over 100% per year apparently because
of low salaries and low autonomy at the work site (p. 50). These kiﬁds
of conditions undoubtedly affeéted~WIN operations and the job success of
WIN enrollees. Precisely how to relate unique characteristics at given
sites to more general characteristics in order to aid in ﬁhe understanding

of the factors affecting job success of enrollees remains to be developed

in a broadexr research study.
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In order to get at the decisions made by key actors in fhn WIN
effort, two waves of interviews were carried out with a2 total of 261 WIN'
enrollees, 152 public welfare caseworkers who referred persons to WIN,
and 116 WIN team members (p. 75). Interviews with WIN participants
occurred at the time of enrollment and about 8 or 10 months afterward.

Reid et al. developed a number of measuring instruments to get at
the rationale used by case workers in referring AFDC recipients to WIN.
They found that caseworkers were concerned about the age at which chil-
dren could be left by their mother without harm. ‘But the one attribute
that was most frequently seen as crucial in rcferring AFDC rgcipients to
WIN was the latter's positive "motivation" (p. 92): By factor analyzing
responses to single items, Reid et al. came up with two measures that
éontributed to caseworker's referral decisions. The first consisted of
three items including "client's motivatiom,' and was called the "Job
Potential Factor" (p. 93). The other consisted of three items, including
the ages of children in the family'" and was called the 'Child Orientation
Factor" (p. 935. While insufficient information is given on the factor
analysis results to judge the adequacy of the measures, they do h#vé face
validity.

The researchers found that fhe male caseworkers generaslly gave.more
emphasis to the job potential factor than female caseworkers. Among the
latter, those who were 25 or younger were more.concerned with job poten-
tial in referring welfare clients (p. 97). With réspect to the child
orientation, the sex of the caseworker did not enter as a major determin-
ant. Instead, it was those caseworkers who saw poverty as arising from
gocial conditicns who were most concerned about the effect ou- the

children of their mother being referred to WIN and work (p. 98). An
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additional interesting technique introd:ced was to present caseworkers
with five short case descriptipns and ask them to indicate whether they
would refer that hypothetical person to WIN, and why. Again, one of the
important criteria for referral to WIN was high motivation to work on '
the part of the client (p. 105). .

The researchers explored the perceptions of WIN team members about
their clients. One result observed was that the manpower specialist was
_less "client centered" than other team members (p. 179). The researchers

also considered the time that WIN participants spent with various team
members and what they talked about. The results indicated that pasrtici-
pants were talking to the different team members about the same topics,
suggesting that the different team members were not playing unique roles
(p. 182). .

A set of hypothetical situations regarding ‘WIN participants was
distributed to team members. The question was what services would be
recommended by the different team members to each of the hypothetical
participants tp. 192). Job coaches were found, for example, t& be more
willing to place participants in long term training such as computer
programming whereas manpower specialists were more liggly to want to
place enrollees in short term training for immediate jobs such as key
punching (p. 193). The various findings and recommendations regarding
the team are not directly re}evant because of administrative changes in
WIN. But again, the kinds of measures made could serve as the basis of a
more thorough examin;tion of what is happening in WIN today.

WIN participants were asked various quéstions about their expecta-
tions. It was found that only 19% expected to get off welfare as a

result of WIN, although 59% anticipated that they would get a job (p. 113).
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Data also werc gathered from WIN records and certain site differences
noted. In Detroit, 52% of the sample received neither edu;ation nor
job training as compared withk only 15% in Chicago and 44% in Cleveland
who received neither of these services (p. 121).

The impact of these kinds of differences on job success of
trainees could not be determined because so few of the trainees obtained
jobs. Only 12 persons who completed their employability plan obtained
jobs. Another 12 persons had jobs when they entered WIN. An additional
28 persons dropped out of WIN anﬁ took jobs (with 12 of those persons
never having sctually attended WIN) (p. 158).

The second study carried out by the three schools in Chicago,
Detroit and Cleveland focused more intensely on WIN participants. It will
be referred to as the Garvin et al. (1974) study. Emphasis was on the
factors that encouraged or discouraged participation in WIN. About 1,200
persons were interviewed from September 1972 to January 1973, stratified
at each city according to sex and whether they were currently enrolled in
WIN, were new enrollees, or had terminated the program (p. 27). There
was a 50% refusal rate among the WIN persons contacted to participate in
the study. This might have distorted the results because the characteris-
tics of the refusers were not known (p. 32). Characteristics of the
interviewed group at each city, however, were not markedly different from
all WIN participants in those cities (p. 37).

Of those in the sample who were just entering WIN, around 90%
believed that their participation would help them get a job or a better
job, and this was an important reason for being in the program (p. 40).
Over 70% of respondents, however, indicated that thére were some jobs

they would not want, preferring to stay on welfare instead. These in-
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cluded jobs like dishwasher and nurse's aide. The predominant reasons
given for rejecting these jobs were low pay and the boring nature of -
the work (p. 41).

The interest in work by WIN participants, but at higher level
jobs, was seen also in the aspirations set. Over half the respondents
wanted jobs that called for professional or at least extensive training,
whereas only 11% of respondents had held these kinds of jobs in the past
(p. 43). The women in particular were more oriented toward professional -
jobs and less willing io settle for jobs requiring minimal training. The
men showed more realism.

Among the jobs actually obtained by the WIN terminee sample, 18%
required extensive training and 2% were of professional status. This waé
much below the expectations of WIN participants. On the other hand, the

_placement of 20% in higher level jobs compared favorably with the preWIN
placement of only 11%. Again there was some indication from the overall
results that WIN had helped, even though the help was not extraordinary.
| Thq/gafﬁiﬁgs expected by respondents as a result of their WIN
training varied by sex. The median expected earnings of the men was
$8,000 per year, while the women expected $6,000 per year (p. 50). These .
were not unreasonable levels, with the Department of Labor estimate for
the lowest adequate family budgetAfor 1971 set at $7,000 per year for a
family of four (p. 60). The actual earnings of WIN terminees who had
thained jobs were $1,500 below expectations (pp-53—54)- This figure
looks even worse when it is recognized that 43% of terminees did not
obtain jobs (p. 55).

Another aspect of this three city study was infestigation of the

extent to which child care arrangements affected WIN participation
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(Smith and Herberg, 1972). A sample of 318 women referred to WIN during
1970 was interviewed before participation in the program. About 9
months later, 261 were able to be interviewed again (p. 38).

At the time of reinterview, almost half the respondents had either
never participated in WIN or had dropped out of the program. Of the non—'l.
participants, 20% gave inadequate child care arrangements as one reason
for their actions (p. 76). Other major reasons included sickness and
disability. Of those who were in WIN, almost half mentionad that the
neéd for child care arrangements was making their participation difficult
(p. 77). Only 8% of those in the sample participating in WIN were using
child care centers, while 50% were using relatives, friends or neighbors
(p. 57). The low use of formal centers had to do with their inflexibili-
ty regarding hours of operation, taking children only in a limited age
range, and having no provision for the child who became ill (p. 88).

Similar results appear in the previously mentioned Feldman (1972)
study of welfare mothers in upper New York State. He found that 10% of
the working mothers used a day care center (p. 239). Only 17% would
prefer such a center if they could choose whatever form of arrangement
they wanted (p. 240). The biggest problem they perceived regarding day
care was that of caring for children who became ill (p. 242).

The lack of use of day care centers also appears in a national
panel study of 5,000 low income families (Duncan and Morgan, 1975).
Interviews carried out in 1973 with 310 females who headed families and
were working showed that only 11% were using institutional day care or
nursery facilities. Three quarters of them used a friemnd, relative or

baby sitter (p. 222).
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Further findings of the three city study of WIN participants showed
that enrollees found positive contacts with WIN staff to be an important
experience which encouraged further participation (p. 132). As in other
studies, there was the finding that the terminees who completed their-wu
WIN employability plans were more likely to be working than those who had
dropped out of WIN (p. 141). This Garvin et al. study further illuminates
certain of the factors affecting the participation of AFDC recipients in
WIN, pointing out their concern with obtaining better jobs ard higher
income. It did not undertake, however, to relate the characteristics of
WIN participants and aspects of the program to jobvsuccess outcomes.

A disjunction is apparent betweén the Garvin and Reid kind of
study on one hand and the Schiller kind of study on the other. 'The
former sought to conceptualize and delineate variables that illuminated
what was happening.in WIN, especially similarities and differences
across sites. The delineation was not very precise, and the studies were
not organized to try and predict job success of trainees. The Schiller
kind of study was designed precisely for the purpose of determining the
factors influencing trainees' job success, but the variables used did not
reflect the significant WIN happenings that actually influencéd partici-
pants' job success. There is need to combine these two approaches within
the same study, showing how broad statistical resuits emerge from the
aggregation of specific events in WIN that affect the psychology and
actions of trainees.

A study carried out by Leonard Goodwin (1972, 1975) illuminated
something of the psychological impact of WIN on certain participants.
This effort, mentioned earlier, created measures of several orientations

toward work, including work ethic, confidence in one's abilities, and
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acceptability of welfare. Of interest here were the measures of orien-
tations made at two points in time on WIN I participants: when “hey
entered the program; about one year after they had left the program, The.
aim was to determine whether work orientations measured st entry into WIN
predicted earnings after leaving WIN, and whether the experience of em- o
Ployment of unemployment during the year after leaving WIN affected
orientations.

There was only one orientation that was significantly correlated
with earnings of wowen upon leaving WIN; and that was accepfability of
welfare. Those women who entered WIN with the greatest acceptability of
welfare were least likely to be worKing at timé of leaving WIN. The
Correlation coefficient was relatively small, -0.18 (1975, p. 144).
However, the correlation between earnings of those women one year after
having left WIN and their acceptability of welfarz at that later time was
considerably larger, -0.39. The increase in corrslation came entirely
from the women who did not obtain jobs (p. 148). That is, those women
who went through WIN and did not get work at the end had become warkedly
more dependent on welfare than when they had started. The impact of
another failuré mediated through the WIN experience had made them more
unlikely than eﬁef to want to try and enter the work force.

These findings need to be viewed in light'of the fact that only
181 WIN women were invoived in the reinterviews, whereas over 1,100 had
been interviewed initially. This shrinkage was partly the result of
almost half the trainees still having been in WIN at the time of rein;er-
view. The acceptance of welfare measure was found to be significantly
correlated with the work effort of other welfare but nonWIN mothers in

‘the Goodwin study (1972, p. 105), adding to the validity of the relation-
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ship. There were no longitudinal data for these other mothers, however.
(Orientations and earnings were measured at the same point in time.) It
would be useful to replicate the longitudinal effort in order to explore
further the extent to which failure tc fuifill expectations with respect
to finding jobs inhibits persons from further search efforts.

There were not enough reinterviews with WIN men to warrant s
longitudinal analysis. It was possible to correlate entering scores on
orientations with earnings at time of leaving WIN. For the almost 150
WIN men there was no significant correlation between any of the orienta-
tions and their work activity upon terminatioﬁ (Goodwin, 1971, p. 97).’
However for nonwelfare men in the sample, including 500 black fathers
and 175 white fathers living in Baltimore, there were significant
correlations between earnings and scores on the orientation measuring
confidence in ability to succeed in the work world (1972, p. 109). (Lack
of cq;?g}ation with the acceptability of welfare measure probably stems
from the fact that obtaining welfare is not a practical option for. most
fathers.)

While data from the nonwelfare men were not longitudinal, it seems
likely that the same cyclical effect between earnings and orientations
might be posited for men as observed for the WIN women. A man having
confidence in his ability is encouraged to try harder in the work world,
and success in that world further increases his confidence. If this view
is shown to be valid, then, work training efforts should be concerned not
only with providing skills or job placements, but with helping persons

experience ''success" so that they will be encouraged to try harder.

*The lack of correlation between orientation score and earnings
among WIN men is attributed by Goodwin to their having special barriers
to work ‘force participation such as arrest records and alcoholism (1971,

p. 98).
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The Goodwin study also compared the orientation scores of WIN
persons with the scores that WIN staff thought they would give.* It
turned out that staff seriously underestimated the work ethic ratings of
‘the persons they were supposed to be helping (1975, p. 119). It is not
unreasonable to suppose that those staff who underestimated the positive
work orienfations of their enrollees were less effective with thuse
enrollees. Testing that possibility awaits further research, It is
unfortunate that the Schiller et al. study did not use any of the
measures developed by Goodwin to advance an understanding of the psycho-
logical factors influencing the job efforts of welfare recipients.

An effort to positively affect the psychology cf WIN participants
and encourage their job search was initiated by the Department of Labor
in connection with an experimental élteration in the delivery system
(the local WIN office). The alteration involved the introduction of
vouchers at one WIN site whereby WIN trainees could purchase training on
their own rather than having to work out a plan of training with WIN
staff. |

Goodwin (1972a) was asked to design a sfudy that would test the
effectiveness of vouchers. In that connection, he carried out interviews

““with WIN stqgggin Washington and in the field. He found that proponents
of voﬁche;s felt that trainees would have more incentive to perform well
and obtain jobs if they were directly reséonsible for their own trainipg
choices. Objections to the voucher included a belief that trainees would

not be able to make appropriate decisions, spending too much money tan

*WIN staff at each of the six sites were asked to complete the
work orientition questionnaire the way they thought the average female
(or male, depending upon which sex was most’ numerous) in their program
would do so. The ratings of these prejected values were then compared
with the actual ratings given by the WIN participants.
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courses of study in schools that were unsuitablie.
The research design served as the basis for a feasibility study
of voucher use in Portland, Oregon in the spring of 1974. Ann Richardson

and Laure Sharp (1974) directed the effort. Vouchers were issued to 167

WIN trainees for the period of one year but with no fixed dollar limit

(p. 19). Early results of the feasibility study showed that trainees
spert a little more than theix counterparts in the traditional WIN program
in 1%73; but the medimm cost was still only $919, and there was no wild
spending (p. 34). The choice of occupational training was broader_than
that of the 1973 comparison group, with less emphasis on lower level
clerical jobs and more emphasis on subprofessional and craftsmen jobs.
Trainees did not consult at great length with WIN counsellors once they
received the vouchers. They tended to go out and make their own choices
and arrangements (pp. 36ff).

The study has indicated the feasibility of issuing training
vouchers and having them used in a reasonable manner. It is not clear,
howaver, that users of vouchers as a group do any better in the job market
than those who follow the traditional WIN program.* Analysis of results
is still incomplete, and it remains to be seen whether particular kinds
of persons make especially good'(or poor) use of vouchers with respect to
job placement and tenure.

Vouchers also were tried for financing on-the-job training. It was
difficult to get trainees into that effort. Again, the data are not all
analyzed, but it may be that trainees find it hard to negotiate a more

complex activity such as that, or that employers prefer to get on-the-job

*Information gained from conversations with Ann Richardson,
October, 1976.
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trainees from agencies with which they are.familiar. What doeﬁ seem
clear, in any case, is that vouchers are not going to revolutionize
the work-training effort. There are marked limits to what can be
accomplished by the delivery system affecting the characteristics of

trainees. Alterations in the job market situation need to be explored.
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CHAPTER 5
ALTERING WORK INCENTIVES

Doubt may still linger (in spite of research indicating that wel-
fare recipients have high work ethic and do work and participate in WIN)
as to whether iqrge numbers of recipients would work cn a regular basis
if favorable opportunities were presented. These opportunities can be"
thought of in several ways. Companies might become more interested in
hiring‘welfare recipients if they receivedtax rebates for do;nj so.

Welfare recipients might become more interested in working if, on one

hand, they were allowed to keep more of their earnings in conjunction
with welfare payments, or, on the other hand, they had to obey stiffer
work fequirements before receiving benefits.

Both these approéches tend to assume no basic changes in the job
market system. The jobs available would be those that were usually
available. A more fundamental and direct approach would be to change
the basis of competition in the job markot by creati#k new jﬁbs for
welfare persons. There are studies that explore each of these possibili-
ties,and reveal the responses of employers and welfare recipients.under
differing incentives.

Tax Credit, Earning Exemption, and Work Requirements

In 1972, employers became eligible for am¥ai.credit of up to 20%
6f the first year's'wages paid an employee from the WIN program. Pollock
and Grams (1976) have presented preliminary findings from an employer
survey aimed at elucidating the‘expefiences of WIN employers and why the
tax credit was not being widely used. Only about 16% of all WIN hires

-66-
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‘'were being done under the tax credit arrangement (p. 1).

More than 500 employers of WIN persons who had claimed th&_tax
credit were interviewed by telephone along with more than 400 who had ﬁqt
used the tax credit (p. ix). In a followup interview a few months later,'
182 employgrs of WIN persons were asked for reasons why they would not

. hire more of these persons. Almost one quarter cited the poor attitudes
and éualifications of WIN workers. Another quarter ciied problems in
ﬁnder;tanding the WIN and tax credit arrangement. Almost half gave no
reason for not hiring more WIN graduates (p. 14). Thus, there were onl?

about one quarter of the employers who were really dissatisfied with the

WIN workers as such. The study did not_go.into._detail-about-the-condi=—""

tions of employment among the dissatisfied émplayers, whether for example -
the working conditioms werelvery poor or whether the demands of the job
were very high.

There was considerable turnover among WIN workers. Four months
after job entry, more than half of them had left (p. 16). Of those who
left, half ha&‘quit, almost one third had been laid off, and the others -
had been fired, (p. 17). The reasnons lying behind these results--e.g.
why workers had quit--were nof explored. The average wage being paid a
WIN worker was in the vicinity of $2.65 per hour (p. B-8), not a very
high figure. No systematic comparative data on.other workefs in these
kinds of jobs are reported. It is not unlikely that the experiences of
'WIN graduates parallels that of other workers. |

The low use of the WIN tax credit appears to center moxe around
organizational mattexs w%thin the hiring firm than around the.character-
istics of WIN workers as such. More specifically, those persons taking

the risk of hiring a welfaré iécipieﬂt (and the study shows that such a

”
P
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risk is perceived by the employing person) are not the ones whq receive
the benefit if the worker is in fact suitable. Thus, the pérsonnél
manager can find himself Blamed.by other managers for supplying them with
incompetent help, but if the help is competent, the personnel maqﬁger
does not directly benefit from the tax credit (Manzara, 1976, p. 54).

It is clear in any case that the tax credit arrangement does not
provide an answer to the question of whether WIN persons will flow into
decent jobs if the opportﬁhity‘is prévided. The jobs made available under
that arrangement do not seem plentiful and many of them do not'seem'fo

be particularly attractive in terms of wages and permanency. .

" Looking at the second apprbach,to increase incentives for welfare
recipients to wofk, it is appropriate to review breifly the impact of the
"30 and one third" provision. This amendment to the Social Security Act
went into effect in the middle of 1969 and provided that the first $30 of
monthly earnings of welfare recipients, as well as one third of their
additional earnings, would be disregarded in determining their welfare
benefits. Welfare recipients could thus increase their income by working,
whereas prior to that time their welfare grant was lowered a dollar for
every dollar they =arned.

National Analysts (1972) was commissioned by HEW to carry out a
‘nationwide longitudinal study of the impactlof this provision. Two sets
of interviews were carried out.in 12 cities across the coﬁntry. The
first set included more than 4,000 welfare respondents, mostly women, and
was done about 6 months after the provision went into effect (p. 6). The
second set of interviews took place about oﬁe and a half years later, with

4

almost 70% of the same persons reinterviewed. . -
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One striking finding of the study was that at the time of reinter-
view only about one third of the welfare recipients weré aware df the
"So-and one thixrd" provision (p. 25). But.whether aware or hot, the work

* activities of the recipients, especially the women,had not increased dur-
ing the intervening period (pp. 20-24). There are the usual caveats
that must Be entered with respect to large scale surveys--e.g. whether
respondents were being honest in their responses for one reason or another.

One might also fault the study for waiting six months after the new pro-

" vision went into effect. Vernon Smith (1974) makes this peint in intro-

e e Bt R 4 1 e et

—ducing~hisown stidy of the impact of the new provisions in twh counties
in Michigan (p. 51). The critique becomes less persuasive if.one can
accept at face value the finding that the great majority of recipients
were not aware.of the provisions anyway. But perhaps the strongest
support for tﬁ; 'mo effect'" findings comes from thg_national figures on
welfare recipient employment excerpted by Smith. Thens HEW figures indi-
cate that between December 1967 and January 1971 (before and .after the
earnings exempfion Provisions) the percentage of welfare mothéés engaged
in full or part time employment went from 16.6% to 17.1% (p,‘lj). There
was essentially no chanée‘in work force activity on the nati;;;iii;vel.

'In the previously mentioned Wiseman (1976) study, there was no
significant contribution in employment of welfare mothers from the ‘intro-
duction of the "30 and one third" provision in Alameda County, California
(p- 44). Wiseman could measure this effect because his data considered a
random sample of recipients before and after introduction of the provision.
Wiseman did find, however, that this provision significantly increased

length of stay on welfare. Hence, the provision, while probably increasz

ing the standard of living of recipients who could keep a greater
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proportion bf their earnings, increased welfare costs (p. 52).
This is not to say that there was no change anywhere in the
United States as a result of the earnings exemptioﬁ. Smith's own study
indicates a small but significant increase in employment among welfare |
mothers in the two counties in Michigan, going from about 10% of employ-
ment to 14% employment following implementation of the earnings exemption
(p. 136). 5mith did not arrive at this conclusion by directly inteiview--w
ing fespondents at two points in time. Instead, he used welfare case
w_;gggg;ggm;thragewihewemploymentwacttvitieswofwmother5wover*tim§T-(The******—‘*“*
two counties were selected because such information was readily available
to the researcher.)

Smith also introduced controls for other variables that might have
affected the work response of welfare mothers, such as participation in
WIN (pp. 132ff). While this approach may not be as satisfactory as asking
persons whether they are working because of the earnings exemption, it
does suggest that the exemption can have a positive, although very small,
effect under certain conditions. (Gary Appel, 1972, conducted another
study of 13 sites in Michigan, but was limited to the use of three
separate samples of welfare mothers at three points_in time, rather than
following the same individuals over time. He also concludes that there
is an incentive effect from the earnings excemption.)

One of the important additional points that Smith makes is that the
earning exemption raises welfare costs. Because persons do not have all
theifﬁ%arnings deducted from their welfare grant, persons can continue to
stay on welfare with a much higher income than earlier. (There is alsc the
$30 disregard and work expenses disregard.) Smith esfimated'that the

exemption provision cost the state of Michigan over $6 million in addition-
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al welfzre costs during the first year of implementatibn (p.iv). The
cost of putting welfare recipients to work is greater than‘the cost of
outright welfaré payments. |
One other Incentive that might increase work activity of wolfare
reclpients is tha£ of the 'work test". The latter involves requiring .
. : e
unemployed persons who are receiving welfare or:food stamps to register.
with‘the employment service and look for work. A study carriad éut by
Evans, Freidman and Hausman (1976) looked explicitly at five cities where
————the_work. test.was being-enforced-with different -amounts -of-stringency; — -
but where the labor market conditions were similar (p. 7). Oyer 1,630
persons receiving welfare or food stamps were interviewed.
The pressure exerted thruugh the employment service was to
question persons gbout their job search (p. 5). As the researchers
mentioned, it was not possible to determine %ow these persons actually
behaved in job interviews. These efforts to pressure recipients to
obtain jobs did not seem to have a marked effect in getting them back to
work (pp. 5-6). The authors indicated that ways of enforcing the-work... ...
test further would involve considerable costs, such as, providing a
public employment program to which thééé fersons could be referred (p. 6).
The fact that this or some other kind of stricter work test was not in-
cluded in the study limits the conclusions that can be drawn about the |
rotential effectiveness of a work test. -
The kinds of work incentive efforts discussed thus f#r do not pro-
vide a clear picture ahout the willingness of welfare.recipients to make
a prolonged work efi..«t when favorable job conditions are offered. The
efforts essentially take the current job market for grantcd. What would

happen if considerably more favorable conditions were provided in that
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market? Such conditions did occur when public service jobs were made

‘"available to welfare recipients. What were the results?

When Jobs Are Provi@pd

Decision Making Information (1975) was respensible for evaluating

the Welfare Demonstration Project (WDP) which was authorized under the

_ Emergency Employment Act of 1971 at 12 sites in 4 states. Among their

major aims was to deteraine whether welfare recipients could adequately

fulfill these jobs over a period of time and use their experieunce to

““obtain unsubsidized jobs.” They also hoped in the course of three waves

of-interviews with about 1,800 WDP participants to determine whether those
who had been trained in WIN did better than other welfare recipients in
moving to unsubsidized 5obs and whether supportive'servicqs made a
difference (p. 23). These latter tests had to be abandoned because of
inability to contrql provisiocn of services or training by the employing
organizations at the different sites running the demonstration (pp. 26£ff).
The demonstration project van from i572 to 1374, with over 7,000
participants héldiﬁ; more than 5,000 jobs that were created in public -
agencies and private non-profit organizations*(p. 1). The average stay
on the'§ubsidized job was 15 months (p. 87). These jobs were mainlf in
the peréonal service and clerical areas, many regarded as paraprofessional
--e.g. teacher aides (p. 70). But in any case, they were meaningful jobs,
often invoiving union affiliation. The woxkers rersived paychecks from
the agencies, mnot from the welfare office as in the case of work for
relief programs. Ninety percent of participants reported an increase in
feelings of confidence about obtaining and holding permanent jobéq[p. 88).
Eighty percent of the 150 work supervisors in the sample rated WDP

o

perscns at leust as efficient and willing to learn as their regular

76



<73~

workers (p. 87), and only 20% dropped out of their subsidized jobs
prior to the specified time (p. 5). This ieplicates the much earlier
findings of Roessner (1971, p. 114) that employers of WIN graduates
found the latter to be as effective as their other employees,

There was an overflow of candidates for the WDP jobs. In the major
cities twice as many candidates were ;;reened as selected (p. 64). How
many'more welfare recipients would have been interested in work if the
recruitment had been more intensive is not known. It is clear that sub-
~“stantia1~numbers~ofwwelfare»recipientsﬂwere~ready~andwwillingﬂ£o~work at o
decent jobs. The willingnes§ of so many to respond made it impossible
to test the differencg in perfofmancé of persons who were maidsatory
referrals versus those who were voluntary. As in the case of much WIN
experienge, there were so many volunteers that the mandatory referral
option was not used at any of the sites.

A somewhat different story is revealed with respect to the transi-

tion of WDP workers to unsubsidized jobs in the regular workforce. At

‘the time of Wave III interviews in 1974, only about_half of those who had _ .

left WDP were émployed. Of those unemployed, half were looking fbr'kork.
The others had dropped out of the labor force. Thus, with the end of the
subsidy there were substantial numbers who could not or did not obtain
jobs in the regular workférce (p. 6). These figures migbt have become
worse later on as the 20% of the sample still in WDP jobs were forced .
. out. (That is, extensive stay in WDP might have been the result of the
welfare recipients finding that there were no equivalent jobs in thé”
regular job markét.)

The fesearchers attempted to compare the earnings of thé WDP

graduates with those in comparison groups. Such comparison was attempted
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at only 4 ofvthe 12 sites, and even those were plagued with difficul-
ties (see Appendix C).* The research effort suffered from the vagaries
and demands of a program whose overriding aim was to have operational
imé;ét. There ;;; a marked rise in wages on the part of the WDP graduates
who were working (p. C-47). But there was also a marked rise for the
comparison éroups, yielding no significant differences. When the earnings
for the 9 months prior to WDP were compared with the earnings for the 8
months after leaving‘WDP, there was again observed a wide swing in earn-
.ings on the parts of both the WDP participants and the comparison groups
(p. C-49). In some cases there was a tripling of income. This finding
supports the Levy (1976) study of 5,000 low income families which indica-
ted a substantial movement of persons in and out of poverty over any
given year because of marked changes in earnings of the heéd ofbhousehcld.

While the WDP experience did not appear to' lead welfare recipients
into new and better jobs in the regular workforce, the crucial point to
recall is that the subsidized employment was successful. Welfare recipi-
‘ents didlsatisfactory work in meaningfnl jobs»opvg gqptinuing“§§s§§iq

A final point on WDP relates to its cost. A rough estimate of the
fi;st year's cost (not including wages paid because they presumably were
in'exchange for productive work) was $15 million (p. 76). Tris included
supplementary welfare benefits, administrative costs, extra costs of
employing agencies. The roughly estimated cost of keeping these same
people on straight welfare was about $10 million (p. 77). Allowing for

*At two of the four sites, those not accepted into WDP wexe used
as comparison groups, introducing bias into the comparison. At the other
two sites there was an attempt to match participants with nonparticipants
on 7 variables. Small numbers of cases (under 50 at 3 sites) and the
necessity to relax the matching procedure throws some doubt on the find-
ings (p. C-15ff). '
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decreased costs in ensuring years, it still is likely that subsidized
employment will be more expensive than straight welfare. How much members
of the donor and constituency systems are willing to psy to put welfare
recipients to work remains to be seen, even though in responsé to a sur-
vey question, 80% of a sample of the American public expressed willingness
to pay moré in order to put welfare persons to work (Watts & Free, p. 175).

| Another major attempt at public‘employment took place in New York
City, which has the largest concentration of welfare recipients in the
country. The first part of this attempt began in 1971 with the intro:=
duction,on the basis of statewide legislation,cf a mandatory public works
program (PWP) for employable home relief recipients (those who receive
local relief funds and are not eligible for federal programs such as AFDC).
This was essentially a work for relief effert in which a recipient worked
off the amount of money received from the welfare department. There were
severe limitations to the effort, including the difficulty of trying to
administer a meaningful work effort for a person required to work only one
_orktwqydays a week. In 1973, New York City had gained permission and im-
plemented a much more ambitious experiment in-pﬁﬁiié éﬁélé}ment f;;wﬁémé‘kw
relief recipients called the Work Relief Employment Project (WREP).

- Lieberman Research Inc. (1975) was employed by the State of New .

York Dept. of Sucizi Services to evaluate the effort. ‘he aim of the
evaluation was to determine whether WREP lowered the welfare caseload,
whether the welfare recipients could function adequately in subsidizad
jobs, and whether They were able to obtain training and skills that
enabied them to nove to nonsubsidized.jobs (p. 12). The Lieberman group
carried out about 3,400 personal interviews with WREP participants at

different stages of their careers. Interviews also were carred out with
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300 former participants in PWP and almost 100 job siie_WREP supervisors.
'An additional 380 supervisors prbvided evaluations of individual WREP
workers included in the sample (p. 16).

In the first year of operation, about 18,000 referrals werﬁ made
to WREP, from & pool of almost 25,000 persons who were deemed employable
(p. 72). Over 14,000 job assignments were made. Because some persons
moved off WREP jobs during the year the approximate number employed at
any one time was 10,000 (p. 73). Welfare recipients were placed in jobs
{at one of.ten city agencies) with very little delay. ‘

At the end of nine uonths about three quartefs qf the initial
entrants into WREP, both by city records and the L;ebérﬁan sample, were
still there.(pp. 127€£). (The evaluation time itself, unfortunately, dnly
lasted nine months.) Of those wio had left WREP, only one ﬁu&rter, or
6.5% of the original number of entrants, had achieved unsubsidized employ-
ment (p. 141). WREP did not provide a major avenue to unsubsidized
. employment. On the other hand, three quarters of the WREP employees were
able to hold a job (half-time of mcre) for at least mine months. Were
the WREP workers generally perferming below standard, and‘being kept on
only through the tolerance of their supervisors and because their
efforts were subsidized? Were so few terminees getting unsubsidized jobs
because they were in ract incompetent?

Interviews with the job supervisors of WREP workers showed that
the productivity of the iatte; was judged to be as good as those of
regular workers (p. 81). Supervisors indicated, moreover, that WREP
workers were above aveiuge iﬁ willingness to learn and get along with co-
workers (p. 82). There was no reason why supervisors should have biased

their responses to these questions. They were willing enough tc complain
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about the earlier PWP workers. Of those who had supervised workers
under both programs, 71% preferred the results from WREP workers while
only 7%Ipreferred PWP workers, and 22% had no opinion (p. 82).*

The evidence is that WREP workers performed well. They reported
strong satisfaction with WREP and with the way they were treated in their
jobs (p. 84ff). They especially like& receiving a paycheck from the city
agency, rather than a check from the welfare office (p. 103). The data
suggest that the in bility of large numbers of WREP workers to move into
unsubsidized jobs has much more to do with the n#ture of the job market
than with their ability and willingness to work.

It must be recognized that those assigned to WREP were the most
employable of the Home Relief recipients. Placement in WREP was not

“likely for a Puerto Rican with poor English (p. 89). Nevertieless, there
were substantial numbers of welfare recipients who were ready to take
decent jobs wheﬁ they became available. This is the same conclusion:
reached with respect to the nationwide WDP effort at public employment
for welfare recipients.

Another similarity with the WDP findings is the cost. It is more
expensive to provide subsidized jobs than to pay for outright welfare.

. After making a number of assumptions and considering discrepancies between
their survey data and figures provided by New York City, the researchers
came up with an estimate of 19% to 33% greater cost for WREP over out-

right welfare (p. 172).

*It was found by the evaluators during interviews with supposed
PWP participants that 22% of them had mever actually worked at a PWP
job. This happened in only 2% of the WREP assignments (p. 80).
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Looking at the overall picture, the researchers estimated that
a.year's cost of WREP was about $30 million. These costs included the -
welfare payments thét still went to pafticipants (z. 172). The wages
paid (for mostly part-time work) were not enough to remove persons from
welfare. And in general there Qés little evidence that WREP markedly
lowered welfare rolls (75% of participants were still iﬁ WREP at the last
interview) (p. 142). The benefits, viewed as the productive work done
and measured by the wages paid to the WREP workers, were about $23
million. Hence the additional costs of putting welfare recipients to
work was about $7 million a year (p. 196).

It is to be noted that a portion of the extra CQS; went to improve
the 1iving conditions of WREP participants. That is, with the ''30 and
one third" provision in effect, WREP participants were gaining some
benefit from tﬂeir earnings while still drawing welfare. (The extra cost
incurred by the "30 and one third" provision was noted earlier in Vernon
Smith’s 1974 study in Michigan.)

It is ﬁignificant to note further that WREP was estimated to be
about one and a half to two times as efficient as the work for reijef
program, PWP (p. 198). For every dollar spent on PWP there was only about
haif as much return with respect to useful work as there was from WREP.

The positive findings regarding work activity of welfare recipients
may seem at first glance to be challenged by apother New York State study
examining the work activities of public assistancé (mostly home relief)}
recipients. The study, carried out by Bedrosian and Diamond (1974), ex--
amined the experiences of welfare recipients who obtained jobs in the
private sector through referrals from the employment services under the

New York State state law requiring employables to work (p. 1). The
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sample vas taken from the records of all New York State Employment
Service offices. A mail questionnaire was sent out inquiring about their
work experiences. With about 50% return, there were about 1,000 respon-
dents (p. 24).

A comparison group also wuas selected. These were persons who also
obtained jobs through the employment service and whose characteristics
were most like those of welfare recipients. With about 60% response,
theré were also about 1,000 respondents. The employers of all these ‘
workers alsc¢ «#ere contacted for their ratings of satisfaction; over 70%
response was obtained (p. 24).

A striking finding was that on.‘ about one quarter of the welfare
placements stayed on the job 29 or more weaks (as compared with three
quarters for WREP). Among the comparison group, one third stayed that
long. Of thosé welfare recipiéhts who left their_job, alwmost 3/4 would
not be rehired ?y employers according to the gmployers' comments (p. 37).
Nor would employers.fehire two thirds of the_comparison group who left
their jobs (p; 37). About one quarter of bot; groups of workers were
discharged because they could not or would not do the job. In order to
place these results in context, it is necessary to consider the nature
of the jobs obtained and the differences between the welfare and compari-
SOn groups. |

A significant characteristic of the jobs was the salary paid. The
average beginning wage for welfare recipients was $2.39 per hour, for the
comparison group it is $2.67 per hour (p. 32). The average wage for both

WREP and the WDP effort in New York City was in the vicinity of $3.00

!

per hour (Decision making Information, p. 93; Lieberman Research, pp.

190-192). It is apparent that the kinds of jobs welfare recipients were

.
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assigned to in the private sector were low paid, unékilled jqbs. Only
16% of the latter workers received $3.00 or more per hour. Ahqng the
nonwelfare comparison group, 28% received that salary. |

I1f the welfare recipients empldyed in the public sector, receiving
much higher wages, could not make ends meet without also receiving
welfare, if is likely that welfare recipients in the much lower paid’
privéte sector jobs were gaining little from their effort. When those
who quit jobs before 14 weeks are compared with those who stayed onm, |
there is a consistent trend. Tﬁe former had the lower paid jobs, received
less or no training, and worked in/conditions which the enployees describ-
ed as "just OK", '"Not very good', or "Poor" (pp. 40-415. This .contrasts .
sharply with the WREP workers responding positively to their job condi-
tions and co-workers (Lieberman Research, pp.84ff). -

The nonwelfare group paralleled 'thé. welare group in.all respects,
except that they were receiving somewhat higher wages, exhibifed less
attrition, and had better workiﬁg conditions (pp. 40-41). Was-this
because they were more "motivated"? There were no attitudinal-scales
developed by the researchers. What is evident, however, is that the
comparison group is substantially Bégter off than the welfare group, as
with the comparison groups of Miller and Ferman, of Feldman, and of
Klausner. Among the nonwelfare group, 58% have twelve or more years of
education as comp;red with 34% for the weifare group (p.'27)._;In terms
of famiiy income, all the welfare recipients fall in thevpnvc;ty area,
whereas 6ﬁ1y 30% of the comparison group ¢o (p. 28). Thé ketter showing
~ of the comparison éroup in the work world can prébably beo a;iributed in

: i .

" major part to their better educational and financial standing.
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The educational achievement of the welfare recipients Placed in
private sector jobs is just about the same as amoné welfare recipients
in WR3P, 36% high school graduates (Lieberman Research, p. 88). This
suggests that the difference in results cannot be attributed to differenc-
es in personal characteristics. The Bedrosian and Diamond findings, when
placed in the context of the other studies on public employment, seem to
indicate that the private sector (at least in the New York area) does
not offer jobs that pay enough or have desirable enough conditions to
keep.welfare,recipients (and other heads of households) employed on a
regular basis. When higher paying jobs with better conditions are avail-
able, then, a uumber of welfare recipients are able to fulfill them.
satisfactorily.

Given the success of WREP at putting persons into meaningful em-
ployment, it ' ironic that the program has been phased out. The pha;e
out started in 1975 during the time that New York City was undergoiny
considerable financial strain, when regular civil servants were being let
go (Gueron, 1976). The conclusion to be drawn again is that the task of
chansing welfare to workfare does not reside in the unwillingness of many

welfare recipients to work, but in the lack of jobs that would pay them

enough to support their families and in the unwillingness of legislative

bodies (ard their constituencies) to provide the funds for additional
decent jobs. All this is not to ignore the fact that substantial numbers
of welfare recipients are unemployable under anything resembling current
conditions uncause of such matters as illness and family responsibiiities.
An important methodological and substantive point needs to be made

here. As useful as the two evaluation studies of public service employ-

‘ment have been, they have failed to broach certain crucial issues. No-

where is there mention of the psychological impact of employment in
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decent jobs upon the welfare recipients' sense of confidence or positive
relations with their families. Does the positive experience of regular
employment strengthen family ties? Does failure at these jobs, or the
loss of jobs as the public employment programs are disbanded, increase
recipients' feelings of dependency and lessen willingness to try again
to rise inAthe work force? Programs and research studies which tend to
conceive of the welfare recipient as an 'object' may be crucially incom-
plete. The next chapter seeks to bring together what is known about the

family and personal situation of welfare recipients in the WIN program.



CHAPTER 6
FAMILY STRUCTURE AND PERSCHAL MOTIVATION

Research findings have shown that the movement of mothers on to
welfare and into poverty is related to their having little skills, large
families and not having a husband who cor work. Meeting the welfare
issue can involve considerations no. ... of work training Sor welfare
mothers, but of kecping low income fimilies intﬁct and lessenipg_the
nunber of children they have. The issue of family size will notmbe 
dealt with in this paper., but the issue of why low income men stay with
or desert their families is relevant. Knowledge in this area is scarce.
Some eviderice is provided by Isabel Sawhill »t% al. (1975)lwho have taken
advantage of two sets of longitudinal data to look at reasons for family
separation. One set comes from the five year follow up of 5,000 low
income families by the University of Michigan. The other comes from the
three year study of the impact of the guaranteed income experiment ‘n New
Jersey and Pennsylvaniz. T%he basic approach taken by Sawhill et 4l. was
to consider as the dependent vafiéble the probability that a family which

was intact at the time of the first interview separated during the rest

- of the period under consideration.

With respect to the Michigan data, a total of almost 2,000
families with the heads less than 54 years old were included in the
analysis. About 8% of thcse families separated during the.four years

foliowing the first interview (p. 39). Separation was incrzased as the
]

head of the family was younger and the length of the marrizze was
shorter (p. 39). More significantly, separation was positively associat-

ed with a serious bvut of unemploymeiit for tne husband and a sharm

o

-
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T

'drop in fﬁmiTy income (pp. 39ff). Among the poorest families, separation
also was significaﬁtly associated with 1bw overall earnings of the
husband (p. 41).
| Another significant variable was the wives' earnings.' The greater
these earnings, the more likely was ﬁﬁrital separation (p. 39). This )
finding is.consistent with the fiﬁding of Feldman (1972) in Chapter 2
that.marital tensions were higher in families where the wife worked.
It was not clear from the Feldman study or from the Sawhill ¢t al.
anaiysis whether the earnings of the mothers threatened the fh;hersl’
status and encouraged marital dissolution or whether women ;ho were |
already dissatisfied with their marriage sought to york in order to get
away from the house, and eventually separdted from their husbands.

Depth interviews with working couples are needed to elucidate this
matter. Such interviews also might'reveal other important factors
affecting marital stability. The variables just mentioned account for
only 6% of the variance in marital separation scores. The results do
demonstrate, Héwever, that the employment of husbands and wives does
significantly affect the marriage relationship.

Duncan and Morgan (1975) have done a separate analysis of marital

. stability among black families, using the Michigan data. They are able
to account for 28% of t'i: variance in stability yith the major predictors
being family income, agc of the male, and (negatively) family size (p.
166). The number of fragmented black families is small in number, only
49 out of 575, so thﬁt further study is needed to substantiate the results.
in any case, blacks do not seem to differ markedly from whité§ with re-

. .. 4
spect to factors affecting family stability.
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While the Michigan data comes from persons living under "ordinary"
circumstances, including the ordinary welfare arrangements, the New
Jersey-Pennsylvania data comes from persons participating in *experimen-
tal" circumstances. The experimental group of about 700 initially intact
families were, over a three year period, guaranteed payments if their
family incdme fell below a certain level. The guarantee was varied (or
taxed) in such a mannér that they received the maximuﬁ amount if they had
no income at all and then lesser amounts as they earned mcre up to a
certain limit. A comparison group of about 700 families, similar to the.
experimental group but not receiving the gﬁarantee also was established.
Sawhill et al. again ran regressi n analyses which identified the variabl-
es related to family separation. Analyses were run for the entire set of
families and for subgroups, including different racial groups. The
separation rate was higher than for the Michigan families, ruining :bout
4% per year. Again the regrossion analysis for these families accounted
for only a small percentage of the variance in marital s~jarations, around
10% (p. 68). The earnings of the husband showed a marked effect in
increasing marital stability. The welfare and experimental payments also
contributed to the maritaf.stability of black and Spanish spesking
families although not the white ones (p. 68, 71). These findings hint
again at the linkage between employment and marital stability for low
income families. There was no independent and negative effect from
wives' earnings. But then, families with Qorking wives were markedly
under-represented because of the way the sample was chosen.-

Returning to the Michigan data, the findings show that mothers
receiving AFDC were much less likely to remarry (p. 85, 90). Again,

because of the limitations of the data, it was not possible to obtain
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an explanation for that result. It might be that the women prefer not

to marry or it might be that marriage would cancel their welfare pa&ﬁents
and reduce fhe income they might have in an intact family. Wwhat is
suggested in any case is that welfare policy is inhibiting the formation
or re-formation of intact families.

Anoﬁher examination of family separation was carried out by
Wiseﬁan (1976) using longitudinal data on welfare recipieuts gathered in
Alameda County, California. This study was gnentioned in Chayter's in
connection with elucidating the factors affecting the empléyment of WIN
persons. Wiseman also considered factors affecting family fragmentstion.
This fragmentation was the dependent variable in a multivariate analysis
where the independent variables included administrative arrangements for
welfare, labor market conditions, and demographic characteristics of
recipients.

Wiseman found that a significant source of marital stabijlity was
the availability of '"other income" to the fanily (pp. 64-65). Also,
stabiiity was enhanced as the age of the man increased and the length of
the marriage increased. These findings parailel those fourd by Sawhill
.:975).

One striking sidelight of the Wiseman data was the extent of
separation in AFDC-U families. Six percent of those families separated
during each three month peried (ﬁ. 62). This high rate suggests that tpe
AFDC-U program does not fulfill one of its major aims which was to help
keep welfare families intact. (Welfare men lose all benef‘té if they
work more than 100 hours per month. On the other hand, if.they desert
their families, their wives'cﬁntinue t¢ receive benefits and they can

work as much as they like. Under those conditions, many weliire Sathers
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apparently p.efer desertion.) It stili remains to develop welfare
policy that encourages families to stay together.

While these statistical studies suggest an imporiant relationship
between employment and incom& on ongwhand and marital stability on the
other, they do not show how the for;er affect the lgtter. 1t may be
that lack of employsent ana income are only intermediary variables which
lead to a lessening of the father's feelings of confidence and authority
within the family, which in turn leads to his desertion. The importance
of knowing whether that is the-case is thato there are other ways than
unemployment to undermine a f#ther's confidence. Direct measurement of
such variables as confidence and authority might improve the amount of
variance explained in marital separation scores. In order to establish
the possible significaﬁcé of these and other variableé, in-depth studies
of family relationships are needed.

Samuel Klausner has been carrying out a study of the stability of
low income families in Camden, New Jersey, based on personal interviews.
Unfortunately, findings are not yet available. One of his co-workers,
Albert Cfawford, (1976) has submitted a report, however, which considers
the retrospective family experiences of the approximately 700 Camden
fathers. |

The fatliers interviewed were betweeh the ages of 18 and 40 in
1973 when the first set of interviews was initiated (p. 68). They were
selected on the basis of thei~ annual earned income being no larger than
$10,000 znd their total family iiicome being no larger than $15,000 (p.'68).
They were asked a series of questions about their own childhood and up-
bringing, includiﬂg the roles played by their mothers and futhers. Thus

they were asked about: the intactness of their families at different
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points in their childhood; the kinds of family'responsibilities fakeﬁ by
xwothers or fathérs~-e.g. whe administered punishment or supérvised théir
activities; and, employment patterns o their mothers and fathers (pp.
76££) .

Crawford recognized the limitations of retrospective reports (p.
67), but he‘was able to establish adequate rellability for certain respon-
ses such as time of family separation by comparing initial 1973 responses
with responses to the same questions during reinterviews in 1974 (pp. 84£f) .
The general strategy of analysis %"" o compare responses given by men
who came from intact as against broken families.

Cne interesting finding was - that for intact black families the sons
of working mothers.were more likely to graduate from high school than the
sons of nonworking mothers (p. 168). In broken families, the em?loyment
or ﬁonemployment of the mother was not related to the son's graduation
(p- 168). No additional data were provided to help intehpret this finding
further. It is in any case consistent with the earlier finding of
Feldman (1972) ‘that mothers did not harm their childrens' devélbpmeht by
working.

Another finding of importance was that when the father was working
more regularly than the mother, the family was mor e likely to stay intact
than when the mother was working more regularly (p. 123). This held for
white as well as black families, indicating again that the employment |
patterns of mothers and fathers have some bearing on family stability.

But also, again, this variable accounted for only about 6% of the vari-
ance in marital stability (p. 123). (Crawford did not carry out a multi-
variate analysis of marital stabilify, for some unexplained reason, but

she did present simple correlations between independent variables and the
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dependcnt one of marital stability.) Hence there is much roum for
furcher investigation of the psychological factors affecting mwarital
stzbility and upward mobility of family members.

The Psychology of Risk Taking

Few WIN studies have dealt with the psychology of poor people.
Yet, Schiller (1974, p. 34) mentioned that WIN staff consistently attribu-
te success in the program to client‘"motivation." Reid (1972, p. 92)
pointed out that decisions made to refer welfare recipienis to WIN
hinged on judgments made about the "motivation" of the recipients. There
have beeﬁ studies concerned with measuring psychological ettiéudes of
welfare persons (Thowpson and Miles, 1972, Klausner, 1972}, but these
éttributes were not related to work activity or marital stability.

Needed is a greater understanding of why certain person. have ﬁsychologi-
cal orientations that enable them to try hard to keep jobs, get better
jobs, stay married, fulfill certain actions (are "motivatcd') whe~eas
other do not try that hard. .-

Some liéht is ‘thrown on this issue by consider:ing anvther aspect
of Goodwin's (1972} study of work orientations. Data were gathered from
500 intact black families ng in middle to lower-middle class inter-
racial neighborhoods in Baltimore. The mother, father and teenage scn
or daughter were interviewed iv each family, along with écrresponding
members of white families living in the same neighborhoods. A comparison
of demographic characteristics of the fathers reveals that black fathers
have an average of only 10 years of education as against 17 years for
their white counterpart (p. 71). The average annual family ineome for
blacks is about 20% less than for whites whereas the averagc number of

children in the biack families is 3.7 while only 3.0 for whites (p. 71).
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Moreover, the black mothers contribute about 30% of the family income
whereas white mothers contribute only about 20% (p. 71). Here, then,
are black fathers strongly committed to an intact family, a job, and
upward social mobility, competing so to spesak with whites who are mcre
ediicatad, have more r2sources and fewer children to support.

The black families clearly are taking a high risk in living where
they are. A brief incapacity on the part of the father cr the working
mother might so lower their income as to force them to muvc cut of that
neighborhood and into.a lower class status. It seems reasonable to
speculate that these black fathers are high risk-takers, they are willing
to chance failure in order to fulfill important goals. It also seems
reasonable that thev should exhibit high anxiety about their gocial-
economic position. . ' -

Goodwin did not have a direct measure of anxiety but he did have
one related to it which was called '"Lack of confidence in ability to
succeed in the wdrk world" (p. 15). The black fathers scored-extremely
high on that mbasure, significantly higher than not only their white
neighbors but fathers in the Wlﬁ program (p. 73). This orientation was
significantly (and negatively) correlated with job earnings wmong the
black and white Baltimore fathers (p. 110). The more thesc fathers
earned the greater their confidence. The average value given-this orien-
tation by the black fathers is so large, however, as to indicate that
most of these fathers experisnce consideroble aniiety abut fulfilling
goals.* The fact that these black men are continuing to live in the

interracial neighborhodds suggests that they are able to withstand this

»

*In a ranking of 14 life goals, the black Baltimors fatiiers gave
ranks 2, 3, and 4 respectively to: Having a job that is well-paid;
Supperting a ‘wife and family; and, Getting along well with your family
(p- 150). - . '
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high ievel or anxiety. Not all persons may be able to do this., Many
may choose not to strive for certain goal¢ (appearing thereby to be 'un-
motivated") rather thar risk the threat o /ilure or failure itself.

If the interpretations offered are valid, then, it {oliows that
the willingness of low income persons to take and hold jobs, keep their
family intact, advance in social status depends not 0n1§ on théir having
thece matters as important gozls, not only on their having certain skills,
but also upon their being able to tolerate the psychological threat that
accompanies efforts which may end in failure. When WIN staff complain
that certain trainees are '"umnmotivated'" chey may be overlooking the
possibility that thuse trainc2s cannot cope with another failure, another
effort at improving their status in the work force which only ends again
in unemployment. By lessening the negative consequences ox failure, moTe
poor persons should be willing to risk new efforts to achigve work goals.

There is some empirical evidence illustrating *he implication just
“prawn, It comes from the New Jersey guaranteed income experiment men~‘
tioned earlier in this chapter. Data showed that the younger, more
educated fathers in the experimental group tended to stay out of the labor
force longer than comparison group fathers but =zrned more in better jobs
upon their return to work (Watts, 1973, p. 130; also, Rees and Wutts,
1975, p. 78). This was an unexpected finding. In the theory propounded
by the experimenters, provision of an income guarantee could cnly lessen
work effort or earnings (Rees and Watts, 1975, pp. 60-78).

. The empirical finding can be understood by reference to the theory
just presented. Th¢ provision of a guarantee lowered the risk associated
with searching for a better job and possibly failing in that effort.

Some of th: siers were able to withsiand the lessened anxieties and
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carried forward a job search. This resulted in some of them advancing
to better jobs and possibly increasing the stability of their marriages.
Whether this explanation adequately accounts for what actually happened
cannot be determined because no data were gathered during the experiment
on such matters as anxiety experienced in job search. But the explanatioﬁi
is certainly plausible.

Ancther paradox from the experiment had to do with the work effort
of black families. Those given the guarantee tended to slightly in-
crezse rather than decrease their wo;k effort (Rees and Watts, p. 88).
This occurs in face of the slight decrease in work effort among experi-
mental families as a whole (p. 86). There sr» seriovs questions about
the adequacy of the sample of black families but in any case the risk-
taking theory and the situation of the black families in Baltimore just
mentioned makes it plausible to believe that the provision of an income
guarantee would spur black families to close the gap in resources between
themselves and comparable white families.

This discussion of the psychology of low income persons in relation
to employment and marital stability is necessarily sketchy. There_is a
lack of adequate r~search and theory in this area. Needed, are closer
looks at the reasons behind low income men taking risks to obtain better
jobs and to maintain marital ties. This further knowiedge would help in
designing welfare and training programs which encourage fathers to obtain
better jobs and keep their families intact, rather than disccuraging thew

from these efforts as under current arrangements.



CHAPTER 7
POLICY ALTERNATIVES IN HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

The task of this chapter is to draw together the various research
findings in order to illuminate current options with respect to welfare
and work training policies. The research findings are significant but
do not automatically predicate policies. The findings that WIN training
helps certain welfare recipients obtain better jubs, for éxample, does
not necessarily mean that WIN should be continued or expanded. Other
matters need to be considered such as the kind of commitment_that the
federal and local governments wish to make toward helping the poor. Or
to put this another way, basic value issues are involved in policy
decisions.

Research cannot determine which values should be appligd. It can
provide a broader perspective on the issues at stake, including the con-
sequences of choosing one path or another. This perspective is made
even sharper as the current situation is placed in its historical context.
The choices faced today in welfare and work training grow out of the
choices made in the past. Given an awareness of that past and of current
research findings, the importance and consequences of alternative
policies become clearer. |

Looking Backward

Up until the great depression of the 1930°s, obtaining jobs and
providing welfare were the responsibilities of private individuals,
families and charities. The federal government had little or no"role in
those matters. The shock of the depressi&n, with millions'of persons

-93-
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losing their livelihood, changed all that. 1In the spring of 1933,
Congress passed the Federal Emergency Relief Act (FERA), recognizing for
the first time tﬁat unemployment was a national problem. While the Act
jtself did not stress work over direct relief, Harry Hopkins, the first
administratér of the program appointed by President Roosevelt, made clear
the prefereﬁce for work (Brown, 1940, p. 150).

The concept was not to enforce work-for-relief as a punitive
measure to discourage persons from actepting welfare, but to provide jobs
that would maintain the morale, skills and physical condition of employ-
able men. President Roosevelt (1935) in a subsequent message to the
Congress stressed the importance of providing jobs rather than doling out
relief. E. Wight Bakke (1940) found that self-respect among workers who
had lost their regular jobs and had public works jobs was higher than
among those who were receiving direct relief only.

The FERA effort had numerous limitations, including the fact that
many of the jobs were of the make-work variety (Brown, p. 157). In order
to improve the‘employment situation, another program was launched, the
Civil Works Administration (CWA). Wages were paid not according to a
welfare subsistence budget, but according to prevailing community rates.
Public projects were supported which had social value and were not being
performed by other workers (Kurtz, 1939, p. 460). During its brief 4%
month life, CWA employed 4 million peésons at a cost of about $§1 billion
(Charnow, 1943, p. 2). Opposition to the program was strong in the
Congress because of its costliness and high hourly rate; thus its short
life. The cost of FERA in contrast was only about $1% billion over a

two year period.
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It was only the extreme exigencies of the depression situation
that enabled passage of job creating legislation., Even then there was

great hesitancy in providing too many jobs at too much cost. An extensive

'federal work program did appear in 1935. And from late 1935 through the

middle of 1941 the numbers employed by the Works Progress Administration
(WPA) ranged from 1.5 million to 3.3 million (Brown, p. 168). Once
placed inithése jobs, persons were dropped from the welfare rolls. ﬁence
the effort was distinctly different from work-for-relief. The program
was phased out in early 1943 as employment increased after entrance into
World War II. With the ending of the unemployment emergency, the govern-
ment removed itself from direct respomsibility for providing jobs.

At the termination of World War II there was concern that umemploy-
ment might again stalk the land. The Full Employment Act of 194G allowed
the government to intervene in the economy to insure full employment, but
there was no explicit provision for federal guarantee of jols. Prosperity
in the poSt war years, made federal action unnecessary in any case.

Since the '1960's -

Not until the late 1950's did unemployment again become a problem.
The action supported by the Kennedy administration when it came to power
in 1960 was to try and retrain workers who had lost their jobs, hot to
guarantee jobs. Thus, the Manpower Development and Training Act tMDTA)
of 1962 provided federal funds to be used through the states o help dis-
placed workers obtain new skills.

It was not until 1971, with 6% unemployment and an increasing
number of Vietnam veterans looking for work, that the federal government
again took initiative in providing jobs. But it was a small effort. The

Emergency Employment Act of 1971 authorized a Public Employment P:ogfam
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(PEP) which was to run for two years. Only about 200,000 jobs were pro-
vided in each of those years (Nixon, 1974, p. 153). (The Welfare
Demonstration Project reviewed in Chapter 5 was created under that program
by the initiative of the Secretary of Labor.)

The hesitancy of the federal government to expaﬁd upon its depres-
sion experience of intervening directly and massively in the job market
stan&s in marked contrast to its efforts in the social welfare area. The
1935 Social Security Act provided aid for those who were unempioyable.
The major categories of persons were elderly people who could no longer
work and families headed by mothers who had little or no sources of income.
Provision of unemployment insurance also was part of that law.

These depression based social welfare efforts of the federal
government have been not.only maintained over the years but have been
greatly expanded. The vast increases in costs of social security and
unemployment insurance have been well accepted (until very recently)
because the benefits were related to previous work activity (see, Goodwin
and Tu, 1975j. On the other hand, there has been resistance and hostility
toward increased costs of public welfare because that program is not re-
lated to previous work effort. The past decade has sesn an increased
effort on the part of the federal government to put welfare recipients to
work. Such an effort had been going on in many states before then.

State and local areas had continued to take responsibility for
indigent persons not covered by AFDC. These were both men and women who
did not have dependent children but were nevertheless indigent. The
Bureau of Family Services (1962) surveyed the 27 states conducting work
for relief in September, 1961. Unlike the WPA, the participants, who

were pfimarily men, received a welfare check for their efforts not a
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paycheck (p. 8). Moreover, the jobs were unskilled (p. 8), indicating

that the program was punitive rather than really aimed at helping recipi-
ents improve their chances in the labor force. In examining fhe effective-
ness of these work for relief efforts the Bureau noted:

- Work relief cannot reduce the public assistance rolls unless
the economy produces additional regular jobs;

~ Work relief efforts require considerable additional funds
because of increased administrative costs;

- Work projects that are useful to the community tend to
interfere with the employmernt of regular workers (p. 15).

These limitations on making work for relief a productive experience
are understandable. In 1962, however, one could still argue that the job
potential of welfare recipients could be markedly improved if they weré
given training and social services. It was with that intent that
Congress, later in 1962,~appropriated $2 million for a small experimental
work training effort called the Community and WOrk'Traininé-Prpgram (CWT).

The CWT program, implemented in 13 states d;ring its'lifetime of
about four years, did not meet expectations. A report prephred by HEW
and transmitted to the Congress by President Johnsoﬁ in 1967 found that
in the majority of cases, CWT efforts had been merely superimposed upon
traditional work for relief projects with virtually no tr#iﬁing provided
(Johnson, 1967, p. 25). Of the more than 105,000 person».aééigned.to'
ﬁraining projects about 45,000 were subsequently employed. But most got
jobs on their own or were hired by'pr§ject sponsors in com$6;A1abor or
menial jqbs. It was recognized that the characteristicr ofvtie client
group, including lack of education, physical and mental handicaps, as
well as racial discrimination, were major barriers to emplby;;nt.

Prior -to the full findings of the CWT program, HEW rgéommended

that it be expanded and made a permanent part of public a=sistance efforts.
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It still ;eemed reasonable that increased services could overcome the
employment barriers for substantial numbers of welfare recipients.

Under Title V of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, an expansion of
work-training efforts occurred. The Work Experience and Training Program
(WETP) paid for work-related expenses of trainees, and overcame some of
the financial limitations of its predecessor. But, again, anticipation
outran reality.

A Senate committee hearing in 1967 revealed that 90 p~orcent of the
disbursed funds for WETP went for work payment, leaving very liétle for
training or rehabilitation (Levitan, 1967, p. 68). Subsequent to these
hehrings, a six~-page, mimeographed HEW document -summarized the achieve-
ment of WETP (Cunningham, 1969, p. 3). From 1964 to 1969, about 228,000
trainees had been in the program for an average of 7 months. Almost 35
percent had found employment immediately upon leaving the program. - How-
ever, ofly 24 percent of all entrants were known to be working 35 hours
or more per week after 3 months. The average pay for these full-time
workers was about $1.80 per hour. Such results -seem meager indeed when
it is recognizea that during this same period th% economy was expanding
and general unemployment was dipping, while the number of families on
welfare had increased by about 50 percent, rising to 1.7 million.

Part of the blame for the unspectacular results of WETP féll.upon
the location of the administration of the program: in‘welfareidepartments
rather than employment service agencies which were more familiar with job
training and placement. There was also criticism of the fact that all
earnings of welfare recipients were deducted from their grants, thereby
reducing the incentive to work. These criticisms seemed tc zive new life

to the possibility that an adequate work-training program for the welfare
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poor could be attained if only the right administrative adjustments

could be made. Hope for an adequate program was made more intense 5y
rapidly rising ccsts of the swelling"welfare Tolls,

_The-Congress, upon amending the Social Security Act &n 1967,
established the sophisticated Work Incentive Program (WIN). Major
authority for the delivery of services was not to reside in the Depart-
ment of Labor and the local state employment agencies. Special counselors
and manpower specialists were to help the trainees prepare for and obtain
jobs. It was made possible fér welfare recipients to earn a certain
amount of money without having it all deducted from their welfare grant.

Initial results from WIN were disappointing. Only about 10 percent
of the 1.6 million eligibles were considered suitable for enrollment in
WIN. Of all those who had been>terminated from WIN by April 1, 1970, only
about 20% had jobs. Hence, the WIN program was successful in getting jobs
for only about 2% (10% times 20%) of the total eligiblé welfare popula-
tion; this during a period when welfare rolls for the whole country were
rising by about 40 percent,

The changes made in the work training efforts for welfare recipients
since 1962 implicitly assumed that changes in administrative arrangements
or in work incentives for the recipients would markedly affect work activ-
ity. The last major effort along these lines was the Talmadge Amendments
to the WIN legislation, taking effect in 1972. Emphasis in WIN was to
be given to immediate job placement rather than to training. .Statés were
to spend at ieast one-third of their funds on public service employment
or on-the-job training (Talmadge Amendments, 1971). |

The possibility of creating much in the wa; of public jobs was

slim becausé of the small amount of funds allocated to WIN--$220 million

/
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in fiscal year 1975 allocated to work and training, and only $89 million
of that going to public service employment and on-the-job training (u.s.
Department of Labor and U.S. Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, 1976, p. 21). From a total registrant pool of 839,000 who were
eligible for WIN, only 51,000 wese placed in on-the-job training or
public empioyment (p- 3). A total of only 113,000 WIN participants found
their way into nonsubsidized jobs for at least 90 days (p. 3), while more
than 3 million adults remained on AFDC.

WIN II, under the Talmadge amendments, has been placing more
persons in jobs than WIN I. But rssearch has shown that placement rates
as Such.are not the crucial issue (Schiller et al., 1906). What is
crucial is the extent to which WIN graduates obtain higher paying jobs
snd hold them longer than a comparable group that does not receive WiN
services. The evidence in that respect suggests that WIN I was more
effective than WIN II’{see Chapter 3).

But WIN I itself was not very effective in moving large numbers of
persons off welfare and into workfare. Its predecessors were cven less
effective. The strict work for relief efforts, whether run by the
states prior to 1962, whether run in New York City (see Lieberman
Research, 1975), or run in California*, turn out to be cost ineffective

and disliked by supervisors and welfare recipients (see Chapter 5).

*California introduced the Community Work Experience Program
(CWEP) in June, 1972 (State of California, 1974, p. 1). Welfare "“employ-
ables" who could not be handled in WIN were to be placed in jobs that
were otherwise not being done for up to 80 hours per month in order to
work off their welfare payment:; (p. 1). Data from the program show that
of 70,000 welfare recipients who were registered from July 1973 through
June 1974, only 2,000 entered CWEP and only 430 eventually obtained
regular outside employment (p. 6). One could argue that 20% of those en-
tering CWEP obtained jobs. The main point is that very few jobs could
be arranged. Looking at the total picture, CWEP possibly served some
positive employment function for only 0.6% of the registrant pool. (What
their earnings were or how long they stayed in outside employ~ent was not
reported.) ‘ ‘ .
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Incentives to increase work activity by allowing welfare recipients to
keep more of their grant when earning income or inéentives to increase
job openings by giving tax rebates to smployers were not markedly
sﬁccessful. A1l this in spite of an expressed strong work ethic among
welfare recipient and willingness to work in public service jobs. Where
does this leave us with respect to current and future welfare and train-

ing policies?

Lookiqg»Forward -

One possible response to the relative ineffectiveness of work
training, other incentive provisions, or even work for relief is to stop
those efforts altogether and concentrate on cutting welfare expenditures.
Several hundred million dollars could be saved by eliminating WIN and
additional mili<uns could be saved by'lowering welfare grants and
raising eligibility standards. Such actions, however, would lower thé
living standards and increase the deprivation of welfare recipients
(see, Meyers and McIntyre, 1969, p. xiv who show how deprivation goes up
as welfare grants go down). Chances for upward mobility wouid be further
lessened, espécially for members of black female headed households. No
new incentives would be provided for low income fathers to stay with
their families. Whether the amount of monéy saved would be worth these
outcomes is a value or policy judgment. It is not at all clear, of
course, that this money really will be saved. Those funds, and more,-may
be needed to quell unrest in the inner cities where high unemployment and
increasing deprivation may lead to increased crime (Danziger and Wheeler,
1975), vandalism, .and general social disorganization.

Another possible response to the same set of findings i; that}the

current welfare arrangement should be left alone. By enlarging the
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training component of WIN, one could argue, some welfare recipients

would be helped. One co&ld point out that supplementary prograns such

as food stamps are compensating for low welfare payments, that there is
movement of people off welfare as well as on to it, and that an expanding
economy would tend to deplete the welfare rolls.

The‘other side of the argument regarding the status quo is that
m8jof administrative difficulties in the present system of distributing
welfare and additional benefits such as food stamps lead to gTo5s in-
equities with some persons receiving more and others less than seems
fair (Subcommittee on Fiscal Policy, 1%74). While there is movement on
and off welfare, the findings in Chapter 2 show a much lower movement
among bleck female headed households. Hence, continuation of the status
quo will continue to disadvantage members of those families. And in the
same vein, the present welfare arrangement prov;des disincentives rather
than incentives for fathers both to work and to stay with their familes.
(As noted in Chapter 6, the separation rate among male headed families
on welfare is'Very high, indicating the inadequacies of the AFDC-U
program.)

Finally, the hope that an expanding economy would absorb large
numbers of welfare recipients flies in the face of the experience of the
late 1960's. The economy was expanding but welfare rolls were rising
dramatically as well. Keeping the status quo means accepting as a way
of life the support of 3 to 4 million families on welfare and supplemen-
tary benefits.

A third way of looking at the findings of this research review is

[
that work training and work incentives for welfare recipients are not

inherently ineffective but that their usefulness depends upon the
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availability of jobs. The key issue, therefore, is whether the federal
government will take the next step beyond WIN and guarantee the kinds of

jobs to all those willing and able to work which will provide enough

-

income to live above the poverty level. As already indicated,the govern-

ment has been loath to do just that. It is much clearer today than

earlier, however, that the welfare problem cannot be separated from the

-]

lack of jobs problem. It is also clearer today, as indicated in
Chapter 5, that meaninful public service jobs can be creatad and can bc
adequately filled by welfare recipients. The latter not only express a
sirong work ethic, but will work when suitable jobs are available.

Just how many recipients at what cost could be removed from the
welfare rolls in particular locales if full time jobs were provided
needs to be investigated.. Extensive studies would need to be made in
different regions in order to specify the kinds of jobs tﬂ;;uﬁight be
created and how they might be effectively related to local businesses and
unions. Levy and Wiseman (1975) have taken a step in this direction,
estimating the number of public service jobs that might be made available
in the San Francisco Bay area.

A guaranteed job proposal should be viewed not only in Iight of
putting female heads of household to work but also in light of affecting
fathers who might desert their families. There is reason to beliéve;
as indicated in Chapter 6, that p:ovision of a job for the husband will
tend to keep poor families intact and off the welfare rolls.

While support of gﬁaranteed jobs would mark a turning point in
federal policy, it could not be the entire an§wei to the welfare situa-
tion.' Substantial numbers of welfare mothers are not employable under

anything like current conditions. They will need a form of nonwork
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support, unless looking after one's family becomes classified as work;
Provisi;n of a guaranteed income might be appropriate, eliminating
certain of the inequities and difficulties encountered upder the present
AFDC operations (see, Subcommittee on Figcal Policy, 1974).

Such a guaraﬁtee might also have the kind of effect noted in the
New Jersey.guaranteed income experiment (see Chapter 6), allowing 50m;

) Jearné;s'qo_tpge.gime off to search for better jobs. That is, following.
the motivational analysis in Chapter 6, a guaranteed income could lower
the risk associated with leaving one's job to-get more training or
search for a better one and hence provide a better base for attempts at
upward mogility.

Suspicions about guaranteed incomes or jobs have centered around a
negative view of the psychology of poor people, that they would take ad-
vantage of any kind of a guarantee to slack off and do nothing.* The
evidence is otherwise. The expressed cormitment of poor people to fhe
work ethic, the work activities of WIN participants and other welfare
recipients (séé Chapters 2, 3, and 4), the positive results with public
cervice employment and the New Jersey guaranteed income experiment 511
demonstrate that poor persons will respond positively to real opportuni-

ties.** Many of these persons, however, have experienced failure in the

*It is noteworthy that Harry Hopkins in a speech shoztly after the
passage of FERA emphasized that help was to be given those who ordinarily
were hard vorkers. 'We are now dealing with people of all classes. It
is no longer a matter of unemployables and chronic dependents, but of
your friends and mine who are involved in this.'(Brown, 1940, p. 153). -
He was trying to forestall the criticism that the provision of relief and
work to welfare recipients would be '"wasted".

**This does not mean that all poor persons possess strong work
ethic and desire a job. There are individual differences among poor
persons as among middle class persons. Research indicates that most
Americans maintain a strong work ethic, the poor no less than the middle
class.
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pQSt. As Goodwin's (1975) study suggested, failure may inhibit further
efforts at risk taking in the job market. Various forms of supportive
services including job counselling as well as health services and child
care arrangements would be needed to maximize the positive effects of
guaranteed jobs and inco-

Thege proposals ~081  ...¢ initially than what is cu~ wurly
spcni on welfare, As noted in Chapter 5, for example, the public employ-
ment effort in New York cost about 30% moré than outright welfare.
Whether tﬁe coé}uof putting welfare recipients to work is ''worthit" in-
volves more than economic considerations. To the extent that-such a pro-
gram encourages family stébility,'allows persons a greater chance tc
advance in society, and perhaps makes criminal activities less attractive
(see, Danziggr‘an& Wheeler, 1575), it can be viewed as adding to human'w
betterment. How much that is "worth" depends upon the values one holds,
a topic to be mentioned again in a moment.

It also must be recognized that if a guaranteed jobs and incomes
progranm is initiated at a sufficiently high level, then, low"income jobs
in the private sector might go unfilled. In order for those jobs to be
" done, higher wages might have to be paid, with increased costs passed
alnng.tb the rest of us in terms of higher prices. In addition, if those
at the bottom are helped to improve their incomes, those‘who are not
beneficiaries may resent the increased competition for better housing or
.better schools for their children. The full implications of fhis kind
of thrust into social policy are difficult to foresee. Under those |
conditions, it is reasonable Fo think of the experimental introduction
of a guaranteed job and guaranteed income program in a given locale.

With an appropriate design; encompassing social, psychological as well
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aseconomic variables, it should be possible not only to obsefve the
impact on the locale but to estimate the impact on other docales,A
including the impact if the program became permanent.*

In addition to these broad policy _-ssues, are there specific
recommendations about WIN? The researéﬁ review does not suggest specific
improvemenfs in WIN administrati¢» and ~~ation that are still relevant.
Changes in WIN regulations occur more rapidly than the completion of
research studies; the latter cannot reasonably be expectéd to illuminate
detailed administrative and operational matters.. Research has shown,
however, that WIN helps its graduates obtain better jobs than otherwise,
suggesting the desirability of knowing why. Statistical studies seeking
to illuminate the 'why'" have not been very successful (see, Chapter 3).
Needed is a different approach, one in which researchers elucidate the
ways in which staff actually interact with trainees.

The quality of interaction, including thérextent to which staff
lessen the risk of failure for trainees, may strongly influence the over-
all effectivenéss of the program. Hence, one svggestion is to carry for-
ward participant-observation studies in which researchers carry out WIN
tasks alongside other staff membgrs for aztime. This would provide the
opportunity to observe and analyze what is happening to and affecting the

trainees in the program.** Given that knowledge, it should be pdssible

: *A well designed experiment should try to estimate the impact of
the program if it were introduced as a permanent one by asking persons
skillfully designed questions about the reasons for their current actions
during the experiment as well as for their actions before and after the
experiment. For a brief outline of these kinds of issues, see Leonard
Goodwin, '"Social Experiments and Policy Research,' Policy Studies Journal
in press.

**For & dlscu551on of how participant observation studies could be
carried out and related to an overall research program regarding WIN, see,
Leonard Goodwin, "Proposed WIN Research Program," submitted to the
Employment and Training Administration, Department of Labor, August 18,
1976.
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to improve WIN efforts. But efforts to be aiﬁed at what end and to be
judged by what criteria? ‘ |
WIN has been judged in the past by numbers of participants placed

in jobs and how well it was resolving thé welfare problem. More fealis-.
tic and useful (to welfare recipients) criteria would center around the .
extent to thch WIN helps recipients achieve better jobs than they would
have'obtained o wise. It is important to take seriously the finding in
Chapter 4 ( odwis uisa"that failure--not.obtaining a joh\&ftei leaving
WIN--harms participants, makeS them less likely to try again to rise in B
the workforce. Rather than pushing many persons through the program who
will not find suitable employment, it would be better to spend more effort
on a few persons so as to enhance their likelihood of success.

| In order to carry.forward and evaluate this more intensive activi-
ty with WIN participants, followup would be needed for a much loriger ~
period than the 90 days now used in WIN. The followup itself would have
to be more than cursory. An effort would be needed to provide §ocia1
support serviéés to help the WIN graduates stay on the job. Suggested
here in short is that WIN, given present conditions, should concentrate
not upon trying to move massive numbers of welfare recipients into the.
workforce but upon helping those recipients who can benefit from training
and other services so as to achieve financial independence in existing
labor markers. This would be far from a satisfactory arrangement because
many would receive no help at all. If more resources were allocated to
the poor and a guaranteed jobs program were implemented, then, WIN could

have a much broader role in training persons for and placing them in

those jobs.
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In Conclusion

This research review should make it no longer respectable for
persons to claim that thé "welfare mess" is a result of recipients not
wanting to work, or of recipients being‘wiliing to take a dole while
others in their same position are working.* Nor should it be respectable
to say thaf work for relief is an answer to the welfare situation or that
traihing poor persons for jobs is either the answer or a total waste of
effort

un the other hand, it is legitimate to differ on values. Rese;rch
findings cannot determine whether persoﬁs should prefer to support a
guaranteed jobs and incomes policy against other ways of allocating the

resources of American society. We are at a major turning point in social

policy. We are not faced with a massive depression as in the 1930's, but

““with the more subtle issue of a continuing welfare population. While

there is considerable movement on and off the rolls, there is only
limited movement above poverty for black female heads of households. Not
unrelated, there are severely limited job opportunities for black men in
the inner cities.

Recent history has indicated an inability of our 2conomy to pro-
vide enough jobs at which all heads of households can earn enough to

support their families above the poverty level. The question is whether

*A scholar such as Irving Kristol was able to claim as recemtly
as July, 1976 that: v '

"There are many poor people (including, of course, poor blacks) in
this country who are too proud to go on welfare, who prefer to work
hard at low-paying jobs, earning less than if they had gone on wel-
fare--and whose spirits are undestroyed, whose lives are less afflic-
ted, and whose children are less likely to get into trouble." (Wall
Street Journal, Monday, July 12, 1976, p. 10.)

Evidence in Chapter 2 provides no support for the notion that there is a

group of persons just like welfare recipients but who prefer to work.
(The burden, indeed, is shifted to Kristol or others to show the exis-
tence of such a group.) The further inference that acceptance of welfare
itself causes family difficulties is unsupported by research findings.
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the government should step in and provide those jobs. The question'is
not new, others have proposed such goverﬁﬁent action (see, for examplé,
Lekachman, 1974). What is new here is the mobilization of considérabla
evidence indicating that such an effort can yield positive social
benefits and is feasible as evidenced in the experiences discussed in
Cﬁapter 5.

| The fundamental issue is whether American leaders and the American
public--powerful members of the donor and constituency sys:ems--wish to
bear the costs of guaranteed jobs and incomes. Experiments can be
initiated to provide more information about the consequences of such a
policy. Whatever the choice, it should be made with awareness that the
current inability to turn welfare into workfare resides primarity’in
limitations of the job market system and only secondarily in the charac-
teristics of welfare recipients.

WIN can be improved as more is learned about why it is effective.

But WIN cannot'have a major impact on the welfare situation until there
are jobs available for welfare recipients and low income fathers at which

they can earn enough to lift their families out of poverty.
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