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Foreword

The study here should have wide interest for the WIN administrator, the staff member, the program

planner and the policy maker. The findings reflect the gradual changes in encouragement and enthusiasm

of a sample of trainees involved with the two bureaucracies: Manpower Training and Welfare. Because

of the longitudinal research design, it has been possible to capture behavioral and attitudinal changes

over a training period of ten months.

Frequently in the past manpower studies have focused on the personal aspects of trainees as pre-

dic tors of success: motivation, age, educational level, ethnicity, to name a few. In this study we hypoth-

esized that two force fields were at work in influencing the enrollee to stay in WIN and complete his

employability program or to become a dropout. These were the personal attributes AND the organ-
izational attributes.

The latter forces are often overlooked. In this study they were found to be significant discrimin-

ators of dropouts. The lesson is clear. Administrators may need to take a careful look at the organ-

izational milieu in which trainees are expected to function, at the way in which choices are presented to

new registrants of a program, and what choices are offered. Repeatedly, the importance of communication

within the training system between trainees of differing back rounds and the WIN staff is made

evident.

Such findings call for a redefinition of trainee motivation. Motivation, we can now interpret as an

outcome of learner interaction with his educational environment -- not a personal characteristic.

The social and economic costs of only partially raising the skill levels of the marginal worker must

be examined. Are we entangled in a web of work ethic commitments, efficiency in a post industrial

economy, a mythology that each individual has only to try a little harder?

Genevieve W. Carter
Director
Regional Research Institute in

Social Welfare

4



Acknowledgments

This report is the product of many hands and the contributions of each person is gratefully ac-

knowledged. Colleagues at the Regional Research Institute on Social Welfare at the University of South-

ern California combined talents to conceive the study design. The Institute Director and Principal In-

vestigator, Dr. Genevieve W. Carter, gave her continuing insightful critique of the concepts, and the study

procedures; her understanding of policy was particularly helpful in formulating the section on policy

issues. Both Ron Gilbert and Nick Urevich assisted in the early phase, and the latter, subsequently co-

ordinated data collection and procedures for tracking elusive dropouts throughout the nation. Dr.

Myong Park and Larry Thompson, graduate students in Nblic Administration, coped with day-to-day

field decisions relating to data collection, and supervised the hard working group of interviewers.

The complexities of a longitudinal study also required specialized abilities, Mrs. Lois Soter mon-

itored interview flow and completion, assisted by Miss K. Cho. Mrs. Shirley Ward handled much of the

coding single handed. Dr. Lyle Knowles, of the School of Public Administration, U.S.C. gave frequent

and valuable consultation regarding data analysis.

Mrs. Beatrice Dinerman, Mr. Ed Freudenberg and Dr. Jack Kaufman handled certain parts of the

data and wrote sections of the report.

Grateful acknowledgment is also due the many people in the WIN local offices and other officials

who provided their informed consultation on an on-going basis. In particular, I want to thank the local

office Managers who were most helpful and always welcomed us when we visited.

Also, the members of the Consultant Committee, were helpful not only in their official capacity,

but also informally. Mr. Richard Budrewig, Los Angeles WIN Coordinator, and Mr. Clinton G. Prentice,

Chief, Rehabilitation and Employment Services, Department of Public Social Services, Los Angeles both

provided frequent and helpful input. Mr. Aaron Levin, Assistant Chief, WIN, and Mr. A.R. ;:ttle, Chief,

Program Evaluation Section, Department of Human Resources Development, Sacramento, offered expert

help, as did Mr. James Harvey, formerly of the State Department of Social Welfare, Sacramento.

In addition, for frequent help in managing contract requirements I want to thank members of the

Manpower Administration who assisted us: particularly Mr. Jack Newman, Mr. Jesse Davis and Dr.

Howard Rosen.

Finally the contribution of the WIN enrollees must also be mentioned. They opened their homes

to our interviewers to share with candour their personal experiences, frustrations and successes in the

WIN program.

Los Angeles 1972 5 D.S.F.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

LIST OF TABLES

LIST OF FIGURES
viii

Chapter

1 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND POLICY ISSUES

Part I Summary of Findings and Policy Recommendations

Part 2 Policy Issues 10

2 BACKGROUND TO THE PROBLEM OF WIN DROPOUTS 27

Introduction 27

Research Perspective 29

Statement of the Problem 31

Framework for Study Analysis 32

Research Concepts Defined 44

Major Variables 47

The Evolution of Federal Manpower Policy 50

Over-view of the Report. 62

3 STUDY DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 63

The Longitudinal Design 63

The Initial Demand Sample Criteria 64

Tracing Enrollees Who Left WIN 71

Selection and Training of Interviewers 75

Retrospective Sub -Study 76

Personal and Organizational Influences 77

Community Profiles 77

Analysis of Data 78

The Pilot Study 79

4 DESCRIPTION OF THE SAMPLE 81

Introduction 81

An Overview of the Sample 81

Organizational Variables 85

Job Goal in WIN 89

Personal and Family Attributes 91

Comparison of Selected Variables by Ethnicity 95

Comparison Among Local WIN Offices 98

Expectation to Quit WIN 105

iii



Chapter Page

5 DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS: FOUR WIN STUDY AREAS. . . . . . 1 1 1

The Four WIN Areas. . ............. . 118

Family Conditions . ............. . 124

Economic Conditions . . . ....... . . . . 131

Summary 133

6 ENROLLEES WHO LEAVE WIN OR DROP OUT ...... . 135

Part 1 IN-OUT Comparisons at Time 2 135

Summary of Part 1 152

Part 2 IN-DROPOUT Comparisons at Time 2 ...... . . .... 152

Summary of Part 2 166

Part 3 IN-DROPOUT Comparisons at Time 3 168

Summary of Part 3 176

7 PERSONAL AND ORGANIZATIONAL INFLUENCES ON THE ENROLLEE

THE WIN STAFF PERSPECTIVE 179

Introduction 179

Personal Considerations. 180

The Impact of Organizational Variables 188

Implications 192

Summary 194

APPENDIX A Bibliography . . . ......... . . . ..... 197

APPENDIX B Availability of Interview Schedules 203



LIST OF TABLES

Table Page

3 I WIN study Sample Compared With California WIN Population

For Sex, Race, Age, and Education 67

3-2 Partitioning of the Initial Demand Sample

Into Two Sets: INs and OUTs (12 Months of Observation) 72

4-2 Work Life of Sample Enrollees 83

4-3 Longest Time On One Job of Sample Enrollees 84

4-4 Description of Enrollees' Time on Best Job 85

4-7 Class of Best Job By Sex of Enrollees 93

4-8 Class of Last Job by Sex of Enrollees 93

4-9 Reasons for Leaving Last Job by Sex of Enrollees 94

4-10 Expectation To Quit WIN by Sex of Enrollees 95

4-11 Child Care Plan by Ethnic Group of Enrollees 96

4-12 Unemployment, Earnings, and Duration of County Aid by Ethnic Group 97

4-13 Reason for Leaving Last Job by Ethnic Group 98

4-14 Liking and Disliking the Last Job by Ethnic Group 98

4-15 Distribution of Race by WIN District 99

4-16 Distribution of Marital Status by WIN Districts 100

4-17 Source of Help With WIN Arrangements by WIN District 102

4 Ili Job Goals by WIN District 103

4-19 Satisfaction W,th Job Goal by WIN District 103

4-20 Expectation To tpit WIN If Offered A Job by WIN Distruct 104

5 I 1970 Population Ci:.rac teristics 1 19

V



Table Page

5-2 1970 Family Conditions . . . . ....... . . . 125

5-3 Housing . . . . . . . . . . . . 128

6-1 IN-OUT Comparisons for Win Enrollees at Time 2
Personal Variables . . . . . . . . . . . . 137

6-2 IN-OUT Comparisons for WIN Enrollees at Time 2
Personal Variables . . 138

6-3 INOUT Comparisons for WIN Enrollees at Time 2
Health Variables . . . . . . . . . . . . . 139

6-4 IN-OUT Comparisons for WIN Enrollees at Time 2
Health Variables . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 141

6-5 IN-OUT Comparisons for WIN Enrollees at Time 2
Transportation Variables . . . . . . . . 142

6-6 1N-OUT Comparisons for WIN Enrollees at Time 2
Employment and Economic Variables . . . . . . . 143

6-7 IN-OUT Comparisons for WIN Enrollees at Time 2
Employment and Economic Variables . . . . . . . 145

6-8 IN-OUT Comparisons for WIN Enrollees at Time 2
Organizational Variables . . . . . . . . . 148

6-9 IN-OUT Comparisons for WIN Enrollees at Time 2
Organizational Variables . . . 150

6-10 IN-OUT Comparisons; or WIN Enrollees at Time 2
Organizational Variables . . . . . . . . . . 151

6-11 What Enrollees and Dropouts Liked Best About Their WIN Experience . . 154

6-12 What Enrollees and Dropouts Liked Least About Their WIN Experience . . 158

6-13 IN-DROPOUT Comparisons at Time 2
Employment Preparation Variables . . . 161

6-14 IN-DROPOUT Comparisons at Time 2
Wages Expected and Wages Received . . . 162

6-15 IN-DROPOUT Comparisons at Time 2
Enrollee's Search for Job Through Employment Agency ....... 162

vi



Table Page

6-16 IN-OUT Comparisons at Time 2
Organizational Variables 164

6-17 Enrollee Attitude Toward Education Component 165

6-18 Enrollee Attitude Toward Training Component

6-19 IN-DROPOUT Status at Time 3

167

by Local WIN Office (Showing Survivor Rate at Time 3) 168

6-19A Enrollee Characteristics by Local WIN Office. 169

6-20 IN-DROPOUT Comparisons at Time 3
by Enrollee Job Goal at Time 1 173

6-21 Best Way to Succeed in WIN (210) 173

6-22 IN-DROPOUT Comparisons for Enrollees at Time 3
Employment Preparation Variables 174

7-1 Barriers Before Enrollment 182

7-2 Barriers After Enrollment 182

7-3 Psychological Evaluation of Enrollee Motivation 183

7-4 Psychological Evaluation of Enrollee Interpersonal Relations .. 184

7-5 How Realistic Was Enrollee's Job Goal . 186

7-6 How Well Did Enrollee Accept Job Goal 186

7-7 Degree of Satisfaction With Employability Plan 187

7-8 Was An Employability Plan Made 190

7-9 Was An Alternative Job Goal Suggested 190

7-10 Number of Times Communicated With Client , 191

7-1 i How Well Enrollee Known by Staff 191

VII



LIST OF FIGURES AND MAPS

Figure Page

2 -1 The WIN Welfare System Flow Chart A Framework for the Study Showing Five
Functions: Screening, Assessment, Evaluation and Assignment, Training and Placement. .34 to 43

3-1 IN-OUT Selection Lattice for Initial Demand Sample . . 70

5-1 Location of Project Study Areas in Los Angeles County 112

5-2 Study Area Maps 113

5-3 Enrollee Dispersion East Los Angeles 114

5-4 Enrollee Dispersion Florence 115

5-5 Enrollee Dispersion Soth Gate 116

5-6 Enrollee Dispersion Santa Monica 117

5-7 Population Density 121

5-8 Per Cent Negro Population 123

5-9 Per Cent of Children Under 18 in Single Parent Families 127

5-10 Child/Woman Ratio 129

5-11 Per Cent of Housing Units With Overcrowded Families 130

5-12 Per Cent of Children Under 18 in Overcrowded Living Conditions 132

viii



CHAPTER 1

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND POLICY ISSUES

This chapter summarizes major findings of the study and addresses six issues in Manpower and

Welfare policy. Part I offers concise statements representing the principal findings; Part 2 addresses the

policy issues.

Part 1 -- Summary of findings and policy recommendations

The Sample Characteristics

* The sample included 360 active WIN participants, 80 percent males, 20 percent females; accrued

from four Los Angeles local offices in October and November 1970.

23.9 percent were enrolled at East Los Angeles Local WIN

24.4 percent were enrolled at Florence (and South Central)

34.7 percent were enrolled at Santa Monica Local WIN

16.9 percent were enrolled at South Gate Local WIN

By ethnic background 40 percent were Spanish surname, 27 percent black, 24 percent white and

9 percent other (including Oriental and Indian).

* By age, nearly three-fourths (72.5 percent) were it their 20's and 30's but the range extended to

55 years of age and included 15 youths out of school.

By education level, 18 percent had finished only elementary or junior high school, 50 percent had

partial high school and 32 percent had completed high school or more.

For 70 percent of the sample, the spouse took care of the children at home; another 20.5 percent

arranged for child care in their homes; 9.5 percent arranged child care outside their home in day care

centers, or nursery schools, or with neighbors; but 15.6 percent were dissatisfied with the present child

care plans.

Two-thirds of the sample (62.5 percent) had never been convicted of a crime according to self re-

ports; 12.8 percent reported a felony and 1.9.8 percent reported misdemeanors.

Almost half the sample (48.9 percent) reported no illnesses during the previous year and 22 per-

cent reported one illness. Only one in five of the latter, were serious enough to confine the enrollee to

bed.

Transportation problems did not seem to prevent most enrollees from getting to WIN during ori

entation. Over four-fifths of the sample (82.5 percent) did not miss a day for this reason. Over half the

enrollees traveled to WIN in their own cars, the rest car-pooled, hitch-hiked or used public means.



Enrollees' past work history generally showed a marginal relation to the labor force. About one-

third of the sample had not held a job for as long as a year, but one-fourth had kept their last job for five

years or more. The majority had been out of work for at least six months before starting WIN, and most

had been receiving public aid for longer.

* In general they did not command good wages. On their last job they averaged about $2.50 per

hour, and on the best job ever, about $2.60 per hour. For the most part they held unskilled or semi-

skilled jobs. Over half of the enrollees left their last job involuntarily; about one-third being laid off be-

cause work ran out or contracts terminated.

Only about half the sample felt communication was easy with the WIN teams--that they could

talk easily to team members.

Almost all enrollees (96.7 percent)attended WIN orientation where they liked best'sharing common

experiences,' learning what WIN could offer them' and 'job market information and job qualifications.'

Their major dislike was the 'pace, disorganization, and waste of time' in orientation.

Sample Shrinkage

360 enrollees were interviewed (December January 1970-1971) at Time 1, four to eight weeks

after they had finished orientation.

At Time 2 (April to May 1971) -- five months later, more than one-third 37.5 percent cumula-

tively were out of the program and 62.5 percent survived.

At Time 3 (August October 1971) five months later still 59.2 percent cumulatively were out

of the program and 40.8 percent survived.

Owing to intensive skip-tracing procedures at Times 2 and 3, sample loss was at a minimum of 24,

6.7 percent, for the sample.

Recycling and Holding

The great majority of enrollees (86.9 percent), were first time referrals; 11.4 percent had been re-

ferred twice and 1.7 percent, more than twice, but only a handful had previously been active WIN

participants (recycled) within a Category 11 component.



All enrollees were in holding status an average of 19 weeks before becoming active participants;

men for an average of 13.5 weeks. More than half the total sample experienced no delay (holding) as

they moved from Orientation into Category II components. The balance moved into a component

usually within one to five weeks.

* The length of holding before clients became active participants had no bearing on subsequent

decisions to stay in WIN or to drop out. The length of holding after the enrollee had finished the

Orientation component did influence the subsequent dropout decision: those who remained were in

holding an average of 6.7 weeks, dropouts, 7.5 weeks. (These averages include time after Orientation and

during Category 11 components.)

Ethnic Comparisons

Minority enrollees (black and Mexican American) earned significantly less on their last job and on

their best liked job (See table 4.12) than white Anglos and 'others.'

Ethnic comparisons also disclosed contrasts in which black enrollees had been unemployed and on

Welfare the longest during the last five years; white enrollees were in the more favored position. Such

findings point up the need to recognize differing population sub-samples whose school and job expe-

rience differ, whose marginality in the labor force differ, and who may require differing approaches,

varying the type and amount of supporting services, indeed, even differing enrollee-staff ratios. These

data also shed light on the continuing need for correction of inequitable conditions of employment and

remuneration based on race.

* The differing demographic characteristics among the four local WIN areas, the extent of broken

families, overcrowding, and other indicators of pressure and economic stress (the main point to be made

in Chapter 5) suggest that planning to serve population sub-groups must be flexible. If planning is based

on serving the easiest case, many minority group registrants with learning and language deficits could be

excluded. Categories of need and staffing patterns to cope with such need should be given careful and

flexible consideration.

Job Goal, Employability Plans and Retention in WIN

* Initially (Time I) 61 percent of the enrollees stated they had a job goal; half of these were clear

about what they were to do. The balance had no job goal.

Of those with a goal, 52 percent were satisfied with it and 46.4 percent reported that they pre-

ferred the type of work they believed they were preparing for. (That is, 28.4 percent of the total sample.)

4



* It appeared that for many enrollees, WIN teams were not able to provide clear ilob goals or accept-

able vocational plans or to lead them to make satisfying choices within the limits of the WIN frame-

work of options. Frequently, in interviews, we heard dissatisfactions voiced that enrollees were forced

into a job goal they did not want, or even if they felt some choice had been allowed, they were not sure

they wanted the job goal they were now working towards.

* More than three-fifths (61 percent) reported they did not intend to quit before completing train

ing even if a chance for a job arose; the remainder said they would quit under these circumstances.

More women (78 percent) than men (57 percent) intended to complete employability plans.

* Enrollees who intended to quit WIN to take a job if one could be found were those with more

positive experience in the labor force; they worked longer, earned more,had been public aid recipients less.

Enrollees with less positive experience in the labor force who had worked less, earned less, and been

public aid recipients longer, were more committed to finish WIN training.

* However, among those expecting to quit we also found significantly more who were unclear about

their job goal in WIN. Only two-thirds of these (66.7 percent) said they were clear but among those ex-

pecting to complete employability plans 88.6 percent were clear about their plans.

* Generally, enrollees who know clearly what their job goal is and the steps by which they will reach

the goal (the employability plan), are satisfied with the plan in respect to target completion date and

the improvement it promises in their economic life style, are highly enthusiastic and are "quite sure"

they not quit the program prematurely.

Enrollee's In-Out Status at Time 2

* At Time 2, approximately five months after the first interview a total of 135 enrollees were out of

WIN. Few personal or health attributes distinguished the INS from the OUTS. However, sex, race, and

marital status had a significant bearing on the IN-OUT status. Proportionately, the males and the

marrieds were out of the program twice as often as the females and the not marrieds. Enrollees of
Caucasian and other ethnic background were significantly more often out than Blacks or Spanish sur-

name enrollees.

* Age and Education had no bearing on the 1N-OUT status. The IN group had a mean age of 29

years; the OUT group 28 years. Both groups had a mean education of just over ten years.

* Regarding total number of dependents in the family there were no mean differences between the

IN and OUT sets.

4



Transportation (method of travel and transportation reported as a barrier) did not significantly
differentiate the IN and OUT sets.

Certain variables relating to employment history did not significantly differentiate in the IN and

OUT sets. Both sets had worked on the average about ten years. Both sets had remained relatively

long periods on one job indicating a degree of job stability. The longest average time spent on one job

by the IN set was just under three years (34.3 months); for the OUT set just over three years (37.5
months).

* The months worked on the last job were considerably less for the OUT set (14.8 months) than the

IN set,(17.2 months).

But significant differences between the IN and OUT sets were related to the length of unemploy-

ment in 1970 and the wage received. Enrollees who were OUT of the program were unemployed sig-

nificantly fewer months in the current year than those who remained. Moreover, gross hourly wage

received on both the last job and on the best job ever held was significantly higher for the OUT set

than the IN set.

Conviction record was not significantly related to the IN-OUT status but revealed a trend in the

expected direction. Thus proportionately more ex-felons were out of the program at Time 2 than en-

rollees with records of misdemeanors or those with no records.

Very few enrollees admitted to use of prescription drugs for insomnia, or depression, and this use

had no bearing on the INUT status. Prescriptions for 'nerves' were used significantly more often by

enrollees who stayed IN the program than the OUTS.

The OUT group had significantly fewer serious sick spells in the last year than the INS and reported

fewer illnesses for their children. (A mean of 1.8 compared with a mean of 2.8 for the INS.)

Organizational Variables and IN-OUT Status at Time 2

Organizational variables are those which assess the enrollee's interaction with the WIN system or

the welfare system. It was found that the IN-OUT status was significantly affected if an agent assisted

the enrollee with any problems he may encounter in preliminary preparation for entering WIN or with

difficulties once he is in the program. Among those whom no one helped with arrangements and the

enrollee himself made all plans and preparations, unassisted, almost half (46.8 percent) left the program

at Time 2.



However, either the social worker or a WIN worker can significantly influence that IN-OUT de-

cisions reducing the proportion of enrollees who do leave the program prematurely. Witten the social

worker was instrumental in helping, only 30.1 percent of the enrollees terminated; when fd WIN worker

provided assistance 29.5 percent left.

If no job goal had been established some weeks after the enrollee became an active participant

or if he "does not know" whether he has a job goal, he is perhaps 'lost in the shuffle.' Significantly

larger proportions of these enrollees eventually dropped out by Time 2. The early establishment of the

job goal, particularly the preferred goal, enhanced the likelihood that the enrollees would remain in the

program.

Among the enrollees who were dissatisfied with the employability plan or believed "it doesn't

matter," large proportions quit WIN. It should also be noted that over a third of the sample "don't

know" what their employability plan entailed or were very uncertain about it at Time 2.

If the job goal was perceived as "better" than an earlier, "best" job, three out of foul. enrollees

(74 percent) remained in the program but significantly smaller proportions remained among those who

said the job goal was only "as good as" their best job (58 percent) or who didn't know what the job

goal was (50 percent).

Dropouts' Experience at the Second Interview, Time 2

Almost one-fourth of the drop-outs had no negative comment about their WIN experience but

29.3 percent mentioned particular events which irked them: The disorganized time-wasting aspect of

training (10.8 percent), the unsupportive, unfriendly WIN climate (9.2 percent). These comments often

related to difficulty in understanding what was expected or to members of a WIN team who "hassle"

them by changing objectives and requirements without giving a reason why, or who make a 'promise'

and subsequently withdraw it.

None of the dropouts considered the training they were receiving relevant to the job they wanted.

Even among those still in WIN at Time 2 three out of ten (30.8 percent) believed their overall WIN

experience (job goal, employability plan or training) was notsufficiently worthwhile to maintain their

interest and continuance in the program.

Among enrollees who believed that the employability plan will help get a job, that it is workable

and will lead to the job goal, 90 percent remained in the program, 10 percent were dropouts; where this

did not hold, 60 percent were dropouts.

o,r7



* A direct linear relationship exists between the enrollee's clear understanding of his objective and

job goal and his retention in the program. Conversely, the less clear he is about the job goal the more

likely is he to be found in the dropout ranks. Among those who were "really clear" 14 percent dropped

out, if "partly clear" 22 percent dropped out, if "not very dear," 33 percent, if "not clear at all," 44

percent.

Dropouts and Employed in Jobs Related to WIN Preparation at Time 2 or Time 3

* When we interviewed the 118 who were OUT of the program between Time I and Time 2, ten

(8.5 percent) were found in jobs related to their WIN training and experience. There were 28 others

(24 percent) who had quit WIN for other jobs. Among the OUTS at Time 3, were 13 (17 percent) in

WIN jobs and 16 (20.5 percent) who had quit WIN for other jobs.

* Among the 118 OUTS at Time 2 were 67 dropouts (57 percent) defined as: "terminated from

WIN prematurely before completing requirements for job goal, and without known prospects for em-

ployment.

Among the 78 OUTS at Time 3, were 43 dropouts (55 percent).

Experience in WIN at The Third Interview, Time 3

* After the enrollee had been in WIN for 10-12 months, questions about the clarity of job goal,

satisfaction with it, and how it compared with his best prior job, failed to distinguish dropouts from

those who remained.

* What distinguished the INS from the DROPOUTS at Time 3 was the enrollee's belief that he had

got his "preferred job goal" at Time 1, 10 months earlier and had been working towards this goal during

all this time. In this group 15.9 percent had dropped out at Time 3; among those with "no job goal" 35

percent; among those who "didn't know," 50 percent.

* One in five enrollees had no written statement of the employability plan, nor indeed any plan at

all, at Time 3.

* At Time 3, On-the-Job Training, as a single component had been arranged for only three enrollees,

and O.J.T. in combination with another component for 16 others --in all, only 19 (12.5 percent) had

been involved with O.J.T.



* Dropout between Time 2 and Time 3 according to local WIN offices, continued its earlier pattern;

highest proportions (34.5 percent) had dropped out from the Santa Monica sub-sample with its larger

group of male, job ready, white Anglo enro!Iees. Next order were South Gate (21 percent), Florence

(16.7 percent) and East Los Angeles (15.8 percent).

* Few problems of health, transportation and child care were reported at Time 3; for the most part

any difficulties in these areas had been resolved earlier.

Staff Views

* Counseling staff generally viewed dropouts as those with presumed individual deficiencies, often

plagued by serious personal problems, who entered WIN with low motivation, subsequently reflected in

poor performance, relationships, and communications with staff and peers; had more unrealistic job ob-

jectives and rejected alternative suggestions.

They believed both dropouts and those who completed employability plans were subjected to

essentially the same organizational processes. Hence, they identified few organizational distinctions in

treatment accorded to the two groups, and few procedures which needed changing.

* Counselors considered that one in five of a small subsample of enrollees could have been placed on

a job "with their present skills." Another 36 percent "perhaps" could have been placed. Neveritheless,

they were all processed through the WIN training components. Only two out of five were definitely "un-

placeable" at their present skill and educational levels. Staff usually could not suggest alternative pro-

cedures they might have used to prevent terminations.

The dearth of suggested improvements could be due to complacency--that WIN is as effective as

it can be,or to a sense of helplessness in the face of a complex bureaucracy with deficiencies in need of

major modification.

The Policy issues and Recommendations

Issue 1

Can WIN'S purposes and perspectives bz. re-conceptualized so that expectations of WIN held

by Congress, the public, the WIN staff and the enrollee achieve some rational congruence?
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Recommendation

If the WIN program under the 1971 amendments accepts only the better prepared regis-

trants, welfare clients who are less well prepared, with greater service needs, will not benefit,

despite what Congress and the public believes. Other employability programs should be

provided for this group and should include subsidized low-skill work programs.

Issue 2

What priority should be set in using the slots? Should the mandatory requirement be mod-

ified?

Recommendation

Every member of the potential registrant pool should be categorized or sorted during a screen-

ing-appraisal process into four classes of potential employability, each with a different ex-

pectancy for benefiting from the WIN program. The mandatory requirement for males should

be dropped.

Issue 3

Should income disregard provisions in the AFDC program be modified to include unemployed

fathers?

Recommendation

The provisions should be equitably applied to males as well as to females, so that fathers who

cannot upgrade employability potential within the time limits allowed by WIN, can be en-

couraged to accept low-skill, low-pay jobs and still retain entitlement to a fraction of the

welfare grant.

Issue 4

Does the present structure, size and role definition of WIN teams offer the best mechanism

to facilitate organizational and enrollee objectives?

Recommendation

The fu.ictional team structure should be reduced to two members, the counselor and the

coach, with clerical and other staff functions available as needed, including the new position

of Labor Social Worker to handle the complex service support functions.

9



Issue 5

How shall the employment support services be designed for effective delivery to 'WIN reg-

istrants?

Recommendation
1,

The primary person responsible for providing service or for developing service resources

should be the Labor Social Worker who should become a part of the new Separate Admin-

istrative Units (SAU) proposed under the 1971 Amendments. Residual clients who are screen-

ed out of the WIN program during the initial screeningappraisal process should have available

to them other health and remedial services to facilitate up-grading, in readiness for subsequent

appraisals of potential employability.

Issue 6

Should special work project Programs be implemented?

Recommendation

If the manpower policy is to make sense at times of high unemployment, it should include

provision for decently paid and subsidized unskilled work programs for registrants who are

unable to up-grade skills sufficiently, in the time allowed.

Part 2 Policy Issues

The second part of this chapter presents policy issues to which findings direct our attention. These

issues were summarized in Part 1 and here further discussion is offered. First, we have stated each issue.

Second, we have presented research evidence for a policy position. Third, we have made recommen-

dations towards which our data and analysis point.

The policy positions taken are supported by the analysis of the data, by observations we made in

the local WIN offices, and by impressions gained from both WIN enrollees and WIN officials. These

discussions and impressions allow us to view empirical findings from a new angle and in a new light,

addling depth to otherwise more fragmentary particularized facts.

This is the benefit of a longitudinal approach. It permits observation of additional dimensions of

a problem enabling one to form a more accurate, realistic appraisal, over an extended time period.

The observer sees the effect of actions and operations interlaced in the enrollee's life space. This con

trasts with the "snap-shot" view more often obtained from quicker, less-expensive, cross-sectional and

retrospective studies, customary with typical managerial analysis. Such approaches rely more often on

one-time observation.
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Issue I

Can WIN's purposes and perspectives be reconceptuali, ed so that expectations of WIN held

by Congress, the public, the WIN staff, and the enrolle achieve some rational congruence?

Initially, Federal.WIN legislation and State Guidelines v ere written from the perspective that WIN

was a manpower resources development program. It would ie able to enhance employability of a per-

sistent poverty population of AFDC families. It would do this through education, training, and a mod-

icum of advice, raising the families to economic self-sufficien,:y. The barometer of success would be the

family's removal from welfare rolls and ultimately a lowered tax burden. This was the perspective and

the goal of the program for Congress and the public.

More knowledgeable staff took a different perspective. Many cautiously hoped that this compre-

hensive program with its many enrollee options, incentive payment and supporting welfare services might

indeed make a dent in the size of the low-skilled unemployed, AFDC population. Even if it supplied

the incentive and achievement orientation a typical welfare mother or father needed, some staff saw the

tokenism, with too few training slots to meet rising AFDC population and a rapid loss of low skill jobs in

the economy. The program purpose of taking an enrollee to his "maximum potential" was all well and

good, but time limits required the typical enrollee to move too fast. Only if the staff 'creamed' the
population could they meet such legislative expectations and program goals.

The enrollee viewed the program still differently: At first with caution then with enthusiasm, and

for some, later still, with frustration and anger. But initially he expected the program might get him
training and a better job and some contiul over his destiny.

One view states that to be "really constructive," the program needs to encourage long-term tran

sitions, moving the enrollee into higher skilled or technical occupations that have potential for lifting

him and his family out of welfare. If he is merely offered a lateral move into another lowskill low-pay

job, little is gained. This is critical for unemployed fathers; not so critical for mothers Who may take

part-time, temporary, or low-paying work, and still be eligible for welfare and medical care.

An opposing view holds that no public program can take a trainee to the point of "maximum

potential." If the enrollee is helped to an entry level position "to put his foot on the first rung of the

ladder" the program has done its iob. But for many enrollees the low-skill jobs they Could be qual-

ified far in the time limits are not available. The new Public Service Employment provisions with

different funding procedures under the 1971 Amendments, will begin to correct this lack. However,

incongruency of the several viewpoints still remains.



Research Evidence for a Policy Position

The research findings show that if enrollees are given no choice in job goals or believe they were

forced into an employability plan leading to a job no better, or possibly worse than the,; one previously

held, they will probably drop out. Most heads of household know the income needed ,l'or their family's

survival. If WIN camibt permit a job goal capable of providing a living wage for the enrollee, findings

suggest he will occupy the slot for some months, passively accept the training as long at, he can bear the

welfare standard, benefit little from training, and direct his attention towards quitting for the first avail-

able job. For such cases, WIN is an expensive way of needling him; the trainee considers that WIN has

failed him.

Findings showed that the first enrollees to quit were slightly younger, Caucasian, married males,

with a m e ten education, with fewer serious illnesses and less illness among family members than

those wgrirayed in the program. Also, they had been unemployed and on welfare less time, had received

a significantly better gross hourly wage, had better confidence in their ability to find and hold a job than

those who remained. The largest proportions were unskilled laborers, followed by semi-skilled factory

operators. Their perceived self-interest leads them to drop out of WIN after four-six months sojourn

costly to the taxpayer, since objectives were not reached. Many of those who got work found it was

short term and were no better off.

The AFDC program includes a wide variety of recipients. For most in our sample, welfare was not

a "way of life." They wanted and requested job training which would lead them away from the brink of

poverty, but were even more eager for a job. They did not fit the stereotype of the inter-generational

poor family with little work experience, and no desire to work.

Policy changes at the local and at the Federal level already are indicating that screening should

keep out as many AFDC clients as possible who have only remote chances of succeeding in the shortened

prescribed maximum time limit. Thus the poverty population towards which the WIN program was

initially aimed, and which Congress and the public believe will be reduced through program efforts, will

tend to be excluded from its benefits.

Recommendation

If local and stage programs accept only the biter prepared enrollees who can fulfill their

objectives in approximately 12-18 months or less (a justified position from a cost-benefit

perspective) other employability programs should be provided for clients at the "bottom of

the heap" of all potential workers. Such programs may cost more because these enrollees

will take longer to reach an objective if it requires economic self-sufficiency.
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It may be painful to recognize but it needs to be recognized that, to be successful, employ-

ability programs for such enrollees should include some form of subsidized low-skill work.

Furthermore such programs should provide for a classification of welfare recipients (who are

certified for WIN) into several streams differing in employability potential and in need for

services. This classification, essential to clarify cost and time differentials, is suggested in

Issue 2.

Issue 2

What priority should be set in using the slots? Should the mandatory requirement be mod-

ified?

Generally, manpower legislation will describe in broad terms its intended target groups such as

AFDC mothers who volunteer, unemployed fathers, out-of-school youths under 20, mothers with children

over 6 years of age, and so forth. The Federal guidelines and the State plans, however, will spell out

specific requirements and operating priority. Here there are two opposing viewpoints. Each has its

followers.

One viewpoint advocates mandatory referral for males as the only way to ensure actual referral of

all able-bodied male potential breadwinners to the employability resource. Males are viewed as a class;

within-class distinctions are not made to separate those with greater potential from those with less po-

tential, or more barriers to utilization of the resource. Advocates stress this priority for males as a means

of maintaining the intact family. Efficiency oriented analysts do not approve of this position. Beater

cost-benefit returns are possible, they say, by selecting enrollees with greater employment potential.

This results in more effective use of limited training slots. If lower potential, harder-to-place enrollees,

whose skills take longer to raise to a marketable level are referred without respect to labor market con-

ditions, fewer will get "into plan" (mutually agreed upon employability plan). More will terminate with-

out demonstrable improvement. Resources will not be well used. These results will be found particu-

larly in urban areas with specific local problems and labor market conditions which affect the ability of

WIN to meet its goals, such as serious economic barriers, high unemployment, or a WIN program already

fully enrolled and back jammed with persons waiting to enroll.

The other viewpoint advocates equity between male and female referrees. Advocates note that one

third of the labor force are women; many are heads of households, responsible for children. They should

not suffer discriminatory, less preferential treatment in referral priority. Moreover, women may demon-

strate greater probability to utilize WIN resources better, to complete employability plans, and to enter

the labor force. Yet under present policy, they are subjected to referral barriers--they must demon-

strate readiness to participate in the program without interferences such as breakdown in their trans-

portation plans or child care plans. Under the 1971 Amendments the age of their children will also play

a role in women's referral priority, the presumption being that women whose children are over six years

of age are more ready to enter the workforce. In fact the reverse may be true: the younger woman, with

younger and perhaps fewer children, whose education is more recent, may be the one to certify for WIN.
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Research Evidence for a Policy Position

As we have seen from the research evidence di.scussed under Issue 1, the white male with fewer

impediments to his readiness to work, with better experience in7the labor force and a shorter sojourn on

Welfare, will find little to attract him to the WIN program. Although his skills may be minimal he

believes he can find work and prefers to try rather than to pursue education for a job he did not choose.

Because he believes he can survive better with whatever jobs he may find, than to remain under WIN, he

will be an early dropout. if jobs are to be found in the economy, he will get one.

Counseling staff also believed that some enrollees did not need to be enrolled in Category II com-

ponents and could have been placed "with their present skills." On the other hand clients (usually

males) with only grade or junior high school education, poor communication *ills, an d manual labor or

semiskilled work experience, were in great need of the opportunity WIN provided. Thus some of the

rudimentary beginnings for an employment readiness typology begin to emerge. Such a typology would

enable staff to differensiate registrants into several classification, whether they be male or female. Two

features of such a typology are education level and type of job experience the registrant has had.

The extent of supportive services needed and whether or not someone provides such services may

be other features of the typology. To e accepted in WIN, women had many hurdles to jump. Pre-

sumably, the social worker provided som of the supportive services included in this preparation, and we

found that more women than men turned to the social worker to discuss intercurrent probilems once they

were enrolled in WIN. Men tended more to ask a WIN worker for assistance or advice, because they had

had only the briefest exposure to workers in the welfare bureaucracy, whereas they were familiar with

team members in the WIN local offices and access to them was easier and more informal. If there were any

problems of housing, health, child welfare, household management, budgeting, and transportation, the

male registrant was just as likely to need supportive services as was the female. Evidence showed that

among WIN enrollees who received no supportive services a larger proportion became dropouts; when a

worker (Welfare service worker or WlNworker) provided such services, the dropout proportion was lower.

Although the relationship existed, an important Pntecedent variable is the amount of time the enrollee was

in the program: dropouts were out of the program sooner and had less time during which they might dis-

cuss services. Furthermore, the dropout is seeking an opportunity to quit, is becoming discouraged and

disenchanted with WIN and is less likely to perceive its agents as helpful than is the enrollee who is plan-

ning to stay with WIN, who see WIN as his best or last chance.

The emphasis on 21e-referral sup, ortive services required for certification of registrants prior to

enrollment in WIN (under the 1971 Amendments) is probably wide of the mark. The registrant is

certified when no supportive services are necessary or when necessary services have been r.rovided or

arranged. Indeed the continuing social services to the family unit are as critical to case success as those

identified at the time of referral and certification for overcoming barriers to employment. Our evidence

indicated that the need for services could arise at any time and was not confined to any particular time.

r-^r:
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Rec ornmetidation

(a) Every member of the potential registrant pool should be categorized or sorted through appli-

cation of a screening-appraisal process. The end product would be establishment of four
broad classes of registrants, as discussed below. The process should be undertaken by a

minimum of two persons acting jointly: (I) the welfare worker* who is familiar with the

client situation and (2) a WIN worker familiar with training options and with the labor mar-

ket situation. The welfare worker should be familiar also with likely service needs of partic-

ular classes of registrants and the availability of service resources in different communities

within the jurisdiction of the WIN local office. The Separate Administrative Unit as defined

in the Manual for Implementation of the 1971 Amendments to the Social Security Act pres-

ently incorporates this appraisal function.

(b) Registrants should be screened into four climes.

Class 1. The fully employable registrant without health problems who has at least high school

level of education and good work experience but whose technical training or skill may require

some remedial work or upgrading or who may need job market ir.kination. This registrant

is to all intents "job ready." No service needs are identifiable at the time of the appraisal.

He needs minimal employment preparation; needs to define a job goal, followed by place-

ment and follow up.

Class 2. This registrant is not fully employable. He or she has incomplete high school or

insufficient education for the needs of the local labor market; has fair but intermittent work

experience and minimal job skills. He is psychologically ready to move into a job but to

place him competitively in th'e !nor market will require upgrading both education and skill

levels. He has no health barriers evident at the appraisal; he may have service needs evident.

He should be assigned to employment preparation, must define a job goal which may be

attained in "regular" employment, on-the-job training or through Public Service Employment.

Class 3. This registrant is the chronically underemployed, disadvantaged worker whose ed-

ucation is deficient (little formal education past junior high school); his employment history

is spotty and he has seldom performed other than unskilled labor. He is also handicapped by

negative experience in the job market, low self-esteem, and poor self-confidence. He has poor

communication skills and, if of minority background, may be discriminated against and react

with anger and disabling attitudinal responses. He may require extensive educational and

skill upgrading to become competitive in the labor market, and should be referred to Public

Service Employment. To function adequately here he may need health services and sup-

portive services to remedy problems evident in these areas at the appraisal.

*The Labor Social Worker, discussed under Issue 4

.C
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Class 4. The physically incapacitated, or psychiatrically disabled chronic unemployable. He

or she may be awaiting reclassification to Aid to the Totally Disabled Program (ATD).

With a grouping of registrants such as this, different expectancy tracks could be established and, if

necessary, different client referral percentage quotas could be set so that clients could be prepared for

active WIN participation within specified time limits. The fully "job ready" among those in Class I could

be eliminated from the expensive job slots in the WIN program. It makes no sense to require these

people to spend time in Orientation to the "World of Work." In many cases they cannot benefit from

the programs offered by WIN: usually they need no manpower services to become employable, nor do

they need supportive services. They require mostly job market information, referral, placement and

follow up. Registrants of this calibre should be expected to enter "regular" positions rather than on-the-

job training or Public Service Employment.

(c) The mandatory requirement for male registrants should be dropped. With establishment of

four classes of registrants it should be possible to drop the requirement that males be man-

datorily referred.

Thus following the screening-appraisal, certain predictions should be made by the team as to the

quotas from each Class that can be expected within reason to be absorbed into the labor force of a local

area. We suggest that most of the registrants from Class I would require few WIN services. They will be

able to find employment with minimal assistance from WIN. Almost all of the registrants from Class 2

require most of WIN's services. WIN should place intensive efforts on these registrants. This is the class

with which WIN can be most cost effective. WIN should not expect to include a large proportion of

Class 3 registrants, possibly no more than 50 percent. Class 4 registrants do not belong in a work train-

ing program such as WIN but require specialized vocational rehabilitation.

(d) Registrants who are not accepted for WIN services following their screeningappraisal should

be periodically reviewed for possible reclassification, reassignment and referral.

(e) Registrants who are not accepted for WIN services should be provided with services by Wel-

fare to remove personal and employment barriers whenever possible and to develop a plan

for improvement, in preparation for the next periodical review by the screening-appraisal

unit.

Issue 3

Should Income Disregard provisions in the A.F.D.C. program be modified to include un-

employed fathers?



Congress enacted the Income Disregard provisions in recognition of the low pay which many AFDC

mothers would command at unskilled jobs in the labor market. If mothers were to be encouraged to

seek and maintain such employment they should not be penalized by 100 percent tax rate of earnings,

and according to formula, should be permitted to keep a fraction of the welfare grant. The policy

question is: Should there be equity between males and females in the Income Disregard feature or should

the harsh 100 percent. tax rate formula be continued for the AFDC OF father who finds full-time

work at wages that cannot support him and his family above the poverty line?

This question is lodged in welfare policy and is also significant to manpower policy and WIN pro-

gram operation. A program like WIN straddles both Welfare and Labor in important functional ways.

It is therefore valuable to re-define this thorny question in a systems framework to better understand the

interface problems. This also permits a perception of the two programs in the light of what each is doing

and what the respective purposes and objectives of each one are.

For the fathers in the WIN program, the question is often posed as follows: "Shall I remain in the

program although it appears to be without value and I am confused about my goals or shall I quit with-

out cause?" In the former instance he occupies the expensive training slot for a questionable benefit. In

the latter instance, he will be excluded from the AFDC budget and (for a family of 4 children) it has

been estimated that this would result in a monthly budget reduction of approximately $19 in Los

Angeles County.* This is to be balanced against an estimated $65 a month loss the family would sustain

in fringe benefits like MediCal, food stamps, etc., when the father terminated his family's welfare de-

pendency through employment.

Application of sanctions is difficult and involves the use of vendor payments, often paying the

family's rent directly to the landlord, a procedure usually unacceptable to landlords. Local welfare

representatives also were reluctant to terminate the father from the budget as this resulted in punish-

ment to the children, forcing the family to live on a reduced income.

If a WIN employability program establishes a job goal yielding the enrollee a net income less

than he received from Welfare (considering the fringe benefits), he should not be expected to participate

with enthusiasm. He may be more likely to terminate without good cause. This decision permits him

time to look for odd jobs and has the advantage that it will not deny his family the Welfare grant and

fringe benefits. When his case is reviewed, the Welfare investigator may decide that he was referred to

WIN in "administrative" error.

* See U.S. Department of Labor, "Problems in Accomplishing the WIN Objectives," Report to the Con-

gress by the Controller Gen. U.S., Dept. cf Labor, Health, Education & Welfare, September 1971.



Under the Income Disregard provisions a mother received different treatment. She may continue

entitlement to welfare fringe benefits until she earns enough to reduce her welfare grant to zero. One

estimate" suggests that the female wage earner with three children would need monthly earnings of at

least $570 ($6840 per year) before her grant would reach zero. Thus mothers are encouraged to take

part-time and relatively low paying work.

Whether this sex distinction is based on the generally higher wage commanded by men than by

women for equal work, (differences which are beginning to diminish under Federal wage regulations) its

effect may encourage fathers either to leave WIN without good cause, leave their families, or to remain in

WIN with half-hearted participation.

Research Evidence for a Policy Position

The findings bearing on this question are fragmentary and we did not systematically ask enrollees

to discuss benefits from staying on welfare to those from seeking work. Most were firm in their convic-

tions, preferring work to welfare. We encountered a number of fathers who told us frankly they would

stay on the program for as long as possible only because it permitted them a slightly better budget than

they could earn if they were to work at the job goal WIN had established for them. Those who quit the

program early pinpointed its worst aspect as its inability to offer job goals and the necessary employment

preparation to lead them to self-support and economic self-sufficiency. They also stressed the poor

quality of institutional training and education provided. These reasons accounted for the majority of

the complaints (60 percent). Enrollees stated that the greatest inducement to remain in the program

would be wider job training opportunity and better jobs in the job market, when they finished. Thus,

when the economy is depressed, and private industry cannot provide employment for all who would

work, a government training and employability program cannot expect to retain enrollees with low-skill

job goals nor to place them in low-pay jobs, unless some subsidy is provided. The Income Disregard is

such a subsidy.

Recommendation

Further attention should be given to equitably applying Income Disregard Provisions to all

male registrants as well as to females, as at present. This is important because, in the time

allowed in the WIN program, many fathers will not be able to upgrade their low education

level and their deficient work skills sufficiently to prepare for the type of job in which -they

can command enough income to support them and their families. If the Income Disregard

formulas were applied to males, it would be possible for them to accept low paying jobs and

still retain entitlement to a fraction of the welfare grant, and to medical services.

** See Martin Lowenthal, Work and Welfare: Social Welfare Regional Research Institute, Region I,

Boston College, August 1971, p. 47.
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As a footnote to this recommendation on sex equity, another interesting policy question

arises. There is ample evidence to show that women enrollees receive numerous opportunities

for family planning services. We have yet to note such policy to provide similar opportunity

to male enrollees with families.

Issue 4

Does the present structure, size and role definition of WIN teams offer the best mechanism

to facilitate organizational and enrollee objectives?

This issue arises primarily from our observation of team functioning, different functional styles in

different local offices, and enrollee experience reports.

The present 5-member team structure was presumed to have advantages in utilizing the combined

different talents of many individuals. Consensual decision-making was presumed to be a more valid

less subjective approach for critical questions involving enrollees' occupational choice. Thus in theory,

responsibility for handling some 225 enrollee training slots was divided between team members.

Disadvantages in our observations include a splintering of responsibility, the nced for inordinate

amounts of communication among team members to keep them abreast of movement in respect to each

enrollee, frequent team member ignorance of the enrollee situation leading to chaos and a failure of
planning from the enrollee's perspective.

Also we noted different expectations for team member behavior in different offices. In one, team

members were expected to be at their desks for 8 hours a day. This negated their differentiated functions,

expecting, for example, that The team coach would perform home and community visits after hours. In

another office the coach was expected to be in the field part of his day to confer with enrollees, their

families, teachers, or others.

Research Evidence for a Policy Position

High proportions of enrollees had no job goals or employability plans for some months after be-

coming active participants. At our third and final contact, ten to twelve months after they became

active, almost one out of =',ur enrollees (23.2 percent) still had no plan. This tended to dissipate their

sense of purpose and divntion which was associated subsequently with dropping out. Of those with a
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plan at our final observation, 27 percent did not have it in writing and 1 1 percent did not have a clear

understanding of what it meant. Although no conceptual model for enrollee goal-directed behavior can

be found in WIN literature or procedures, two aspects of rudimentary importance to such a model would

be: to be able to clearly state one's objective in the program; and second, to understand the steps by

one probably would reach the objective and how long it would take.

Most enrollees (74 percent) considered that their team had a leader and usually found someone

who would take care of problems or answer questions, yet, after 10 to 12 months of participation in the

program, three out of five did not find one person more helpful than another, that is to say, had not

identified one, particularly, who acted on their behalf. Some also complained bitterly that when they

needed help, team members were "on coffee breaks." Others said inconvenient and inflexible conference

appointments were set, for example, requiring them to come to the office in late afternoon thus upsetting

child care pick-up appointments, etc. It was also found that reasons most often given by enrollees for

dropping out were their confused, vague status in the organization (22.3 percent) and personal and family

difficulties (19 percent). Effective team functioning should be able to have impact on these enrollee

problems. However, WIN team counselors often did not know of the problem until after the enrollee

had arrived at his own resolution of it and could usually make no suggestions for improved program

implementation nor did they know how well the dropout in a study sub-sample had responded to al-

ternative job goal suggestions made to him. Nor did they know if any action had been taken to ameliorate

personal problems indicating their inability under present structural and staffing arrangements to per-

form the referral or the support services necessary.

Recommendation

This research analysis suggests policy and program changes which would result in the follow-

ing actions:

(a) Functional teams be reduced to size from five to two members: the counselor and the coach,

with clerical support as necessary.

(b) A new position of Labor Social Worker be established as a staff function and included among

the support talents required for optimum team functioning; this worker to be trained and

skilled in coping with complex problems dealing with access to social and medical institutions

and other resources in the community, child welfare and day care, protective services, and

family crises and with people of an ethnic or cultural sub-culture, living under deprived cir-

cumstances. These areas of expertise are not in the realm of the coach's ability. It is un-

economical for him to attempt to learn this on the job.



(c) Other supportive talents and areas of expertise needed by the team organization be avail-

able as staff functions.

(d) Each team be responsible for a reduced number of enrollees.

(e) An experimental integrated service delivery system be undertaken as a demonstration within

randomly selected study teams and control teams. This demonstration to include the follow-

ing program concepts:

(I) That responsibility for enrollee program activity and movement through com-

ponents be assigned to a specific team member.

(2) That this team member be the designated advisor for specific enrollees who shall

be clearly informed of this relationship.

(3) That the position of Labor Social Worker be utilized to cope with the complex

social, medical, and interpersonal problems of enrollees under stress or crisis.

(4) That program innovations such as periodic group counseling sessions be imple-

mented for selected enrollees in experimental teams.

(5) That modern approaches to vocational decision making be introduced for en-

rollees whose goals are vague (such as discovery learning, job search techniques,

and simulation) to provide a sounder goal selection basis and to improve sat-

isfaction with job goal choice,

(6) That formative evaluation methods be used to assess effectiveness of all phases of

this demonstr tiou in contrast to the usual summative (end point) evaluation

methods.

(7) That a reproducible model for effective team functioning be developed as a result

of this demonstration.
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Issue 5

How shall the employment support services be designed for effective delivery to WIN reg-

istrants?

This issue is a critical one which crossed many service design problems: for example, the possible

confusion about criteria for certification of clients for active participation due to uncertainty over ser-

vice needs and resources; responsiveness of workers to provide services both before and after certification

but particularly in emergencies; service fragmentation and discontinuity. Who should provide what em-

ployment support service and under what Federal-State sharing formula is a new aspect of service delivery

to be clarified under the 1971 Amendments.

With many public welfare agencies completing separation of eligibility and service functions, the

issue is even more important as a gap may develop between these functions unless the client is well in-

formed; he may not know how to demand services, the eligibility worker may not recognize the client's

service needs, or may be unwilling to refer the client to the services worker. Recognition and provision

of employment related services will now be focused entirely in the new Special Administrative Unit (SAU).

The smooth delivery of a comprehensive employment support system often was not possible in the

past because of policy confusion and divided responsibility between Welfare and WIN, each with its own

set of formal requirements and documents to be completed. The introduction of SAU but even more

importantly of the Labor Social Worker as discussed in Issue 4 will go far to remove some of these de-

ficiencies.

Jurisdictional problems present another set of difficulties at present in a large districted metro-

politan area. A single WIN local office may cut across three or four urban Family Aids welfare districts.

Each has a slightly different organizational pattern so in an emergency, by the time a WIN worker, coach

or counselor, locates the service worker who has time to explore the request, the crisis has been resolved

in one way or the other. Because there was little flexibility for eligibility workers or service workers to

respond immediately to a call for help, WIN coaches have become involved in complex situations which

they are ill prepared to handle.

Research Evidence for a Policy Decision

Reading WIN case records in public welfare agency files in the Los Angeles area, in other counties

and from knowledge of other states, has provided very little evidence of what services were actually

given to WIN enrollees. In most files, nothing but the required forms appear. With only 30 days to com-

plete the paper referrals for males and with heavy, unmanageable cas!loads, this is not surprising.
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From knowledge of WIN on-going cases it is our impression that service needs may emerge even

among the more stable families in which the enrollee is progressing very well in his employability pro-

gram. The enrollee becomes ill; the child care plan must be changed in a crisis; the spouse has an oppor-

tunity for short-term seasonal work necessitating new child care and transportation arrangements in the

family; the enrollee has legal problem; he lands in jail; frustration Iji the training milieu threatens break-

down in the plan; domestic disequilibrium emerges as the father assumes the role of breadwinner and

this requires emergency counseling and psychological support services. Parallel pressures may occur as

the mother assumes a new breadwinner role in addition to her role as mother and homemaker. On the

other hand, many WIN cases in our sample needed no help with initial child care planning, medical or

transportation problems, family planning and legal services often considered to be standard pre-cert-
ification needs.

Access to support services was unclear. Attempts may be made to provide support services we

found if the enrollee feels sufficient confidence to raise a problem or if the WIN team member is per-_
ceptive and can help the enrollee clarify the difficulty. Frequently there was no clear designation of

whose role it was to help with what problem. Enrollees stated that they did not consider any me person
more skilled or competent than another to assist with a particular problem.

Our WIN research over the last two years clearly points to the changing mobile nature of most

public assistance caseloads, particularly the AFDC caseload. There are no such categories as always po-

tentially employable nor always unemployable Nor are there enrollees who under changing pressures

and stresses of training, are always stable, problem-free. Even in three to four months elapsed time be-

tween our contacts, we found apparently stable training situations become prone to dropout and vice
versa. These were all potential opportunities for intervention. No one will recognize these looming

pressures and potential breakdowns unless cases are monitored by a skilled social worker diagnostician.

We also found a degree of doubt existing between WIN and welfare service workers as to the other's
understanding of eligibility policy and regulations and ability to assess for employability. This often

related to interpretation of the mandatory requirement in which the welfare worker was the more literal.

It led to confusion and wasteful duplicative assessment procedures.

Under the Client Process Model, proposed in the Manual for Implementation of the 1971 Amend-

ments, the Separate Administrative Unit (SAU) provides appraisal, makes a supportive service plan as

needed, and in due course certifies the enrollee for participation. The service worker is part of the SAU

and is identified with WIN and its manpower training purposes. The sole function of the full time SAU

staff is provision of pre and post certification services necessary to support the enrollee and his family in

pursuing his employability plan. In addition the Separate Units will identify problem areas and develop

service resources as needed by participants.

t' :der this plan, the problems of unresponsiveness of services to WIN enrollee needs, the necessity

of the support function to be capable of moving between two bureaucracies (Welfare and WIN), and to
Arn%
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adapt differentially to case movement in a time flow may be overcome to a large extent. Some of the

additionally important functions of such a Unit have been addressed in Issue 2 particularly a gross screen-

ing-appraisal to separate registrants into groups based on employability potential,

Recommendation

(a) As discussed in issue 4 we are recommending that the primary person within the team re-

sponsible for providing services or for developing needed service resources should be the

Labor Social Worker who under the 1971 Amendments, should be a member of the Separate

Administrative Unit. The Labor Social Worker will adhere to his own professional standards

and bring to his job a full range of technology but will serve the objectives of economic

independence for the registrant, Additionally he should ha "e available one or more social

work aides to assist him. The support service's function shouhl be located within or near the

WIN local offices, as the host agency. This follows precedent of other institutions (hospitals,

psychiatric institutions, Corrections, community development agencies, Mental Health Serv-

ices, etc.) which are hosts to the social service support function.

This recommendation reinforces our other recommendation for a specialization of rt

Labor Social Worker who can become integrated into the proposed plans for Separate Admin-

istrative Units.

A primary function of the Labor Social Worker will be to participate in initizi screening-

appraisal conference to assess the unemployed needy registrant with respect to health, age,

education, work history skill background in relation to labor market needs, readiness to par-

ticipate, need for support services, and other factors. All presently active and new cases re-

quire appraisal to determine their classification of potential) employability. Those who are

"screened in" will go the Labor program, those "screened out," back to Welfare to be period-

ically re-appraised, because the labor market demands change as do the client readiness factors.

(b) Identified residual clients not accepted by WIN at the first appraisal should be able to return

to a strong self-support goal-oriented welfare service program. They should be only tem-

porarily classified as welfare residuals without prospects of employment. This will not nec-

essarily be permanent as our experience has shown. Support service must therefore be avail-

able for those initially screened out to refer them to other services such as Vocational Re-

habilitation, or for medical attention. Employment oriented services must be available also

to handle the volunteer mothers (teenage and young adults'l who require a skillfully planned

preparation for employment training program (which includos care of the baby). While these

services are not the responsibility of WIN to provide nevertheless Department of Labor has

a stake in seeing that they all are available because subsequently the residual client will return

to the SAU for re-appraisal. If in the interim no rehabilitative up-grading has been done little

movement would be expected. Under this recommendation of continuing caseload develop-

ment, the review and reassessment can be implemented so that the so-called non-employables

at one point in time are not permanently categorized as liabilities in a "self-fulfilled prophesy."
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Issue 6

Should Special Work Project Programs be implemented?

A major policy issue has been, and remains, whether or not to implement Category Ill of the WIN

program as it was initially devised -the development of Special Work Project Programs. Administration

policy has sternly rejected this approach as a solution to rising unemployment. It is argued that such

programs of public service employment tend to create "make work" and "dead end" jobs which seldom

provide transitions into regular (non-public) employment;* furaer, that provision of "public" jobs does

not encourage sound occupational choice nor the development of a skilled manpower pool needed by the

economy. Silence on this policy issue provides a smoke screen for hiding the evermounting crisis of an

insufficient number of low skill jobs for the marginal worker within the increasingly complex technology

of our work world.

If WIN is intended to be a multi ordinal program, serving all AFDC enrollees, those with greater

potential and those with less, Welfare policy and Labor policy will need to be concordant if success of

the program is to be realized, at a cost which can be accepted by the taxpayer and without squandering

human potential.

Such public works solutions to unemployment are expected to have an inflationary effect. Never.

theless,Congress has debated extensively the Super Sonic Transport issue and the Space Shuttle Program.

approving the latter. Although not nominally, a "public works program," it will infuse massive amounts

of public funds into the economy, re-employing an army of well-trained technicians and engineers. It

may well be as inflationary as a traditional public works program for the low skilled.

On the other hand, if a manpower policy is to make sense at a time of persistent high unemploy.

ment, there needs to be provision for those who can quickly be re-trained for job entry into labor mar-

ket openings where some slackness exists, but also provision for decently paid unskilled jobs for those

who cannot be retrained.

Research Evidence for a Policy Position

The research findings showed that the greatest proportion of enrollees who quit the program did

so because of the confused, vague status in which they found themselves. Large groups quit because of

personal reasons and financial reasons. If the enrollee faced personal or financial stress at home, then an

unclear job objective and vague, uncertain direction at WIN would offer hi .n little, positive' attraction to

remain in the program. But almost half of those who left the program to seek work or to take a job

*The 1971 Emergency Employmmt Act specifies one of its objectives as facilitating such transitions.
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offer were subsequently unemployed and almost three out of four of these were discouraged, no longer

trying to find work. The reasons most frequently given for dropping out were that the enrollee could

not get the training he desired in the time allowed, and there was no hope of a job for him when he
finished.

We also expected a large group of WIN enrollees were unemployed because of structural reasons

and unemployment resulting from discriminatory practices and their occupational immobility. These

enrollees were more frequently living in the minority ghetto and barrio communities and are often found

on the bottom of the itanpower pool. Being the most disadvantaged, they tended at first to be enthu-

siastic and to view WIN as an opportunity. They require considerable time to achieve high school equiv-

alency (GED) if that is attainable, and to improve communication skills. Thus much time was spent, not

in job and skill training or supervised job entry, but in an educational exercise, in many instances., before

the development of a job goal or an employability plan. By the time the enrollee was ready for training,

time was running out, and for some, goals were hurriedly set or arbitrarily changed; the enrollee 'became

confused, believing the program had failied him. The program will not have raised the enrollee's edu-

cational or skill preparation to a competitive level for today's job market. It will have raisedl job as-

pirations, without offering any 1:al means for absorbing relatively unskilled abilities. We ah,o heard

evidence for wide differences in quality of such educational and language courses.

Recommendation

Our findings from intevviews disclosed frequent references to diminishing hope at the "other

end" of the employability program -- there would be no job when the enrollee got through.

Many comments of dropouts indicated WIN was unable to find jobs. The findings shed light

on the need for programs of low skilled jobs for enrollees who did not obtain job preparation

within WIN sufficient to equip them for higher skill occupations where some slackness exists

in, parts of the Country. It is recommended that target areas of high unemployment be

selected for development of programs of low skilled jobs for limited time periods, fot mar-

ginal or low skilled workers.
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CHAPTER 2

BACKGROUND TO THE PROBLEM OF WIN DROP-OUTS

Introduction

California established its Work Incentive (WIN) Program under the authority of Chapter 1369,

Statutes of 1968 which became effective in August of that year. This statute was adopted following the

passage of Public. Law 90-248 whiclh identified certain recipients of the Aid to Families with Dependent

Children (AFDC) Program and made Federal funds available, provided the state matched them on an

80%-20% basis, to support programs to enable these recipients to prepare themselves through education,

training, and other means to earn an income sufficient to free them and their families from dependency

on welfare. Thus, reduc lion of the AFDC welfare payments is an ultimate objective.

The proximal objective of the WIN Program is to provide necessary supportive services and train-

ing opportuniti:.:s to upgrade skills and to increase employability, together with incentives to enable Fed-

erally eligible AFDC clients to enter and remain in employment thereby reducing the net government

expenditures for them. In California planning for the establishment of the WIN Program began soon

after PL 90-248 was signed into law. The statutory authority, AB210, became effective August 15,

1968 and the 26 local comprehensive County Plans became operative in California soon after. (Approx-

imately one year later a 27th county came into the program.)

These documents released available federal and matching state f Inds (on an 80%-20% ratio) to start

the program. Initially, funds were sufficient to support 12,000 service and training slots. Subsequently

in fiscal '70-'71 the number of training slots was increased to 16,800 in California. Loral programs are

directed by WIN staff teams at various centers under the jurisdiction of the Department of Human Re-

sources Development.

Referrals to WIN are made by county Welfare Departments following a screening interview for all

eligible AFDC recipients (mandatory for AFDCU fathers and out of school youths under age 18, but

voluntary for mothers wishing to participate). Welfare Departments are also responsible for providing

supportive social services deemed necessary for the referree to participate fs.s!y, such as family counsel-

ing to minimize problems an enrollee may face, arranging suitable child care, assisting with transpor-

tation problems, dealing with creditors and the like.

Many problems have beset the WIN program M California as in other states. Because of its limited

size in relationship with the soaring AFDC roles, WIN does not appear to have had a significant impact in

reducing AFDC payments, its ultimate objective. Success of WIN is also governed to a large extent by

Ole .'ate of the economy and the availability of jobs for persons prepared through WIN. During the

current period of high unemployment, WIN encountered difficulty in finding permanent employment for

its graduates.
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From June 1968 to June 1970, the AFDC case load in Los Angeles County increased by 39,000

cases, whereas WINLos Angeles, was budgeted for only 6,200 program slots at that time (maximum

authorized enrollment).' Obviously, many clients could not be referred to WIN. Moreover, in the same

two year period, WIN -Los Angeles reported that 6,432 enrollees ter-linated and only about 20 percent

of them had obtained jobs. Also, the unemployment rate increased front 4 to 5.5 percent during this

time and subsequently rose to 7.3 percent in December 1970.2 At that time, the present study com-

menced collecting data with a cohort of WIN enrollees in Los Angeles County.

But the WIN organization, itself, experienced a number of internal problems not totally related to

the unemployment picture. These included the problem of inter-facing between the County Welfare

Departments and thelocal WIN offices, the problem of developing an adequate information system to

determine costs and effectiveness of WIN, and the vexing problem of the relatively large proportion of

enrollees who terminated before completing their employability plan. The reasons why enrollees ter-

minated prematurely has not been well documented. Nor is it known how the practices of deferred en-

rollment and placing enrollees in holding status affected their enthusiasm for and participation in the

program. Nevertheless, it was assumed that these were dysfunctional processes and were important im-

pediments in program effectiveness.

Coded Termination

WIN coded reasons for terminating enrollees often do not shed light on the enrollee's reasons for

leaving the program. From 5,299 WINLos Angeles termination records (form MA -104) from the be-

ginning of the programs in 1968 through March 1970 it was found that four coded reasons accounted for

51.4 percent of the Los Angeles terminations: 435 (8.2 percent) because they refused to participate;

358 (6.8 percent) could not be located; 1,281 (24.2 percent) for "other" non-specific reasons; and 644

(12.2 percent) for health reasons (not including pregnancy). These reasons may obscure important con-

siderations from the enrollee's side of the equation: why did he refuse to participate? why was he so

mobile that he could not be located? why was his ill health not explored earlier in the process and re-

medial steps taken before enrollment, and what were the other unclassifiable reasons for his termin-

ation? The data show also that these enrollees were in the Los Angeles WIN Prr.s.,giam from 7.6 months

to 8.9 months, thus consuming a considerable share of WIN resources for a questionable outcome at

best. During the same period almost one-fifth of the enrollees (994 or 18.8 percent) were terminated

when employment was found.

I Problems in Accomplishing Objectives of the Work Incentive Program (WIN), Comptroller General

of the United States Report to the Congress, September 24, 1971, pp. 12-13.

20p. Cit. p. 13.
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Research Perspective

A principal ingredient of training philosophy embodied in the WIN policy is the concept that
people are unemployed because of personal barriers including lack of motivation, poor attitudes toward

work, limited child care facilities, and inadequate transportation. This philosophy has attracted some

critical comment. Recently, the conservative California Taxpayers Association noted that these "barriers"

are "a result of, rather than a cause of unemployment." Quoting its own eight months study of WIN-

Alameda County (in Northern California), the Association indicated that the WIN program was "costly

and counter-productive with high expectation and low yield." The study also asserted that "the biggest

barrier to employment is lack ofjobs."3

Our research perspectives suggest that enrollees may be highly motivated and have positive atti-

tudes to work as they enter the WIN program which promises many advantages and opportunities not

previously available to learn English, to graduate from high school, to be trained in a new occupation

with security or even job tenure and a living wage. For many enrollees this means the chance to pull

back from the brink of crisis and to plan a stable life. That people are in marginal economic positions

only because of their inherent failures and therefore are in need of rehabilitation and, or training is a mis-

leading concept.

During periods of high employment (for example during World War II and the height of Viet Nam

activity) illiterate people from the rural South worked "successfully" in industrial jobs. The labor

larket needed them. (The unemployment rate was 3-4 percent). Whereas today many upper echelon

workers are unemployed due to objective economic conditions, not their own lack of industry. What

appears to WIN staff as "lack of motivation" may also represent the enrollee's intimate knowledge of job

market conditions and his prior discouraging experience in seeking a job goal and his life style on the
edge of survival.

Among the highly mobile male urban dweller, particularly if he is of minority ethnic status, sur-

vival has often required that he adapt the life style of street corner society. This life style has its own

complex balance of rewards and penalities. In the more structured classroom, job training, or work sit-

uation found in the WIN setting, the known guidelines are gone and expectations are different. If he

terminates prematurely he may be responding in a predictable way to threats to his own and his family's

basic needs for survival and personal safety. It should not be said that this behavior is unmotivated;

rather it is functional for his former way of life and disfunctional within the WIN organization. Here he

may not understand more distant goals and objectives or, if he does, he may not be convinced that they

will lead to a better life, for him and his family. Insufficient attention has been given to the extent of

re-socialization necessary for re-education and work establishment for many peripheral workers.

3Los Angeles Times, Friday, October I, 1971, page 12, Part I. "Manpower Programs Assailed as

Failures."
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Thus a policy question is, to what extent should education and training be provided for unem-

ployed workers unless the economy is able to absorb them? Is manpower policy properly directed

toward the education and retraining of workers who are already sufficiently trained for the jobs they

want or for jobs they can perform adequately ?4

The following story of a 22-year-old white male dropout form our sample, given in a phone inter-

view, illustrates the enrollee's failure to comprehend a distant goal; also counseling failure adequately

to assess his capacity and drive:

"I had only grade 5 education when we came to L.A. from Arkansas in 1968. I've had

pretty good jobs until now. All I wanted to do was get training in heavy equipment. WIN

said I needed to get mathematics and reading. I was never very good at school and I knew I

was failing again."

"My father-in-law said he might get me on with the county back here (Arkansas). Then

the earthquake came and my wife was terribly scared. We just took the next welfare check

and came back here. Now I'm driving a grader, doing pretty good. I can't see why they made

me take mathematics and reading. What has that got to do with driving a grader?"

For the women enrollees new requirements for a different life style are also demanded within the

WIN organization. The problems faced by the single working mother have been enumerated too fre-

quently to need documentation here. Nevertheless as she attempts to take on new roles first through her

WIN education and training, later in work experience or employment related activity, and yet to main-

tain her former roles as mother or head of the house, she may experience mounting stress. At such

times self-doubt and crises in confidence beset her. She needs to he able to rely on speedy referral to

needed resources and sure help in emergencies, if she is to be able to handle her new work respon-

sibilities with continuity and satisfaction.

A mother illustrated these concerns during group discussion in her WIN orientation component.

"Once before after I had started to work, my new babysitter whom I did not know

well and did not really trust yet -- phoned to say that Bobby had cut himself at play and

was bleeding. He needed emergency treatment, she said. I could her him crying in the

backgiound. The babysitter would not take responsibility. So I just grabbed my coat with

hardly a word of explanation and started for home. In those 40 minutes as I drove across

town, like some mad woman I had to ask myself 'Is it worth all this? What if it is serious?'

I was really shaken by that experience and lost the job while I was searching for better child

ca re ."

4See for example, Walter Walker, "Designing New Social Welfare Services: the SST and Boeing Air-

craft Company" in Regional Research conference proceedings 1971. University of Georgia, School of

Social Work, Athens.



Our Research perspective is also cognizant of organizational problems both within the welfare and

till. WIN system and at the interface between these two bmeaucracies, To the complexity of paper work

for referring and processing the WIN enrollee, must be adduct the arduous clerical requirements of keeping

the various process steps of welfare and WIN in balance. This constitutes a mammoth complicated task

in l'ollowing and maintaining smooth procedures of an essential interagency communication and inform-

ation system. Where is the enrollee? What step is he in nol,v? Is he performing satisfactorily at school or

on the job? These are all questions which the WIN team must be able to answer. Each team member

may have a little piece of the answer but not all of it.

Communications foul when WIN expectations are unclear and enrollees or staff fail to perform their

part or when crises emerge in family relationships the intervention of the welfare services worker may

come too late to help. Communications also foul when lost or delayed checks must be traced or re-

place d and this creates repeated crises for some enrollees. From the WIN staff member's perspective, in

many of these situations it may appear that the enrollee is apathetic, disorganized, or incapable.

It is important from our Research perspective to look not only at the enrollee as the human com-

ponent in the total system but to look beyond his behavior and characteristics to the training milieu

with which he interacts. Repeated delays in getting money to live on, frustrations from receiving what

he considers to be an inadequate or low quality of training, concern that he may not be enrolled in the

program which meets his needs and wishes, fear that he will be unable to complete the preparation with-

in the average one year time limit that WIN can serve him, and other fears, both rational and irrational,

may go far to discourage his enthusiasm and becloud the hopes he had on entering WIN.

Thus, the study will draw from two streams of theory: first, personal and behavioral dynamics

influencing life styles of individuals in welfare families enrolled in WIN; second, systems and organ-

izational theory as they guide us to look at interaction between the enrollee and the WIN organization

and the meshing together of welfare and WIN systems.

Statement of the Problem

Broadly stated the study problem is to determine why enrollees terminate prematurely from their

program and discontinue their employability plans. This focus would include enrollees whose employ-

ability plans contain education and training components leading toward a job goal, and the final fund-

amental component of job follow-up to determine that employment placement has been successful. The

inquiry analyzes "reasons" for premature enrollee termination including personal attributes and history

of the enrollee as they bear upon his decision; also the features of the WIN training milieu as it is

experienced over the months of his active participation. The effect of deferred enrollment and of hold-

ing statuses on WIN enrollees with respect to their continuance or termination from the program will be

studied.

31



Personal attributes of the enrollee and his family such as age, race, sex, number of children who

need day or after school supervision, length of time on welfare, etc. will in part discriminate between

enrollees who were potential "Dropouts" and those who stayed in their programs. A. longitudinal re-

search design also will make it possible to examine throughout a long time period the relative weight or

importance of these personality variables and the relative weight of organizational variables in their in

fluence upon the enrollee's decision to stay in the program or not. All these variables then become pre-

dictors of the potential "Dropout." Knowledge of these predictors is important in the program as it can

permit staff to make better advance assessment of enrollees whom they would expect to have difficulty

in completing a program. It can enable staff tr provide corrective action. In as much as organizational

variables may act as predictors of the potential "Dropout" the study can shed new light on needed

changes in WIN Program and Policy.

In contrast to the Caucasian worker, the employment experience for the minority worker may

predispose him to view institutions with some measure of distrust. The type and length of his prior

employment, his wage and opportunity structure will also differ in important ways from the white em-

ployee. His earlier life style may be disfunctional for fitting him to the employment milieu; also a po-

tential employer may have specific or unspecified barriers to his entrance to certain career pathways,

such as certain trades and crafts. Therefore, as the enrollee progresses in the WIN milieu it will be im-

portant to take measure of his satisfaction with his progress and the extent to which he may feel he has

some mastery over his destiny and that the objectives of his training may in fact provide him with the

first rung of a career ladder.

Framework for Study Analysis

The framework for the study conceptualizes the WIN Program as a process in which the eligible

welfare applicant must interact with major events, demands, and decisions in which he is involved. In

the chart on the following pages we depict the client system interacting with the WIN system above and

the welfare system below as events of these two systems impinge upon him. The numbered events are

briefly described.

From the time the client enters the welfare system (event No. I) until he is employed (event No.

52), we delineate five states:

I. Screening for WIN by welfare. This includes events number I through number 8. from

the client's entry into the welfare system to the submission of a "paper referral" to WIN.

2. Initial assessment of client by WIN. This includes events number 9 through number 20

from the receipt of the "paper referral" by WIN to the acceptance of the client by WIN

as an active participant or enrollee.



3. Evaluation and assignment of client by team. This includes events number 21
through number 34 from an initial early assignment to a job ready status or, more

typically, event number 22 when the client is told about the WIN orientation or coun-

seling component through to event 34, to joint client-WIN decision for a training pro-

gram.

4. Trainingof client by WIN to a category II components. This includes events 35 through

41 from the beginning of the WIN Training Program through its completion and con-

sideration of employment opportunities.

5. Job placement and follow-up of client by WIN. This includes events number 42 through

number 52 from the enrollee's first employment and WIN follow-up through termin-

ation of services to the enrollee when he is employed permanently.
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Research Concepts Defined

The Concept "DROPPING OUT"

We conceptualized the process of dropping out from the WIN program as a series of steps, not a

single act or decision either on the part of WIN staff or the enrollee. initially the AFDC client appears

for his WIN appointment and may become an active enrollee only when a number of questions are re-

solved. At the welfare. side it must be decided that he is an eligible person 2nd an appropriate referral.

These matters are included in Stage One of our conceptual framework. (events one through eight:). Con-

sideration or the client's referral then moves to the WIN organization: they determine that a training slot

is open and that no problem can be forseen (like a medical complaintof uncertain severity) which might

prevent the client from deriving full benefit from the program without delay. These matters are taken

care of in Stage Two of our conceptual framework (items 9 through 20). The WIN ccunselor then con-

firms the enrollee's active participation by completing and returning the form CA-340 to the WIN con-

trol clerk at the referring welfare office.

As noted above we expect "dropping out" occurs gradually. From the enrollee's viewpoing initial

high hopes are entertained at the beginning but slowly he may become disenchanted by the languid

tempo and confusion of the orientation, dissatisfied with his job goal, or lack of clarity about his

employment plan including confused communication of expectations and goals both his and WIN'S.

In addition, attitudes, both tacit and expressed, on the part of other enrollees and some WIN team

members and teachers can serve either to spark his enthusiasm or to dampen it. The double-bind mes-

sages (both positive and negative) are well calculated to heighten anxiety and confusion.

From the viewpoint of the WIN staff the decision to drop an enrollee is also reached gradually.

The Human Relations Agency has developed a number of steps to process and warn the enrollee that

his participation in the program is in jeopardy if he is lax or late in attendance, or not achieving ad-

equately in his studies. These steps include sending letters requesting participation and information

within a specified ten day period. At any point along the "dropout" pathway the enrollee may be re-

instated by demonstrating interest and good faith; however once the relationship brains to crumble be-

tween the team, the program, and the enrollee, it appears that not a great deal can be don^ tu assist the

enrollee's return.

"Dropout," defined:

The dropout is therefore defined as:

An active participant who separates prematurely from the program, terminating his employability

plan, before he completes requirements for his job goal, owing to some critical pattern of events in the

WIN pathway or his life-space.
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Enrollee success versus failure in the program

A proximal purpose of WIN is to enhance the enrollee's employability by offering specific pro-

grammed components, individually designed, to permit improved functioning in the labor market. Same

WIN staff members nevertheless, take the position that the enrollee can b2 "successful" if, following

some exposure to the WIN training setting, he is employed even at a job which was not his goal. This is

not a "hard" criterion of success. Thus, enrollees who separate prematurely from the program to accept

a job for which the employability plan was not preparing them, actually represent a squandering of WIN

program resources. The enrollee has filled a WIN slot, yet, through insufficient counseling or guidance

could not or did not benefit from the program components in which he participated. Staff time and

training resources were used for reaching an uncertain goal which was never clearly specified in the en-

rollee's mind, Eventually, the enrollee drifts somewhat, becomes dissatisfied and, if he is enterprising,

may find a job. The development of a job goal and employability plan, its clear communication to the

enrollee, and his acceptance of it probably constitute the three indispensable parts of the WIN program

for truly "successful" WIN participants.

We found that enrollees w1-.1 know clearly what their job goal is and the steps by which they will

reach the goal (the employability plan) and arc satisfied with the plan in respect to target completion

date and the improvement it promises in their economic life style are highly enthusiastic and are "quite

sure" they would not quit the program prematurely. For them the job pathway is clear and the goal of

participation is worthwhile. When these three elements arc absent or not specific, a considerable loss of

WIN time and effort may be involved. A number of examples come readily to mind.

Case 104. Mrs. W., age 25, had an eighth grade education and is the mother of two

small children. Following her orientation which she enjoyed, she and the counselor had de-

cided upon a goal of dental assistant. The first step, she said, was for her to go to Basic

Education. At the time of our first interview she was waiting for this class to begin. "My

whole program is the best thing that could ever have happened a chance that I could not

get anywhere else." At the time of our second interview with her, Mrs. W had finished Basic

Education and was now in G.E.D.

At our third interview with her 11 months after she began the program, Mrs. W was

still enthusiastic, had finished G.E.D. and her vocational training. She was waiting to start

an internship. She said "Everything has gone smoothly step-by-step. Now I'm in holding but

they say it won't be for long."

Case 433. Mr. V is a white male aged 37, father of one child. He has completed one

year of college. At the first interview lie was optimistic, felt the orientation leader was

supportive and helpful but he had no job goal or employability plan. Five months later at

Interview 2 he still had no job goal and felt discouraged because of long delays in getting into
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training and because he had been ill. "They take too much time before they get down to the

real thing. They certainly don't encourage a person. They seem to try to make you feel like

dirt because you are on welfare." He felt no one at WIN was helping to determine the best

plan for him and now they were telling him he must have a physical exam before they can take

the next step. He felt discouraged and expected he would drop out of the program.

At the third interview some 10 months after he began, he stated that he had just been

terminated for health reasons, He felt there was poor. communication between him wind his

team and that no one seemed to know how to help him with his problem.

Case 232. Mr. A is a Mexican-American male, the father of 7, has a grade I I education

and is now 36 years old, lie was disappointed in the orientation and could form only a vague

plan for his job goal in WIN. The counselor said he would be trained as a telephone company

lineman. Mr. A was dissatisfied and resentful that he did not receive vocational counseling.

By Interview 2 his job goal was still lineman but he himself had abandoned it because the

pay was too low to support a family of 9. Meanwhile he had been completing Basic Ed-

ucation and GED.

"What I really need is to get into a better paying trade like tile setter, electrician or

plumber but WIN says that takes too long. This employability plan is really an argument,

not a plan. The guy is always putting me down and says he doesn't care a damn whether I

like the plan or not."

The enrollee was very discouraged at his progress. He said he might drop out.

By our third interview Mr. A said his job goal was now gardening maintenance, but it

was really cleaning toilets in the parks where he was taking work experience.

"When I entered WIN they told Me I could train as an electrician then after Orientation

they suddenly changed their minds and said 'no' to everything I asked them. At first I

thought I could get the schooling and training I needed. Now I know better. I'm tired of

being moved around and shifted by WIN and I'm going to quit.

Success in the program can be measured by the number of enrollees who complete the employ-

ability plan and move into WINsupervised positions for the final component. Frequently, unexpected

consequences of participation in the WIN program may in some unknown fashion lead an enrollee to ob-

tain employment on his own. In a sense these may also be considered "successes" if we use a soft cri-

terion. The failures are the dropouts who leave a program component with no enhanced employability

status and no opportunity for employment. They are frustrated and possibly more discouraged by their

experience in WIN and leave the program with a sense of being betrayed.



Concepts of Recycling and Holding

Initially it was the intent of the study to examine the impact of recycling or placing the enrollee in

holding status upon his continuance in the program. The enrollee was "recycled" when because of a

particular sequence of events, his progress through the system was delayed, he missed a training course

opening and was required to start the WIN sequence again with referral and orientation. In the sample, we

found only a handful of such cases and it was not possible to study this aspect. The vast majority, 86.9

percent, were first time referrals and 11.4 percent had been referred twice but had not previously been

active participants within a Category II component.

Enrollees were placed in holding status at two different times: before becoming enrolled in WIN and

afterwards. WIN enrollees were held for an average of 38.9 weeks before referral; men for an average of

13.5 weeks. Almost all referees experienced this type of holding status illustrated in events one through

nineteen of our framework for study analysis. It is obvious from the framework. that considerable "paper

activity" between WIN and Welfare occurs during this time. From the potential enrollee's perspective, his

enrollment is merely delayed and he has been told to wait for an appointment date for his first WIN inter-

view. (See event number 15.) About one-third of the sample (31.9 percent) was enrolled within four

weeks and four-fifths (79.4 percent) within six months of hearing about WIN.

A second time for holding occurred following the orientation before an enrollee moved into Category

II components. More than half of the sample experienced no delay at all. The balance generally moved

into an education or training component within a few weeks, usually between one and five weeks. En-

rollees were delayed less if they went into Basic Education or GED rather than into institutional training

components,

Major Variables

The major dependent variables studied are:

IN-OUT Status

We are concerned with whether the enrollee, at any particular time, in our observation remains in

the program continuing his employability plan (IN status) or has left (OUT status), including some en-

rollees with jobs. Additionally, at a later stage of analysis, we are concerned with the DROPOUT status

which for study purposes includes only enrollees who leave the program without employment prospects.

In addition three other class variables were examined: Sex, race and local WIN office. We believed

sex to be important because the presumed crucial barrier of child care differs between men and women en-

rollees. Moreover, the women were voluntary referees; men were mandatory. Race or ethnicity was

rr
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considered important because it implies different avenues into the employment market and different ex-

perience with respect to career and job entrance (for example, in skilled trades) and job mobility. Among

minority enrollees experiencing limited geographic mobility and often little upward career mobility, it was

considered that expectations within the WIN setting also would differ from that of Caucasians. Four

local WIN offices were selected to reflect, inasmuch as possible, specific racial or cultural concentrations.

Clusters of dependent variables extracted from the three interviews with enrollees include, from

Interview One:

Personal Variables

Health Variables

Transportation Variables

From Interview Two:

Educational Component

Variables

Vocation al Training Component

Variables

Employment Preparation Variables

Employment and Employment

Search Variables

From Interview Three:

Educational Component Variables

Vocational Training Compoi:ent

Variables, including O.J.T.

Employment Preparation Variables

Organizational Variables

Employment and Economic Variables

Organizational Vrriables

Organizational Variables

Health Variables

Transportation Variables

Employment Search Variables

Contacts with WIN and Welfare

Variables

Child care and Transportation Variables

Termination Variables

Objectives and Specific Questions for Research

The broad objectives of the study are threefold: ( to determine reasons why enrollees drop out

prematurely from WIN employability planning (including sub-objectives of assessment of the relative

strengths of these reasons and the affects of holding on enrollee progress and enthusiasm); (2) to iden-

tify crucial organizational variables which have an impact on the enrollee dropout problem; and (3) to

point out policy issues and administrative practices which facilitate or impede attainment of the objec-

tives and which influence progress of enrollees from the Welfare system through the WIN system to

successful job placement. The attainment of the third objective can be only partial as during the period

t":";.9
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of our observation only a small fraction of the sample moved into employment. This was due both to the

relative depressed condition of the economy and the slack labor market and also, to the slow tempo of the

WIN education and training program.

Enrollees' progression through the WIN system was considerably slower than anticipated. For ex-

ample, some five to six months after we began following the sample only sixteen enrollees, 4.5 percent of

the cohort, had been placed in employment in accordance with the WIN employability plan for the en-

rollee. In addition thirty others had left for various full or part-time jobs of their own choosing, without

job supervision provided by WIN. This, of course, illustrates a well known fact that during the period of

the study WIN had difficulty in finding jobs for its graduates. A final objective of the study was to ex-

amine the locus of critical problems within the Welfare Referral Process to pinpoint the types of sup-

portive services which could facilitate the smooth entrance and participation of the enrollee through the

system.

Specific Questions for Research

Specific questions which we anticipate the Research can answer include:

I. How does the WIN orientation component enhance or lower enrollee enthusiasm for

the program.

2. How do the presumed barriers of inadequate transportation and child care arrange-

ments affect enrollee participation and dropout from the program? To what extent

does the Welfare Service Worker assist with these plans?

3. How do personal, health, employment history and economic variables impinge upon

the enrollee's IN-OUT status'?

4. What organizational variables (that is, matters over which the WIN organization has

control) influence the enrollee's dropout status? In what ways might the WIN organ-

ization alter these variables to insure better participation?

5. With what accuracy can we distinguish an enrollee who will complete the employ-

ability plan (who is seriously motivated) from the one who will not, by reference to

attributes gathered at the time of enrollment?

6. To what extent are supportive services provided and effective as given by the Welfare

Services Worker or the WIN team member? If such services are ineffective or not pro-

vided, in what ways could this be changed?
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7. To what extent does the policy of mandatory male referral of all AFDC-U clients yield

referrals with whom WIN is not equipped to work?

8. What are the characteristics of referees who are to receive optimum benefit from WIN?

9. What is the relationship between the WIN Manpower Policy of Education, Training

and Re-training and the National Employment Policy? To what extent is the Man-

Power policy functional or dysfunctional at a time when unemployment remains at 5-6

percent and a decline would run counter to anti-inflationary policy? Are there con

tradictory elements in these policies which need examination and possible modification?

The Evolution of Federal Manpower Policy*

As the final objective of the study is to suggest program and policy changes for consideration by

Federal, State, and local agencies, a brief examination of the evolution of Federal Manpower policy is

given as a backdrop.

The contemporary status of Federal Manpower policy, like numerous other domestic commitments,

remesents,not so much the final product of a carefully formulated, long-range plan to achieve a set of

objectives, as the culmination of a series of separate, independent decisions which evolved in response to

changing needs and conditions. Comprised of a variety of different programs created in piecemeal fash-

ion it now reflects a sensitivity to both traditional problems of the marketplace and an emergence of

new economic crises. Manpower policy now crjoys a status and importance once reserved for fiscal and

monetary measures as a vehicle through which to influence the scope and direction of the national

economy.

Changing Manpower Policies

Manpower issues, and federal measures enacted in response to them, are not new on the American

scene. 5 The Morrill Act, was a civil war measure designed to enlarge mechanical and agricultural skills,

5 For an analysis of the evolution of federal manpower policy, see Eli Ginsberg, ManEwer Agenda

for America, New York: McGraw-Hill, 1968; Garth Mangum, The Emergence of Manpower Policy, New

York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, Inc., 1969: and Edward Jakuhauskas & Phillip Bautnel (eds.), Human

Resources Development, Ames: Iowa State University Press, 1967, especially "Summary and Overview"

Chapter.
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and to stimulate free immigration prompted by our need for chop unskilled labor. Subsequently, im-

migration restrictions were enacted to protect domestic manpower. These isolated measures represent

components of a disjointed but nonetheless perceptible manpower policy. However, during the early

part of the twentieth century, the economy was still considered basically to be a self-reoulating mech-

anism in which forces of supply and demand could be relied on to create a necessary balance.

Such laissez-faire assumptions were completely shattered during the depression eta. Nationwide

unemployment necessitated the immediate enactment of federal legislation designed to rebalance a.,n

economy proven incapable of adjusting itself to severe economic conditions without outside intervention.

From this point on, federal involvement in manpower issues has continued unabated, Each successive

decade has been characterized by different manpower problems faithfully reflected in the changing

nature and direction of policy.

During the 40's, the primary concern was to effectively mobilize the labor force !o meet special

wartime requirements and subsequently to reabsorb workers and returning veterans into a peacetime

economy. Passage of the Employment Act in 1946 marked a milestone in the evolution of federal man-

power policy by officially commiting the national government to maintaining high levels of employment

and economic growth. This general concern continued into the 50's, supplemented by a special interest

in alleviating a shortage of skilled scientists, engineers and technicians a concern prompted by the

rapid expansion of Soviet technology.

In the 60's Manpower Policy took an entirely new direction, focusing first on retraining experienced

workers replaced from established jobs by technological change. Then its emphasis shifted toward a con-

cern over unemployment among poverty classes plagued by a multitude of hardships and deprivations.

This latter emphasis represents the essence of contemporary manpower policy.

The Manpower Development and Training ActINIDTAI

Changing manpower programs and priorities are well reflected in the evolution of the Manpower

Development and Training Act an innovative piece of legislation which, since its inception in 1%2,

had has to make continual adjustments in response to shifting manpower priorities.('

Initial passage of the NIDTA represented an emergency recession measure to retrain skilled workers

with considerable labor force experience who had become victims of automation and other forms of

For an excellent discussion of the evolution ()I' the Manpower Development and Training Act. sec

Garth Mangum. MDTA: Foundation of Federal Manpower Policy. Baltimore. Johns I lopkins Press, 1968.
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rapid technological change. Through institutional and on-the-job training, supplemented by financial

allowances paid through a network of local employment offices, displaced workers were given an op-

portunity to adjust to technological advancements by acquiring those skills thought to be in short sup-

ply. The legislation thereby represented an attack on unemployment, but an attack which was initially

confined to experienced, technologically unemployed family heads with a history of active participation

in the labor force.

This emphasis on technological unemployment was short-lived. The economy soon picked up

momentum, labor markets tightened, and experienced, skilled workers were once again in demand. With

the threat of technological unemployment temporarily allayed, it became evident that skilled workers

would not be left behind permanently; that given an expanding economy, this segment of the labor force

would eventually adjust to shifting occupational and skill demands.

"The problem was at the bottom of the labor barrel. nut at the top."7 The unskilled, the un-

educated, the inexperienced, comprising largo and larger segments of the unemployed, came to be rec-

ognized as permanent fixtures, and this recognition precipitated a shift in MDTA emphasis from tech-

noiogical unemployment to a frontal attack designed to enhance the competitive position of the dis-

advantaged. This new thrust was implemented by a series of amendments which added special programs

for unemployed youth, liberalized allowance payments, extended the permissible training period and

supplemented skill training with basic remedial education fur enrollees who were not fully literate.

MDTA thereby evolved into a truly inn(.vative venture which departed from traditional education

and training techniques in a number of respects. I t hired staff specifically oriented to working with the

disadvantaged. It recognized the critical need for income maintenance to sustain the trainee and his

family during his enrollment period. It added basic education, communications skills and work orien-

tation, to skill training per se. And it provided a degree of individual at tention not found in the tradi-

tional adult school. In addition, each program was newly developed rather than being a mere adjunct to

existing adult education classes, and instruction was designed to he more specifically geared to the re-

quirements ofjob performance than is true of ff.pical vocational training.

In assuming a national responsibility to bring disadvantaged segments of society into the economy,

and in recognizing the need for unusual effout to make the hard core unemployed competitive, MDTA

evolved into a vital feature of the "War on Poverty" which dominated the domestic scene during the

60's. The anti-poverty movement in which in npower programs for the disadvantaged became so vital a

factor was, also, stimulated by the Civil Rights 'Movement. The intensification of ghetto problems. tech-

nological changes which decreased opportunitios for unskilled labor and. a belated public and political

7Stanley Ituttenberg, Manpower Challena of the 70's: Institutions and Social Change, Baltimore:

Johns Hopkins Press, 1970.
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recognition of the persistence of extreme poverty in the midst of affluence were spurts to action. Ev-

olution of MDTA into a national training effort for memhers of the poverty class made it a critical

element in this struggle.8

Charcteristics of Contemporary Manpower Policy

The evaluation of manpower programs as a major instrument of Federal policy has been utilitar-

ian in nature. Each policy shift represented a pragmatic response to the emergence of new and different

challenges on the socioeconomic scene. Yet, despite such diversity and, in a sense, discont inuity, con-

temporary manpower programs share a number of features in common which possess a flavor and char-

acter of considerable clarity. Therefore, one can legitimately speak of a tangible, identifiable "man-

power policy."

These features include I) a recognition of the integral relationship between poverty and unem-

employment, 2) a public commitment to the dual goals of full employment and equal employment

opportunity, 3) the emergence of basic education training and retraining as major vehicles through which

to achieve contemporary manpower goals, an innovative emphasis on human resources development

rather than on manpower development, and 5) a growing recognition of the complexity of "the un-

employment problem" recognition which has nurtured a considerable expansion in the scope of fed-

eral manpower functions and responsibilities.

Poverty and Uneniployment. Contemporary manpower policy is based on the assumption that

chronic unemployment and underemployment arc critically linked to poverty. Once an individual is un-

able to support himselland his family through regular employment at a reasonable wage, he cannot avoid

a state of poverty. Ile must become dependent on society for his continued sustenance. Since sustained

employment is considered an indispensable element in the control of deprivation, the alleviation of

8 For further discussions of the emerging relationships between manpower policy and poverty, see

Joseph Becker. William Haber & Sar Levitan, Programs to Aid the Unemployed in the 60's, Michigan:

W.E. Uphohn Institute for Employment Research, January, 1965; August Bolino, Manpower and the

City, Cambridge: Schenkman Publishing Company, 19W); Eli Ginsberg, Manpower Agenda for America,

New York: McGraw-Hill, 1968; Sar Levitan & Irving Siegel (eds.), Dimensions of Manpower Polici: Pro-

grams and Research, Baltimore: Johns I lopkins Press, 1966: Sar Levi tan & Garth Mangum, Making Sense

of Federal Manpower Policy, Washington, D.C.: National Manpower Policy Task Force, March, 1967:

Garth Mangum, The Emergence of Manpower Policy, New York: Holt. Rinehart & Winston, Inc., 1969:

and Garth Mangum (ed.) The Manpower Revolution: Its Policy Consequences, New York: Doubleday &

Company, Inc.. 1965.
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poverty conditions is now a primary focus of manpower policies. These policies, in turn, are viewed as a

vital strategy in the poverty st ruggle.

h.:_qual Employment Opportunity. A second characteristic olcontf.nporary manpower policy is an

expanded public commitment to the dual goals of full employment and equal employment opportunity.

A continual erosion of traditional laissez-faire dogma via economic realities and a more humanitarian

philosophy has weakened the doctrine of "survival of the fittest." This assumed that it was both rea-

sonable and just that only the strongest and most competitive among us should enjoy society's economic

rewards. But contemporary manpower policy rellec is a shift away from this doctrine by accepting re-

sponsibility for improving the competitive position of those facing special handicaps in the job market.

Bask Education and Training and Retraining. The selection of basic education training and retraining

as primary vehicles through which to distribute job Opportunities more equitably is a third major theme

of con temporary manpower policy. Accordingly, programs an./ designed to enhance employability ()I' the

disadvantaged by providing them with the education, skills and work orientation needed for more suc-

cessful job acquisition and performance. This approach to the problem of unemployment reflects a

move away from the welfare emphasis for income maintenance toward an emphasis on rehabili t alio./ as

a means of achieving economic independence.

Human Resources Development is a fourth characteristic. While manpower policy hasn't ap-

proachedproached the ideal of human resources development' in which every individual could he afforded full

opportunity to develop his maximum potential, an important step has been taken in this direction:

official acceptance in manpower policy of ligitimate dual objectives of economic efficiency and the

individual's social welfare. Thus, the needs of segments of society (particularly groups of workers, the

technologically unemployed. the school dropout. and the competitively disadvan taged) have become

as important as the needs of economy-awhole and its aggregate productivity. Facilitating employ-

ment to improve the individual's producibility as a distributive, economic function is as vital as the

function of managing the labor force in the interest of national productivity. Special. costly programs to

assist the hard-core unemployed may now be justified as a social resource investment as well as an eco-

aomic investment.

9
Sec James A. Sockpot "Theory and Concepts of an Active !Inman Resources Policy" and Ilarold

Sheppard, "Concept and Problems of Littman Res;'urce Development" in Edward Jak tibauskas and Phillip

Baumel (eds.) Human Resources DevIcipment, Ames: Iowa State University Press. 1 967.



A Multi-Faceted Approach. A growing recognition of the complexity surrounding the problem

of unemployment has produced yet another feature of contemporary manpower policy an unprece-

dented expansion in the scope 01 Federal manpower functions and responsibilities to include services

which, though vital, are tangential tc strictly economic considerations. 10

A consistent inability to get an,1 hold a steady job characterizes many hard-core unemployed. This

is the result of the complex inter- rela'ionship of a number of variables. Some of these are presumed to

lie within a personal domain which goes beyond a mere lack of training or education. The latter in-

clude institutionalized discrimination. traditional exclusions among certain crafts and trades, inadequate

distribution of and information about job and educational opportunities, inequitable availability of child

care resources, poor health services and other social deprivations.11 When taken together, they act as

effective barriers to steady permanent employability. Since the causes of chronic unemployment are

multiple and varied and in reality wot leers may be excluded from the job market for a wide variety of

reasons, (often social or psychologica t rather than economic) the problem cannot be solved by sup-

portive services, remedial education, aid training alone. The trainee's behavior in the job market will be

influenced not only by his confidence and competence but also by his estimate of the probability that

such behavior will lead to the desired goal. Moreover, subjective expectancies do not always change as

objective situations change. Similar'..v . "increasing the level of expectancy without': removintg situation

obstacles to goal achievement is equality unpromising.12 Thus, an attack must be launched on a variety

of fronts. The result has been a consietrable expansion of the scope of federal functions in this area so

that education and training efforts need to be supplemented by coaching and counseling, job develop-

ment, job placement and follow-up, ecO.nomic incentives and legal restraints for management and union,

and a variety of tangential support services in such areas as health, transportation and child care. The

developmern of expanded policies for national health care and child care services are among others of

major current interest.

Responsibility for development a': wide-ranging manpower programs directed toward the disad-

vantaged segments of society has thereby come to represent a vital aspect of nation , policy. The com-

mitment has been taken and vigorous effi arts made to implement this newlyacquired responsibility. Yet,

pressing problems remain, unresolved ismes persist and the effectiveness of national manpower policy

has to be judged and evaluated.

1°For a statement of national potIcy with specific emphasis on the expanding scope and com-

plexity of federal programs, see Researci and Policy Committee for Economic Development, Training

and Jobs for the Urban Poor, July, 1970.

11See "Summary and Overview" in Edward Jakubauskas & Phillip Baumel (eds.) Human Re-__
sources Development: Ames: Iowa State University Press, 1967 for a discussion of harriers to employ-

ability.

For a discussion of changing occupational requirements in the city, see August Bolino, Man-

power and the City, Cambridge: Schenkinan Publishing Company. 1969,



Unresolved Problems and Issues

Contemporary manpower policy, like any innovative, far-reaching endeavor, is beset with a multi-

tude of unresolved problems and issues. A comprehensive discussion of these issues and their impli-

cations goes beyond the scope of this section. Suffice it to mention but a few pressing difficulties em-

anate from the intimate relationship between manpower programs and economic conditions; adminis-

trative and operational considerations; and changing philosophical attitudes and priorities.

Manpower programs cannot function in a vacuum. The feasibility and the effectivensss of any

effort to enhance the employability of the disadvantaged are largely dependent upon the state of the

overall economy and the availability of jobs at appropriate levels. The existence of both such prereq-

uisites is somewhat in doubt and data are marshalled to show that full employment, less than 4 or 5 per-

cent unemployed, is not a feasible goal.

Opportunities for blue collar employment. the traditional pathway for unskilled workers to enter

the labor force, have decreased markedly. The same is true for unskilled entry-level openings in man-

ufacturing. Technological advances a pronounced shift from a demand for "brawn to brains" have

liquidated many unskilled and semiskilled jobs now performed better, faster and cheaper through auto-

mation. New opportunities have been largely confined to professionaltechnical positions requiring con.

siderable education and skill, and to the white collar and service sectors of the labor force. The latter

have been long characterized by low pay. poor opportunity to advance, no tenure, and the constant

threat that automation will wipe them out. Enrollees in manpower programs are often told of av;;ilable

jobs when.in fact appropriate entry-level positions are being drastically reduced. They may he retrained,

but thisoften will facilit'a te only lateral, not vertical mobility. Their economic welfare will not have been

stabilized thereby.

Recent Administration efforts to curb inflation by controlling overall economic growth challenge

the attempt to find employment for semi-skilled and unskilled workers. The constantly shrinking de-

mand for such labor is serious. Oversupply of workers and increasing level of unemployment now en-

gulfs skilled and educated professional and technical personnel. A protective attitude on the part of

labor unions during this economic crisis, also tends to cancel out attempts to enhance labor force par-

ticipation by the disadvantaged. In short, members of the poverty class are preparing for employment

when the economy is incapable of absorbing even the most highly trained and technically skilled. Since

the success of manpower policy depends largely on high levels of employment, such a policy cannot

flourish in tandem with an anti-inflationary posture. One or the other must suffer.

To these must be added the difficulty of identifying which jobs automation may soon render

obsolete, and predicting which skills will shortly he demanded. Dealing with another hard-nosed, yet

very real policy question is much avoided: whether or not the economy should attempt to upgrade the

marginal worker who serves a very real function in performing unpleasant but often critical tasks refused

by more fortunate members of society.
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Other unresolved issues cover a wide spectrum,

Manpower experts have yet to reach decisive conclusions on the comparative merits of institutional

versus on-the-job training.' 3 Neither has any final verdict been given on the value of "creaming," Le

the efficacy of selecting, from among the total number f applicants. those persons deemed most likely

to persevere and be readily placed over applicants with less favorable prospects.14 Similarly. the ad-

visability of providing the disadvantaged with lower level positions to meet their immediate survival

needs, in prefereiu to holding out for openings with greater opportunity for advancement, is still open

for discussion: selectiGn of either alternative remains a matter of individual judgment.

Manpower policy, like any other large public investment, also faces the constant threat of changing

philosophical and political moods which can have a potent impact on future priorities. The advent of

special programs to assist the hard core unemployed occurred during a period when efforts to combat

poverty were "fashionable." The economy was flourishing, the Soviet Union had ceased to frighten us

with her technological feats, the civil rights movement was gaining momentum, and the general public

responded sympathetically to President Johnson's "unconditional War on Poverty." It is there fore under-

standable that manpower training programs should have received strong bipartisan political support.

The situation today is quite different. Unrealistic expectations attributed to the widely publicized

anti-poverty aspects of manpower programs (large declines in chronic unemployment, a sizable reduction

in welfare rolls and increasing tax yields from the newly-employed) have produced considerable dis-

illusionment among the disadvantaged recipients of manpower services, taxpayers providing the finan-

cial support for such programs, and politicians reflecting their constituents' shift in attitudes, An "un-

conditional war on poverty" has proven to be very conditional indeed. Such disillusionment, coupled

with the recent advent of a serious recession in which even "advantaged" labor is being threatened, could

produce a rearrangement of priorities which wig' .211 have a negative impact on poverty-related man-

power prgrams. This type of threat is not peculiar to manpower programs: it represents mu occupational

hazard shared by all fedei 1 programs in any functior.11 area.

13See Ida Hoos, Retraining the Work Force: An Analysis of Current Experience, Los Angeles:

Univeisity of California. 1967 for a discussinn of the comparative effect.eness of institutional versus

on-the-job training.

14 For analysis having implications the question of "creaming" see Jack Chernick, Bernard

lndik and Roger Craig, The Selection of Trainees Under NIDTA, New Jersey: Institute of Management

and Labor Relations, Rutgers University, 1969 and Gerald Curio. hiller City Job Training Program for

Negro Youth. Michigan: Michigan Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan. 1968.
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Constantly shifting priorities are not only the result of changing political persuasions. They also

emanate from the emergence of new problems and from altered opinions based on realistic assessments

of the relative effectiveness of alternative strategies, techniques and programs in combating a given con-

dition. This latter consideration raises the vital question of program evaluation,

Evaluation Needed

What are the consequences of different modes of intervention? Which methods have worked and

which have failed? What elements tend to be associated with success and under what conditions is a

positive impact most likely to occur? How can program design be altered to improve effectiveness?

These questions must be raised to assure the most productive investment of public funds. Answers can

only be provided through evaluation research through a careful delineation of goals and assessment of

the processes, methods and results of alternative approaches to specify which has, in fact, succeeded in

alleviating the adverse conditions which it was initially designed to combat.

Manpower programs are not immune to the urgent need for this type of critical assessment.15

Unfortunately, attempts at implementing such evaluation have shared the barriers and perplexities char-

acteristic of evaluation research generally the absence of adequate data; the influence of extraneous

variables over which the evaluator has little con trol. making it risky to attribute positive change directly

to the intervention of the program being evaluated: the absence of systematic method for identifying

precise agency goals as an essential prerequisite, to the evaluation of relative success (or failure) in at-

taining such goals; a tendency to confuse performance with effectiveness by measuring the quality and

depth of effort rather than observable results produced by such efforts; the frequent absence of sustained

program stability. The complexity of the organizational framework where programs are designed and

conducted and the obstructive. conflict-filled social and political climate surrounding their evaluation are

15The question of a need for e.7iluation of manpower programs is well covered in the Sar Levitan.

Antipoverty %York and Training Efforts: Goals and Reality, Washington, D.C.: National Manpower Policy

Task Force. August. 1967: Sar Levitan and Robert Taggart, Social Experimentation and Manpower Pol-

icy: The Rhetoric and the Reality. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press. 1971 ; Garth Mangum, Contributions

and Costs of Manpower Development and Training. Washington, D.C.: National Manpower Policy Task

Force, December. 1967; and Glen Cain & Robinson Hollister, "Methodology of Evaluating Social Action

Programs" in Arnold Weber, Frank Cassell & Woodrow Ginsberg (eds.) Public-Private Manpower Policies.

Madison: Industrial Relations Research Association, 1969.
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other dimensions of difficulty. Also we must add the entire question of selecting optimum criteria or

units of measurement to evaluate effectiveness of a manpower program. Is it the number or the duration

of placements that should count most in judging program value? Is it better to find employment for

fifty truly hard core unemployed than to place two hundred less disadvantaged individuals who might

eventually find positions on their own? Is a reduction in the welfare rolls the best unit of measurement

to judge the validity of manpower programs for welfare recipients?

These questions will continue to complicate efforts to evaluate the efficacy or alternative man-

power programs. Their existence, however, should not detract fmni the critical and much-neglected

need to reach conclusions.

The Work Incentive Program

The Work Incentive Program must be viewed within the larger framework of federal manpower

programs.16

The basic intent of WIN the conversion of the AFDC program from pure income maintenance

to rehabilitation through training and work opportunities for welfare recipients coincides well with

manpower's contemporar,, comprehensive emphasis on assisting the disadvantaged to compete in the

labor market through offering basic education, training and a variety of tangential social services) 7 It

also shares the pressing problems and complexities which have acted as barriers to the effective im-

plementation of such policy inadequate and insufficient placement opportunities awaiting enrollees

after completion of training. a predominance of low paying. low status openings with slight chance for

advancement. the difficulty of truly coping on all fronts at once with the social. economic and psy-

chological impediments which produce chronic unemployment.

Given this intimate relationship between the Work Incentive Program and other manpower pro-

grams designed to assist the disadvantaged, it is anticipated that the conclusions and implications nf this

6For a discussion of the Work Incentive Program. see Sar Levan and Robert Taggart. Social

Experimentation and Manpower Policy: The Rhetoric and the Reality. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press.

1971 and Stanley Rut tenbe rg. Maapowe r Challenge of the 70's: Institutions and Social Change, Baltimore:

Johns Hopkins Press. 1970.

I 7See August Bolin°. Manpower and the_City. Cambridge: Schenkman Publishing Company. 1969:

Eli Ginsberg. Manpower Agenda for America. New York: McGraw-Hill. 1968: and Arnold Weber. Frank

Cassell & Woodrow Ginsberg (eds.). PublicPrivate Maapower Policies. Madison: Industrial Relations Re-

search Association, 1969 fur a discussion of the emerging relationship between public assistance and

rehabilitation.

i



study will contribute, not only to an assessment of the WIN program, but also to a greater understanding

of the assets and liabilities which characterize contemporary manpower policy.

The Question of Dropouts

A special focus on the problem of dropouts from the Work Incentive Program seeno especially

pertinent in view of the findings of previous studies which effectively challenge some critical assiniptions

regarding both the rationale and implications surrounding this issue.

A number of key factors have long been assumed to exert a direct influence in determining whether

or not an individual successfully completes his training course. A history of consistent and satisfactory

experience in the labor force. an adequate educational background. a sense of upward mobility, sup-

portive input from reference groups, a positive self-image and, above all, a high degree of motivation and

drive these characteristics at the personal level have long been associated with ability to see a training

through to completion. The "dropout," in contrast, was assumed to suffer from a deficiency in such

positive re-enforcement. Yet, investigations of the impact of a variety of manpower training programs

would seem to indicate that the relationship between course completion and certain supposedly "favor-

able" personal characteristics is a tenuous one at best.

Selected studies18 have failed to uncover significant correlations between completion of formal

training and school grades completed; the high school dropout often exhibiting a higher rate of course

completion than his graduate counterpart and trainees with the lowest level of education frequently

characterized by the highest level of course completion.° Neither does any clear-cut relationship emerge

between the educational or occupational status of a trainee's parents and his propensity to drop out of

training rather than see the course through to completion.20 Nor do dropouts differ significantly from

graduates with respect to such personality characteristics as self-acceptance, sense of responsibility or

I8See Robert Klitgard. Motivations and Employment, Dep rtment of Human Resources Develop-

went, State of California, September, 1970; Sigmund Nosow, Retraining Under the Manpower Develop-

ment and Training Act: A Study of Attributes of Trainees Associated with Successful Retraining, School

of Labor and Industrial Relations, Michigan State University, January, 1968: Harold Sheppard & Harvey

Belitsky. Promoting Job Finding Success for the Unemployed, Michigan: W.E. Uphohn Institute for

Employment Research, April. 1%8: Gerald Somers (ed.) Retraining the Unemployed. Milwaukee: The

University of Wisconsin Press, 1968; and Harold Weissman (ed.) Employment and Education Services in

the Mobilization for Youth Experience, New York: Association Press. 1969.

19See Nosow, Ibid. and Weissman, Ibid.

20See Nosow, Ibid.
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feelings of security and well-being.21 On the contrary, one study concludes that those trainees who

drop out of manpower training programs possess higher aspirations and more intense motivations than

those who complete their courses.--1
-1

Certain tangible factors are expected to have a direct and understandable bearing on dropout rates.

Low or nonexistent subsistence payments. intense personal financial pressures and responsibilities, long

and complicated courses are closely related to predictably high dropout levels. Yet, apart from such

obvious factors, the likelihood of an individual dropping out of training prematurely before graduation

can often be attributed to the nature of alternatives. experiences in the training setting, and the condition

of the local labor market.

The lure of job opportunities, even poor. temporary jobs. offered in the local labor market is one

which few trainees can resist, especially those with severe linancial.pressures and family responsibility.

But in a slack job market with few opportunities for employment, retention rates will be high; as op-

portunities increase. the number of dropouts will rise. Significantly. the more experienced, confident

and motivated trainees often comprise a major portion of such dropouts, for, unlike his uneducated, un-

skilled and possibly unconfident counterpart. the superior trainee can now see more attractive alternatives

to manpower training.

To persevere in a manpower training course, the trainee must perceive such training as the prelude

to a better job opportunity. otherwise not available to him. The fewer the alternatives, the more vital

the training course becomes to his future. Viewed in this light. it is not surprising that the highest com-

pletion rates may occur among socially and occupationally marginal trainees.23 The poorly educated.

the aged. the minorities. those who have never been active participants in the labor force and consider

themselves totally unskilled and inexperienced these are the individuals most likely to complete their

training. The high success rate of women trainees illustrates this point. Underpaid, lacking any market-

able skills and frequently devoid of labor force experience, women must take advantage of available man-_
power training.

These observations raise some important questions for WIN policy consideration. Since the ablest

and most motivated trainees seem least like!, to complete their training, should manpower programs

accept the more desirable trainee whose special skills or intense drive may lead to employment op-

portunities without benefit of such training? Conversely. should manpower training programs exert a

greater effort to retain the superior trainee by expending more energy on substantive job development.

21 See Nosow, Op. Cit.

--Klitgard.OpCit. Also see Bernard lndik. The Motivation to Work. Institute of Management and

Labor Relations. Rutgers The State University. New Brunswick 1070.

23See Nosow.
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thereby providing him a more enticing pay-off contingent upon graduation?24 How should the type of

program and support services differ with the degree of deprivation found among the enrollee group?

Should enrollees in the ghetto and the barrio be provided a substantially longer or more intensive ex-

perience to facilitate their transition from marginal labor force participants to improved status? Does

the dropout rate represent a truly meaningful criterion of program success? Is "the dropout problem,"

in fact, a "problem?"

Over-View of the Report

The remainder of the report is arranged as follows:

Chapter 3 provides a discussion of the longitudinal design and the methodology of the study in-

cluding discussion of the sample, data collection methods and the scheme for analysis. Chapter 4 gives

an over-all description of the sample characteristics examining personal at tributes of the enrollees, health

variables, transportation, employment and economic variables and also, organizational variables. Dif-

ferences by enrollee, sex, ethnicity, and according to local WIN office are highlighted. In Chapter 5, we

provide an overview of the demographic characteristics of the areas (in Los Angeles County) from which

the sample was drawn. These are essentially the four WIN-Los Angeles office areas utilized in the study.

We have included computer map (SYMAP) displays for each area showing dispersion of enrollees within

the area and, also, providing aggregate demographic data derived from the U.S. Census, 1970. This gives

the reader an idea of the contrasts between areas. Chapter 6 presents findings to contrast charae!-:ristics

of enrollees who remained in the program with those who were out of the program at various times ziuring

our period of observation. Variables which predict the dropout status are discussed. Chapter 7 focuses

on organizational variables found within the WIN program through an examination of contrasting groups

of enrollees. Chapter I, of course:, has provided the reader with the Summary of Findings and their

implications for policy change and program modification.

24See Gerald Gurin, Inner City Job Training Program for Negro Youth, Michigan Institute for

Social Research, University of Michigan, 1968.



CHAPTER 3

STUDY DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

A principal objective of the study is to determine reasons why enrollees drop out prematurely

from the WIN program, before completing their employability plans. We also wished to study shifts in

enrollee attitude towards the program by contrasting opinions of those who stayed in the program with

those who lost interest and left. We considered the best vantage point to gain understanding of the

multiple "causes" of dropping out was by questioning enrollees at the time of their decision to leave or

as soon as possible thereafter.

The Longitudinal Design

A longitudinal study design employing the method of repeated interviews with a respondent sample

served these needs best. A principal value of this approach is that it permitted us to observe prospectively

rather than retrospectively, differences among respondents as they reacted to experiences in their life-

space and in the training setting.

The longitudinal design was important for another reason. We i;eliewf.1 that enrollees' early ex-

perience with the program for example, what they were first told ,.bout it, how 'tong they waited

before referral, and their experience with the initial component (Orientation) .would call forth different

reactions than later vtperience when they would be enrolled in educational or training components. The

former might be satisfying, the latter might not be, or vice versa. The time perspective was therefor':

important to study relationships between enrollee characteristics and experience with different aspects

of the WIN prOgram.

A cohort of active participants in WIN was selected and followed for approximately 12 months as

they moved through WIN experiences to shed light on differences between those who remained in the

program (the IN set), those who left, for whatever reasons, whether of not in accordance with their em-

ployability plans, (the OUT set). Part of the OUT set included those who lost interest and quit or were

terminated without prospects for employment. These are identified as the DROPOUT set. Thus analysis

will contrast differences between the 1NOUT sets and as a further refinement, between the IN-DROP-

OUT sets.

Three Data Collection Points

The cohort of active par,....pants was followed through research interviews as three time phases

named Time I, Time 2 and Time 3. Each data collection point was about five months apart.
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First Phase, Time I

M Time I the enrollee has been accepted by WIN and has completed the orientation. This data

collection point is represented by event No. 20 on the flow chart (see Chapter 2). It shows that the

eligible welfare client was an active participant and had completed an initial WIN interview. hi most

cases we saw enrollees some weeks after orientation was finished. We intended to tap the enrollee's

initial reaction to the WIN experience, particularly whether he had knowledge of his job goal and employ-

ability plan, and his satisfaction with this. Baseline demographic, health, and work history data were also

collected.

Second Phase, Time 2

At Time 2, the second research interview :vat: designed to yield enrollee experiences some five

months after the first interview. Almost all enrollees were expected to be in some Category II education

or training component, of if job wady, they would be pursuing job referrals. Here we intended to tap

experience with progress towards the job goal and problem emergence and resolution.

Third Phase, Time 3

At Time 3, the third research interview was to occur some five months after the second interview.

At this time enrollees would have been in the WIN program from ter, - i twelve months. It was expected

many would be approaching the end of training and would be considering job placements.

Originally we had expected to study enrollee experience in their final component which is job

placement. But at Time 2 we found that program timing had been slowed or stretched out so that for an

average enrollee time needed to complete education or training components was expected to be nine

moliths. Moreover, one-third of those in institutional training expected to need twelve months or more

to complete their pkparation. Thus few enrollees were in placement at Time 3 and the study of this

aspect of the WIN program enrollee functioning on the job had to be abandoned.

We contacted the WIN Teams periodically during these months to review the status of each sample

member to learn whether the Team had terminated him, whether he had dropped out of the program, or

was planning to, In such cases we located and interviewed the terminee as soon as possible.

The Initial Demand Sample Criteria

Early in the project it was decided to accrue the sample from four WIN-Los Angeles local offices.

It was hoped to achieve a sample approximately representative of the WIN population. This was the

r)trr
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initial demand sample of 360 active participants. The four local offices selected were:

Local Office and Number Predominant Ethnic Group Served:

East Los Angeles

Florence (South Central 567)

Santa Monica

South Gate

542 Spanish surname (Chicano)

541 Negro (Black)

543 White & Spanish surname

548 White & Spanish surname

These offices were selected with the assistance of local and state HRD officials to obtain a repre-

sentation of different ethnic groups served. Our approach and introduction to the respective Local

Office Managers was facilitated by the WIN Program Manager for the County, Mc, Richard Budrewig. It

should be noted that the sample enrollees from the Florence office include other from its out-station

office, South Central. Also, some months after sample accrual began in December, 1970, sonic San la

Monica enrollees were shifted to the Inglewood or the Venice local offices. These shifts are not refirced

in the data analysis. however.

The following controls were implemented in selecting the sample. An active participant had to

meet certain criteria. It must be confimied that he was Federally eligible, that a training slot was open,

and no problems were foreseen (like a medical complaintof uncertain severity) which might prevent him

from deriving full benefits from the plan without delay, The WIN Team Member then approved the

enrollee's active participation by completing, dating and r...:1trning the appropriate form (CA-340) to the

WIN Control Clerk at the Referring Welfare Office. For enrollees to be included in the initial demand

sample these steps had to be taken. Thus, the sample did not include referees from a welfare office who

did not arrive for an initial WIN interview, "r who initially did not participate actively in the program.

Sonic referee names appeared on the WIN Log of Appointments, and initially were included in the

sample, but later did not meet criteria for active participants and were excluded from our sample. It was

therefore necessary to oversample to obtain the d...ired sample size of 360 participants who met criteria.

Sample Characteristics and WIN Population Parameters:

It is important to note similarities and differences between sonic characteristics of the sample and

the parameters of the WIN enrollment population in California from its inception in September 1968

until November 1970. During this time the California Work Incentive Program en rolleed 46,181 men and

women through the 27 counties with WIN sites.

The Second Annual WIN report provides the parameters of this population for sex, race, age, and

education. They are compared with our sample characteristics in Table 3-1.
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Even in 1970 the total California WEN population showed that more men (56.5 percent), than

women (43.5 percent) were being enrolled. When our sample was accrued in the fall of 1970 the policy

of the California WIN program emphasized enrollment of males, and female enrollment was virtually

closed. It came as no surprise therefore that the sample reflected 80 percent males, and 20 percent

females (See Table 3-1),

Compared to the population, the sample has nearly equivalent proportions of Black (Negro) en-

rollees, but more Spanish surname and others and proportionately fewer other whites. For age dis-

tribution of enrollees the sample closely ;resembles the larger pppulation. For educational levels, al-

though there are some differences between the sample and the population, they are-largely a function of

the sex distribution. The predominantly 'male sample has a smaller proportion of enrollees with com-

pleted fourth grade education or less and a correspondingly larger proportion of high school dropouts.

The proportions of those with fifth grade through eighth grade education and over grade 12. are almost

identical in sample and population. Aside from these differences the sample is quite similar to the

California WIN population.



TABLE 3-1

WIN STUDY SAMPLE COMPARED WITH CALIFORNIA WIN POPULATION

FOR SEX, RACE, AGE, AND EDUCATION

Characteristics All California Enrolleesa

Number Percent

Study Sampleb

Number Percent

Total 46,181 100.0 360 100.0

Sex

Male 26,109 56.5 288 80.0

Female 20,072 43.5 72 20.0

Race

Negro (Black) 13,010 28.2 97 26.9

Spanish Surname 14,773 32.0 144 40.0

White 17,954 38.9 87 24.2

Other (American

Ind, and Oriental) 444 0.9 32 8.9

Age

18 and under 3,209 6.9 24 6.6

19-21 6,960 15.1 56 15.6

22-44 32,463 70.3 261 72.5

45-54 3,056 6.6 18 5.0

55-64 490 1.1 1 0.3

65 and over 3 -c- -c- -c-

Education

4th or less 2,792 6.1 10 2.8

5th-7th 3,435 7.4 31 8.6

8th 3,550 7.7 23 6.4

9th-11th 19,234 41.6 182 50.5

12th 13,750 29.8 86 23.9

Over 12 ::,120 7.4 28 7.8

aSummary characteristics of all enrollees, September 1968 - November 1970 Source: De-

partment of Human Resources Development. The California Woik Incentive Program: Sec-

ond Annual Report, January 1971, Sacramento, California.

bSample accrued from WIN enrollment, September through November 1970 in four local

offices in Los Angeles County.

cLess than 1 percent.
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Initial Demand Sample and IN-OUT Selection Sequence

The analysis of sequential self-selections requires a basic reference to an initially given group. Fol-

lowing Garfinkel' we have called this group the initial demand sample and describe its characteristics in

Chapter 4. The referees were not pre-selected by sex, age, or socio-economic attributes, but local offices

were chosen to represent ethnic differences. Thus, every eligible referee who was seen by a WIN team

membe: and became an active WIN participant in October, 1970, or thereafter, was included in the

sample until the necessary total subjects were accrued.

Participation in the study was voluntary and initially only six cnrol.ees refused to participate.

Most enrollees seemed to respond favorably when told by one of the research field dictors or by a WIN

representative that they would be asked to participate, "To find out how well they liked the program,

what were sonic of its problems, and what could be improved." At the conclusion of the first research

interview enrollees were also told that it was hoped that we could see them again several months hence,

and then once again at a subsequent period.

Payment tor Last Interview

It was the intention of this project to reimburse respondents $5.00 for their final interview, whether

this be at Time 2 or Time 3. We considered payment advisable since it was most important that v.1 locate

as many of the dropouts as possible. Some confusion arose in regard to the amount of the payment and

often it would be paid and this created misunderstanding among about a dozen enrollees. Furthermore,

some enrollees could not understand why they were being paid as they believed it was important to

participate in the study.

There is no way of knowing whether we would have been more or less successful in tracing drop-

outs if no final payment had been promised. We did find that when it was possible for the same inter-

viewer to visit a respondent at both Time 2 and Time 3 a good sense of rapport was established and the

trainee greeted him an a fd?nd and usually would make an appointment. Among enrollees whom we had

difficulty in locating at Tim 2, the promise of $5.00 did not seem to act as much of an incentive at

Time 3, but we were unsuccessful in locating only six respondents for the third and final interview and

some dropouts did ask about their money.

IN-OUT Selection Lattice (see Fig. 3 -I)

The partitioning of the initial demand sample into the IN set (those who stay in the program) and

the OUT set (those who are out of the progr,,:11) at specific times is represented in Figure I. The time of

'Garfinkel, Harold; Studies in Ethnomethodology, Prentice-Hall, Inc., NM Jersey, 1967.
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the research interviews (data collection points) are referred to as Time I, Time 2, and Time 3. At each

time, some elements of the initial demand sample are in the program and others are out. Among the OUT

set we distinguished those who left the program without any hope of a job. These are the "true" drop-

outs. We also distinguished those who were employed and a small group with whom we lost contact

(sample loss). The total sample loss was 24 or 6.7 percent of the initial demand sample. Most of these

simply could not be found, but four promised to be interviewed and were never at home following as

many as raven callbacks for one case.

At each time we specify a set of enrollees who are IN and a set who are OUT. The sum of these

two sets reproduces the preceding IN sample. Contrasts between IN and OUT sets are made (IN-OUT).

Also, since we are able to identify dropouts we can compare tham with the IN set (IN-Dropouts). It is

also clear that to make IN-IN comparisons between any two time periods is inappropriate because an IN

set represents tha survivors from the previous IN set, but that previous set contains some who will have

left before the next time. Thus statistical comparisons of IN-IN sets obscure differences.
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Partitioning of the initial demand sample between IN-OUT sets at Time I , Time 2 and Time 3, and

the proportions in each set are shown in Table 3-2. Column A shows the numbers who are IN or OUT at

each time. Column B shows the cumulative percentage of the demand sample who were in either set at

specified times. Thus, at Time 3, 40.8 percent of the initial demand sample is in WIN. The balance are

OUT, and a small fraction of them are in jobs for which they were prepared through WIN. It can also be

seen that approximately six months after enrollees began (Time 2) nearly 2 out of 5 (37.5 percent) were

out of the program, and in twelve months 3 out of 5 (59.2 percent) were out.

Column C shows the percent of survivors from each time who were in the program at the subsequent

step. This :.Yidicates that a small percentage (4.7) terminate from the program almost immediately upon

entering, that a large proportion (more than one-third) of the survivors at Time I leave the program with-

in six months, that is between Time I and Time 2 and an equivalent proportion of the survivors at Time 2

leave WIN by Time 3. The ..ritical time for most enrollees to leave the program thus appeared to be in

the early months of participation but the proportions leaviti,; remained about the same in the later as in

early months.

Tracing Enrollees Wh J Left WIN

With any research project case loss potentially threatens to bias the sample and the findings. Case

loss particularly plagues the integrity of findings in any longitudinal study. Subjects move away, become

disinterested in the program or angry at the research procedures, or for any of a dozen other reasons do

not participate the longer the study lasts. In a study of dropouts from the program the problem was a-

cute as the enrollee who dropped out of the program, his motivations, experiences, and satisfactions,

was the very subject on whom the study was focused to contrast with an enrollee who remained in the

program. It was essential that effective measures be taken to insure maintaining contact with enrollees

who were out of the program at various times.
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The following methods were used:

I) Contact with WIN and welfare workers. Initially followihz the first contact the en-

rollee's social security number and public welfare file number were obtained from Coun-

ty records. These were to be used subsequently in discussion with WIN and Welfare

staff members who might have recent information on the enrollee's whereabouts. Eli-

gibility workers in welfare district offices usual!? had better and more recent contact

with enrollees than did services workers. This was to be expected following the sepa-

ration of functions as the eligibility worker has the primary mandated function when-

ever the enrollee's economic situation changed or re-budgeting was required. WIN staff

and Welfare eligibility workers and others were usually cooperative in providing address

information (if known to them) over the telephone for researchers while we attempted

to contact enrollees at Time 2. Locating and talking with the proper worker in the

welfare bureaucracy proved very time consuming. By Time 3, however, directives had

been issued by Department of Public Social Services foi bidding such information to be

divulged without written client consent. Workers were reluctant to provide this infor-

mation by telephone despite our attempts to reassure them that we had every right to

receive it and would handle it confidentially. This hampered efforts to locate enrollees.

2) Self-addressed postcard. When the first interview was finished, the interviewer gave the

enrollee a self-addressed postcard and asked him to forward it to us if be moved. The

same procedure was followed at the end of the second interview. Eleven respondents

returned these cards, and the effectiveness of this measure barely justified its relatively

low cost.

3) Certified letter. The use of the certified letter with the attached slip "Return Re-

ceipt RequestedAddress of Delivery" was the most effective method for locating en-

rollees who had moved. At Time 2, out of 343 enrollees 62 had moved, and half of

these had informed their respective WIN offices of their new addresses. For the others,

the interviewer first made a thorough search in the field, following all likely leads.

When these were exhausted the certified let ter was sent, At Time 1,5 enrollees were

lost from the 360 attempted interviews. At Time 2, out of 343 attempted enrollee

interviews, 13 were lost (3.8 percent) and at Time 3 there was a loss of 6 respondents

(2.7 percent). In most instances the Return Receipt provided the new address. When

the letter was returned undelivered notations often provided clues for continued trac-

ing. Operator assimad person-to-person phone calls yielded positive results with some,

and terminal interviews were done by phone. In some instances as man!' as three cer-

tified letters were sent, anticipating that eventually a change of address report would

clear the post office; in most cases we were rewarded for our persistence. Use of the

S5.00 payment for final interview was a suitable incentive.
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4) Use of "Official" Updated Addresses. We received good cc operation from both WIN

and Department of Public Social Services office in reviewing their records for updated

addresses. The WIN updated address records were usually incorrect and we found in

approximately 10 percent of cases that even the initial address provided to us from

WIN records was incorrect. The Department of Social Service records because of their

fiscal accountability contained relatively accurate updated address information which

frequently belonged only to the wife in whose name the case was carried. Usually but

not always, she was able to give us sufficient information to locate the enrollee if he

had moved.

"Hard to Find Respondents" were widely scattered. Eleven had left the State, 4 had relocated in

other California cities and the balance moved constantly within the County. The persistence and in-

genuity of the Research Staff often was the key to eventually interviewing these enrollees as in the

following example:

Allan Duggan* moved four times between the second and the third interviews, and failed

each time to leave a forwarding address. Two certified letters were returned. The Third was

delivered acknowledging Mr.Duggan's toceipt, but no address was provided. A call was placed

to telephone information to determine if there was a phone listing; this effort was fruitless.

Next the post office was called to inform them of their oversight in failing to show the

delivery address and to request this. The postal clerk explained the detailed and time-con

suming procedure necessary before such information could be released. However, when our

Research Staff member explained the nature of the mission and the importance of the time

factor, the postal clerk became very receptive and went to considerable trouble to locate the

file and provide the complete address for us. (After this contact was made it was used again

on a personal basis at least five more times with fruitful results.) Mr. Duggan was then con

laded and he agreed to be interviewed.

Another example shows the value of cooperative effort of a number of people.

At the second interview it was discovered that Mr. Burt Glyn had moved three weeks before.

Neighbors disclosed that he had probably moved to Oregon. Discussion with his fellow WIN

enrollees also confirmed his interest in Oregon. Certified letters were mailed on three closely

spaced dates but all were returned marked "Moved No Forwarding Address." The DPSS

Eligibility Worker recalled that recently Mr. Glyn had written him asking if there was a WIN

office in Central City, California, and the worker had replied that there was. Unfortunately

this correspondence was not in the file.

*Fictitious names are used.



The Research interviewer then telephoned Central City post office and learned that it was a

small town and was advised to send a letter to Mr. Glyn, addressed in care of the city. The

postal clerk in Central City indicated she would watch for the letter and attempt to deliver

it. The letter was mailed and four days later Mr. Glyn called the Research Office collect and

was interviewed. He told us then that he had indeed planned to drive to Oregon with his

family but his car broke down in Central City and he had decided to stay there.

Selection and Training of Interviewers

Interviewer applicants were initially referred to the project through the Institute's contacts with

specialized groups in various communities near the WIN local offices we utilized. Although many ap-

plicants were screened, a total of eleven interviewers were selected, participated in training sessions and

conducted interviews. Three were Spanish-surnames, four wen black, and four Anglo. Six were female,

and five male. The youngest was an Anglo male of 23, the oldest, a black female of 45. An could be de-

scribed as middle class, and nine were para-professional or professional workers usually employed full

time during the day. Interviewing was done initially in the evenings and on weekends.

Because the interviewing was a part-time activity, interviewers found it difficult to sustain interest

and to provide large blocks of interviewing time sufficient to the demands of the project. For this reason,

at Time 2, and again at Time 3, it was necessary to concentrate more and more of the work with one

Spanish-surname female, one black female, and one white female,and two white males, whose regular

work allowed them greater flexibility. At the third interview, approximately 90 percent of the interviews

were conducted by two Anglo males. Initially we had attempted to match the ethnic background of the

interviewer with the interviewee. This was an extremely cumbersome procedure. Before changing it, we

conferred with the interviewers. All had conducted interviews with respondents of different racial back-

ground, felt comfortable in doing so and believed they could be effective and could elicit reliable in-

formation.

The Interview

The interviews were about 45 minutes in length, and included both fixed alternative and open-ended

questions. The majority were home interviews generally conducted under favorable conditions. As en-

rollees became involved in education or training components at Time 2 or Time 3, more interviews

were conducted during the trainee's lunch hour or after school at the training site, the coffee shop, a bar,

or in the interviewer's car. With some home interviews the enrollee's wife or another family member sat

in. In a small number of instances interviewers reported that the enrollee's wife had provided information

about specific events and dates that the enrollee could not recall.
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Quality Control Procedures were used with between 8 and 10 percent of the cases to determine

validity of specific questions on the schedule. We found agreement between the first and second inter-

view within acceptable limits. Differences range between 9 percent and 20 percent for the questions

tabulated. A copy of the 3rd interview schedule is included as an example in the Appendix. Other

schedules are available from the author.

Retrospective Substudy

The intent of the retrospective substudy was to examine the enrollees experience prior to becoming

enrolled in the WIN Program for a sub-set of the enrollee sample. It was the intention to review client

case records to obtain data io answer questions such as the following:

1. What were the prior experiences of the client with WIN?

2. How long did it take the client to move through social welfare assessment procedures;

What was included in the assessment?

3. The amount and nature of the contact between client and welfare worker in reference to

WIN: and

4. What were the content and the attitudes expressed by worker and client that indicated

whether the assessment was an adequate WIN screening mechanism, or primarily a mech-

anistic exercise?

After the initial demand sample was drawn, we proceeded with developmental work for the Retro-

spective Substudy. In the preliminary review of service and eligibility files we had found it possible to

gain some answers to these questions and some insight into the welfare worker's assessment process. As

the development work proceeded through a study of numerous case records we found generally the data

was very thin, and much information which social workers may discuss in reaching an assessment is not

ever recorded. Considerable controversy exists regarding the amount of discretion the social worker may

exercise in making the referral to WIN. Some workers voice the opinion that since referral is mandatory

for males, the assessment is a meaningless exercise becsuse everyone, except an obviously disabled male,

gets referred. Other workers on the other hand said they gave considerable thought to making a proper

referral, discussed possible barriers to the client's full participation in the program and advised them of

their rights and obligations. However, subsequently we learned that few enrollees knew that a health

assessment was required, although presumably, they had signed the waiver without fully understanding

its meaning.

The thinness of case record data we found was also confirmed by members of our Consultant

Committee. They believed that the kind of data we sought would not be uniform in all records; in the

majority they believed such data would be absent. WIN team members also indicated that they believed

it was usually not possible for the social worker to be very well acquainted with her client as the result
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of one assessment interview, and seldom had occasion to be familiar with his progress in the WIN system.

"Frequently," said a WIN team member, "I have attempted to learn about the home situation about my

trainee from the service worker only to find that she does not know the client." Such ignorance was also

attributed to both high case loads and a high turnover of service workers.

Better communication. attention to client service needs, and the recording of these in the case

record was found for female referees. Service workers usually spent more time with them helping them

prepare for the referral and remove barriers. It will be remembered, however, that four out of five

members of our sample were males. We decided that the case record search would be a fruitless effort

and that it was not warranted to proceed further with this p In of the study. We requested, and received,

a modification in the contract specification to this end.

Study of Personal and Organization Influences

We also wished to determine the extent to which WIN staff were able to identify differences in

characteristics of the referees, the reality of their planning for job goals, the reasons why employability

plans crumbled in some cases but not in others, and what changes staff members might recommend in

program procedures to avoid this in the future. We therefore identified a sub-sample of 90 enrollees.

some ofwhom wk..!e proceeding successfully in the program and others who were dropouts. The Research

staff identified the latter group and WIN team members were requested to identify the former. Method.

ologically, the study was accomplished through interviews and conferences with WIN staff members

using a structured interview guide. This was not initially a planned task of the contract, but was intended

to provide insights into the dynamics of WIN team member participation in the crucial task of employ-

ability planning which emerged early as a weak link in the WIN process from the enrollee's viewpoint.

Community Profiles

The communities from which the initial demand sample was drawn vary widely in social and demo-

graphic variables. This was intended. The question was also raised whether the largely middle -cb

white WIN team members might interact differentially with the different sub-sets of enrollees. South

Gate, for example, is largely lower middle-class white, with the Mexican-American residents living entirely

in small suburban homes. East Los Angeles, the "Barrio," is a sprawling urbanized area. Florence and

South Central area are ir, the heart of the black ghetto. Santa Monica-Inglewood-Venice represent a

mixed middle-class area.

If the population served was different, and the social and economic needs as well as the life style

of the enrollees differed, we believed it possible that service needs of the enrollees as well as education

and training needs would differ widely. Indeed, it would he hypothesized that if specific indicators of

urban decay or social deprivation were apparent the variety and type of WIN staff members ought to be
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varied also, To provide an adequate picture of the differences in the four local areas :studied an addi-

tional demographic sub-study was undertaken, We have also included computer maps illustrating the

variation in selected characteristics as well as the dispersion of WIN clients within the areas. The data

presented are derived from the 1970 United States Census,

Analysis of Data

The data were analyzed both descriptively and inferentially, A number of steps were employed

including the listing of all data to determine range of values, means and standard deviations were ap-

propriate, Then contrasts were made for all appropriate variables between different sub-sets of respond-

ents, the IN-OUT and the IN-Dropout sub-sets, to determine the significant differences.

The Descriptive Analysis

Much of the demographic infcrtnation and many responses to interview questions ificlude both

parametric and non-paratoet: lc data which was presented in frequencies and percentages, The data were

examined for the entire sample as well as for class groups such as sex, race and local WIN office and by

the enrollee's intention to stay in the WIN program and complete his employability plan or to quit,

Inferential Analysis

Several approaches were utilized to test for significance between groups for the variables included

in the study. The non-parametric data were examined through the use of the Chi-square; parametric

data were examined through the use of the (lest or the analysis of variants. Again class groups (inde-

pendent variables) included sex and race as above and the criterion variable, whether the enrollee re-

mained in the program or was out at specific data collection points, Time 1, Time 2 or Time 3. The .05

level of significance was used as a minimum value for examining the null hypotheses in all cases, It was

planned that measurable data obtained from the interviews which significantly discriminate between the

sub-sets of enrollees who remain in the program and those who drop out before completing an employ-

ability plan will be suitable for use in the multivariate analysis.

Multivariate Analysis

A preliminary attempt was made to introduce selected variables into a multivariate framework in

an effort to develop a predictive model of success or lack of success based on the interrelationships of

many variables. The discriminant function analysis technique was applied, using someplii to 24 variables,

the hypothesis being that the variables involved would significantly discriminate between groups of WIN

enrollees who successfully completed given phases of the program and those individuals who dropped

out of the program,
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Three attempts were executed using parametric variables, non-parametric variables, and a com-

bination of both levels of variables. In no case was the separation between groups significant, nor was

the prediction model generated from the step-wise discriminant function procedure viable. The percent

of variance accounted for by the resultant Wilke's Lamda was less than 5 percent in all cases.

The problems involved with the multivariate approach suggest that statistical interrelationships

among the selected variables precluded a significant separation of groups, and that an investigation of

individual variables would prove to be more meaningfully valid and reliable, The use of the discriminant

function analysis has previously proved unsuccessful in predicting job success.* Our current attempt to

predict success using this model tends to support its lack of utility in this similar type of application.

Because of the outcome of the multivariate test for separation of groups, greater emphasis has been

placed upon the presentation and interpretation of univariate parametric and non-parametric statistical

tests in discussing the results of the current study. In addition, considering the unfruitful results pro-

duced by the discriminant function analysis in this study, and the findings of other researchers, it was

decided to forgo further investigation of this model as a predictor of success or lack of success for WIN

participants,

The Pilot Study

A pilot study* was conducted some months belbre the project was begun. This was an exploratory

study and provided the basis for making certain conclusions about the WIN program for testing method.

ology in case locations and in development of questionnaire items. Inter-organizational system difficulty

between WIN and welfare was highlighted in the study. Clients did not understand whom to turn to

when they had problems. It was found although HRD has assumed primary responsibility for such

services, nevertheless they admitted they did not have the expertise to assist the clients whom they were

serving when problems arose. The social workers encouraged the WIN staff to perform such functions

however. During the course of the pilot study the wet; re and the WIN staff members instituted a plan

to facilitate and focus communication betweel specific workers in the two organizations by development

of specialized WIN workers in the welfare department. Nevertheless from the client's viewpoint com-

munication was still difficult because he was required to deal with two large bureaucracies.

*Cooley, W.W. and Lohnes, P.R. Multivariate Procedures for the Behavorial Sciences (New York:

John Wiley, Inc., 1968).

*Knight, Barbara Ann and Rusnack, Felix J., WIN Program Dropouts in Orange County: An Eval-

uation,School of Social Work, University of Southern California, Master of Social Work research project,

(unpublished) June 1970.
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Complaints were also lodged about the excessive paperwork required by the program but no essen-

tial changes had been effected. The reporting system was designed to meet the needs of the bureauc-

racies, not those of the clients. In this study it seemed that no one was able to make the changes which

all agreed were necessary.

Both social workers, WIN team members and clients were in agreement that the primary reasons

for failure were lack of transportation and child care, poor health of enrollees and a complete disillu-

sionment with the training offered. In addition, HRD administrators complained about the amount of

timing of payments to enrollees and the inappropriate nature of referees from welfare. Welfare admin-

istrators also felt that training plans were imposed on clients by HRD rather than being chosen by the

clients which could have facilitated their enthusiasm for the training programs. It was felt also that

clients received minimal social services and in some insti :,:es, client relatives provided the needed ser-

vices. In a numher of cases social welfare services were not available until a breakdown was observed by

WIN. Then service was directed to asking the client to return or by offering a job referral. Clients felt

they could succeed in the program but the authors stressed that careful review of each client's potential

before enrollment was necessary and early follow-up immediately after enrollment when problems were

likely to surface. This would he the time when close supportive service!, would he required to enable a

trainee to continue.

This pilot study reached the conclusion that the inordinate amount of paperwork in communication

between welfare and WIN should be reduced. HRD should develop a new payment system and a service

system under its awn exclusive administration for training, services, and income maintenance. If WIN

did not have the necessary expertise for handling client psychological problems, they should contract for

specialized social services through private or public sources. The study also suggested that the referral

process be simplified and that necessary steps be undertaken for screening out socially and/or psycho-

logically unemployable AFDC-U fathers and female clients with unresolvable child care and transpor-

Wion problems.

This pilot study provided considerable insight and methodological experience which informed the

present research project.



CHAPTER 4

DESCRIPTION OF THE SAMPLE*

Introduction

This chapter presents a descriptive overview of the study sample of 360 enrollees. The chapter is

organized into seven main sections. The first section compares selected sample statistics with five key

parameters of the broad California WIN population. The second section describes the sample through

sixty -five baseline variables derived from the initial interviews with enrollees. These variables are organ-
ized into five clusters, the first four of which deal with enrollee characteristics while the fifth reflects
enrollee experience in the WIN organization.

1. Personal and family: attributes like sex, race, marital status, number of dependents and

so forth.

2. Health attributes such as record of illness, as use of drugs, and the like.

3. Transportation: chiefly the means of transportation to WIN and whether transportation

difficulty was a barrier to participation.

4. Employment and economic: variables such as type of job held previously, length of

employment, time on welfare, and the like.

5. Organizational: variables including clarity of job goal, whether an employability plan

was made, enrollee satisfaction with the plan, and the like.

The next four se [inns examine differences between sub-groups within the sample according to certain

selected classification. These sections deal with major class differences by sex, race, local WIN office,

and the enrollees' intentions to stay in the WIN program or quit if offered a job. The final section is a

brief chapter summary of all these findings.

An Overview of the Sample

In this section the findings are an overview of our sample, providing sixty-five baseline variables.

The data are basically frequently distributions and the variables are organized under the hcarlings: ( 1 )

personal and family attributes; (2) health variables; (3) transportation variable. (4) employment and

e;onomic variables; and (5 ) organizational variables.

Personal and Family Attributes

The sample was composed primarily of men, with women constituting only 20 percent. Of the

*By Jack Kaufman
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288 men, 272 were fathers; 63 of the 72 women were mothers. The remainder were youths. Fully

three-fourths of the sample were currently married, with 14.2 percent either separated or divorced, and

the remainder single. There was a wide spread in enrollees' ages ranging from 16 to 55 and although the

majority were between 22 and 44 years it is important to note that the sample is a relatively young

group with almost half (47.8 percent) in their 20's and about one-fourth (24.7 percent) in their 30's.

The majority of the sample (68.3 percent) were high school dropouts and 86 enrollees (23.8 per-

cent) graduated from high school, and nine of these graduated from college.

The sample was composed primarily of people with relatively few young chit: en and almost three-

fourths (74.7 percent) of the enrollees had only one or two children under seven. More than one-fourth

of the sample (27.8 percent) had only two dependents. Of the enrollees with children, fully 70 percent

stated that child care was provided at home by spouses; another 20.5 percent arranged for child care in

their own homes. Only 9.5 percent had child care plans requiring children to be cared for outside their

own homes in day care centers or nursery schools, attesting either to the scarcity of such facilities or the

parents' preference for in-home care. The child care plans seemed to be fairly s-atisfactory since only

15.6 percent reported a desire to change.

Few enrollees had been involved with the law, except in traffic court. Slightly more than one-

third (35.6 percent) reported no parking or traffic tickets in the last five years. All the rest had at least

one traffic violation, and 20.8 percent had five or more violations during the past five years. Almost

two-thirds of the sample (65.2 percent) had never been convicted of a crime either felony or misdemean-

or. About one-fifty (19.8 percent) reported being convicted of a misdemeanor and 12.8 percent reported

felony convictions. This was a sensitive area in which to question and enrollees were given the oppor-

tunity to decline an answer, but few did.

Health Variables

In general, enrollees repotted themselves to be healthy. Almost half (48.9 percent) reported no

illnesses during the previous year, and another 21.9 percent reported only one illness. Most of these

illnesses were not so severe as to require staying in bed and only ,tbont one in five (20.3 percent)stated

that their illness confined them to bed for two or more days during the previous year.

Almost all the respondents stated they had no problem or illness due to drinking. Over 90 percent

reported no days ill after drinking for the prior year. Nor did the use of drugs seem widespread. Only

4.2 per:ent reported taking drugs to induce sleep; 1.9 percent used drugs for depression; 10.6 percent

reported taking drugs for nervousness. There was a significant need for health aides or medical appliances;

almost one.third (30.8 percent) reported a need for eyeglasses, hearing aides, or other medical appliances.
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Only 4.2 percent reported a need for surgery. This picture of relatively good health held up in regard to

WIN participation, with 62.2 percent of the sample not missing a day at WIN orientation due to illness;

10.6 percent missed once, and 11.7 percent missed twice and the remainder more than that.

This picture of relatively good health was true also for the children of the enrollees. Only 12.5

percent of the sample reported having a child with a physical handicap, and about one-fifth (17.4 per-

cent) reported more than four episodes of illness among their children during the prior yenr.

Transportation Variables

Slightly over half the enrollees (50.6 percent) traveled to WIN in their own cars. The rest got to

WIN by car-pooling, with friends, hitch-hiking, or by public transportation. Of those who used their own

cars, about 60 percent felt that their cars were reliable. In general, transportation problems did not seem

to stop people from getting to WIN. More than four-fifths of the sample (82.5 percent) never missed a

day from WIN, and another 17.4 percent missed no more than two days, because of transportation

problems.

Employment and Economic Variables

This section deals with a variety of employment and economic variables subsumed under three

headings. The first presents variables dealing with generai work history and employment status just be-

fore the enrollee entered WIN. The second comprises a description of the last job held, and the third

is a description of the best job held.

General employment history: Enrollees in the sample varied widely in work e.Kperiences, work

history and number of years worked. The largest single group, (almost 40 percent) had worked for less

than five years of their lives. However, at the lower extreme, we found eight enrollees who had worked

less than a year of their lives, and at the upper extreme, 64 enrollees (17.8 percent) who had worked for

twenty yeats or more. In addition one-fifth (18.3 percent) had worked five to nine years, and one-quarter

had worked 10-19 years.

Table 4.2

Work Life of Sample Enrollees

Total Years Worked in Lifetime N

Less than 1 year 8 2.2

1 year 33 9.2

2 years 32 8.9

3 years 30 8.3

4 years 37 10.3

5-9 years 66 18.3

10.19 years 90 25.0

20.29 years 52 14.4

30 or more years 12 3.4

Total = 100 percent 360
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Again, enrollees varied widely in the longest time they had held one job. As would be expected

among men and wollien with low skills, in marginal occupations, the largest group (31.1 percent) had

never held a job for a full year. However, slightly more than one-fourth of the sample (26.3 percent)

had held one job for five years or more as Table 4-3 shows. Among these we found a number with very

stable work histories on one job for eight, ten, or 12 years. These were obviously not mwginal, un

skilled, nor highly mobile workers.

Table 4-3

Longest Time on One Job of Sample Enrollees

Time on One Job N

Less than I year 112 31.1

12-13 months 56 15.6

24-35 months 41 11.4

36-48 months 34 9.5

49-59 months 22 6.1

5 years or more 95 26.3

Total =100 percent 360

We also asked about duration of the present spell of unemployment and length of time on welfare

in the last five years. More than ...line out of ten enrollees had been unemployed less than a year when

first interviewed in the winter of 1970 with the largest proportion (63.5 percent) out of work between

t;:x and 12 months. Another 29.2 percent had been out of work for less than six months, and only 7.2

percent for a year or longer. Over one-third (35.5 percent) of the sample had been on County Aid for

six months or less, and an6ther 33.4 percent had received aid for six-totwelve months. The balance of

the sample, 30.6 percent, had received aid for more than one year. Among these were 19 subjects (5.3

percent) who had recelwed aid continuously for the last five years. These f*ures do not support the

contention that welfare is a "way of life" for many families on AFDC.

Last job held: The duration of the last job also tended to be short as the economy slowed and

employers began to search for economies and to reduce their work force. The majority of the sample

(68.6 percent) had worked at their last job for one year or less. Only 11.9 percent had worked for one-

to-two years, and 19.4 percent for longer than this. Hourly wages on the last job were moderate, but

were above the minimum for a majority of the sample (38.8 percent). They reported earning between

52.00 and $2.99 per hour, and another one-fourth (23.9 percent) reported hourly earnings of $3.00-

3.99,and 11.4 percent earned more. Just over mefourth (27.5 percent) earned less than 52.00 per hour.
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The type of job last held by enrollees was usually an unskilled position which could be entered

with little preparation or experience; unskilled labor (33.8 percent) and semi-skilled factory workers

(32.1 percent), and three out of four (74.2 percent) stated they had had no training for these jobs.
Skilled manual workers accounted for 19 percent of the sample, and the balance (15.1 percent) were

clerical, sales, and kindred positions. Most enrollees said they liked their last job (35.5 percent reported

disliking it), but, with some inconsistency, the largest proportion of the sample (41.7 percent) said they

quit this last job to try to get a better one; 34.2 percent were laid off and 13.5 percent were fired. The

balance (10.3 percent) gave other reasons.

Best job ever held: Enrollees tended to hold their "best" jobs for only short periods as Table 4-4

shows. The majority (43.3 percent) held these jobs less than a year but an equal proportion continued in

this "best" job for between one and five years, and 51 enrollees (14.2 percent) held their jobs for five or

more.

Table 4.4

Distribution of Enrollees: Time on Best Job

Time on Best Job

Less than 1 year 156 43.3

12-23 months 66 18.4

24-35 months 44 12.2

36-47 months 30 8.3

48-59 months 13 3.6

5 years or more 51 14.2

Total = 100 percent 360

Distribution of hourly wages on the best-liked job was not very different from that of the last job

held. However the type of job reported as "best-liked" was generally at a higher level than was the last

job. Almost one-fourth (24.8 percent) of the best-liked jobs were unskilled, 36.8 percent were semi-

skilled factory work, 19.1 percent were skilled manual jobs, and 19.4 percent were clerical, sales, and

kindred jobs.

Organizational Variables

The variables presented in this section deal with experience of enrollees with the WIN organiz-

tion , their satisfaction and dissatisfaction, their understanding of program requirements and their attempts
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to cope with the bureaucracy. These variables have been divided into three groups: (1) those dealing

with the referral to WIN, (2) those relating to the experiences in the WIN program, and (3) those re-

lating to outcomes.

Referral to WIN: The vast majority of this sample (86.9 percent) was referred to WIN only once.

Another 11.4 percent had been referred twice and the balance (1.7 percent) were referred more than
twice. The large majority (82.8 percent) were told about WIN by their welfare department services
worker.* Most of them reported satisfaction with their ability to get information about WIN from

their service workers during the course of the eligibility interview or the WIN assessment. Only 12.8 per-

cent reported that the services worker refused to answer questions about WIN. Enrollees were primarily

concerned with intrinsic questions about what WIN could do for them and what sorts of jobs they might

be able to get after WIN training.

This type of question was asked by 58.9 percent of the sample. Some workers tended to defer

this kind of question and tell the client he would just have to wait, that they did not know what WIN

would provide. The harrassed worker often spent 45 minutes completing this assessment and much of

this time was utilized in completing the referral forms as accurately as possible rather than answering

questions which would not have a definitive answer.

Another 19.5 percent was concerned with extrinsic questions concerning matters like transpor-

tation and child care. A large number of subjects (44.8 percent) reported receiving no help in making

arrangements to get to WIN; that is, they said that they made all arrangements themselves and probably

indicated they needed no help. About one-fourth of the sample (23.9 percent) reported receiving help

from their social worker, and almost another one-fourth (22.4 percent) reported receiving help from

someone at WIN.

The range in elapsed time from hearing about WIN and becoming enrolled varied widely from one

week (26 enrollees) to ninety-eight weeks (7 enrollees). Almost one-third of the sample (31.9 percent)

was enrolled within four weeks, and four-fifths (79.4 percent) was enrolled within six months of !leafing

about WIN. In this sample, only 8.9 percent considered themselves job-ready, that is, needed no train-

ing, at the time of referral

*Under the new Los Angeles County DPSS Service Delivery plan, this is changed since December

1971. The Eligibility Worker completes the paper referral and provides essentially no screening or con-

sideration of problems as this is beyond her function and training. Thus, in most cases the linkage be-

tween referral to WIN and services is now lost. In sonic cases we have recently uncovered, the client's

first access to services followed his placement under WIN sanctions; then a referral to a specialized Prob-

lem Solving Unit was made. Most of these cases were WIN referral errors labeled "administrative errors."

The dollar cost of such errors is not known.
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WIN Experience: The largest part of the sample (34.7 percent) was drawn from the Santa Monica

local WIN office. During the sampling period some Santa Monica enrollees were transferred to new

local offices at Inglewood or Venice. However, these shifts are not reflected in the analysis and we refer

only to the Santa Monica enrollees as a single group. The East Los Angeles office provided 23.9 percent

of the referrals, the Florence and its out-station, South Central office, provided 24.4 percent and the

South Gate office provided the remaining 16.9 percent.

The vast majority of the enrollees (96.7 percent) attended the WIN orientation. This is the en-

rollees' first experience with a program component, following the initial decision by the team that the

referee is appropriate and that all necessary facts about the case have been verified and documented. A

decision to assign the enrollee to orientation is made only after some exploration of his needs has been

made. Disregarding the care with which the needs assessment is done for each enr;,:ee, the appropriate-

ness of the content of the orientation, or the grouping of enrollees within an orientation seminar, it was

possible to obtain a general indication of what was liked best and what was liked least about orientation.

The respondents' comments were open-ended and a content analysis technique was applied to class-

ify answers. Three categories of answers out-stripped all others as the most positive thing of the orien-

tation, what "turned the enrollee on." These were, first, the group structure of the experience, being in

a group with others who had similar difficulties sharing common problems (25.9 percent). Second, the

specific content about what the WIN program could offer the enrollee (19.6 percent). This was generally

called "learning about WIN." Running a close third were comments titled "job market information"

(18.4 percent). These were comments related to acquiring specific information through the orientation

about job openings, what the labor market was like today, what qualifications and requirements were for

different occupations.

We also classified the above responses according to the enrollee's intention to stay in the WIN

program and complete the employability plan or to quit prematurely should he happen to find a job. At

the time of this initial interview with enrollees in the study, 210 (over 58%) said they intended to

complete the program and 106 (over 29%) intended to leave prematurely before completing the employ.

ability plan. The remainder did not know. These intentions to stay in the program or quit, however, did

not effect the rank order of the top three aspects of orientation enrollees liked most. A typical comment

was:

"It was all helpful, I had not been to school for such a long time it helped me to get ready to

go back. We Nis° accomplished something different each day of the orientation and even if

we got bored at times with the teacher, he would let us leave a little early. But that didn't

happen much, it was so interesting."
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This is not to say that every enrollee enjoyed the free-flowing unstructured discussion. Those who

were turned off by this kind of group discussion were typified in the following comment:

or,

"It was a waste of time, too much like group therapy. That's okay for people with hang-ups,

but many of us there don't."

"It was alright, I suppose, but not as good as it should have been. A couple of guys always

had to argue all the time. The leader let them bring up personal problems in class too much.

Really, the whole thing should have been better organized."

The latter comment directed attention to lack of proper leadership skill and possibly poor organ-

ization of the time. These comments were reechoed time and time again, however, when we asked en-

rollees what they like least in orientation. Out-stripping all other answers to this question was the reply

that it was "the pace, the languor, the waste of time, and the disorganization of the discussion" which

most irritated and confused the enrollees: Among those who said they intended to complete the WIN

program, 16% stated that this was the aspectof orientation they like least, and among those who said

they intended to quit, the proportion was 22.3 %. The angry tone of one respondent typified those who

felt the orientation was a wasteful experience.

"It made no sense to sit for 15 days, 6 or 7 hours a day to hear that kind of stuff and to take

a simple test and to talk to the people in charge. We could have accomplished all that in two

days. This was a complete waste of time and taxpayers money."

Another enrollee analyzed his irritation with the slow pace as the result of the grouping of enrollees in

the orientation seminar. He said:

"I'm not knocking this kind of thing for those who may need it, but why enforce everyone to

go through it? Some people may just need to talk about their problems forever. Others of

us really wanted to get a job. Some of us with college education were mixed in with people

with grade three or four education, our needs were entirely different. I could have been

applying that time to learning the trade I wanted and the instructor made it worse because

he argued with everyone all the time."

This latter comment, as might be expected, comes from an enrollee who intends to leave the WIN train-

ing program at the first opportunity of any job that he may find.

Indeed it was a surprise that more enrollees did not comment upon this aspect of the orientation.

In initial observations of our Research team as they visited various orientation seminars, the seeming

lack of specified purpose of discussion in the groyple apparent diffused focus, and the frequent lack
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of attention on the part of the enrollees to what the leader was trying to say suggested that the time in

orientation may not have been spent to the best purpose.

One other comment deserves attention in respect to "least liked activity." This also refers to use

of time in going on field visits, viewing movies, and taking tours. Among those who said they intended

to stay on the program, such activities were disliked by 100% of the group, and others who intended to

quit the program are almost 12%of the group. Enrollee comments indicated they _did not see the relation-

ship between "a trip to the harbor" and getting a job, nor did they see the relationship between viewing

a high school training film on auto assembly line and the type of job training which would be offered by

the WIN program.

Job Goal in WIN

For the trainee, the importance of having clearly in mind the job goal that hopefully he will achieve

through his efforts, cannot be over stressed. Engaging in study, training, or work experience for a job

goal that is unclear is scarcely any better than if the job goal were non-existent. Under these circum-

stances, the activities and the training regimen become meaningless and the enrollee's satisfaction with

his employability plan, considered to be the heart of the WIN system. We expected also that satisfaction

was related to the enrollee's belief that the job goal for which he was training was an improvement over

his previous jobs or would lead to a job at least as good as his best liked previous job. We therefore

included a cluster of questions concerning the trainee's knowledge of his job goal and the employability

plan, that is, the steps by which he would eventually achieve the goa! his satisfaction with the goal and

the plan and his preference for the kind of training he was receiving versus something else.

It should be remembered that the responses reported here are derived from the first interview in

the study. For all but a few, this interview took place some weeks after the orientation period was

finished. It should also be borne in mind that

the employability plan is the blueprint which guides the selection of program components

and supportive services necessary to effectively assist the enrollee to develop his occupation.

Its purpose is to identify for the enrollee and the WIN team where he is going, what he must

do to accomplish his employability plan, and provide a goal against which his progress can be

evaluated. It should provide direction and continuity, without rigidity, in the movement of

the enrollee through the program.

The importance of the employability plan is to provide a common framework by which the en-

rollee and the WIN team share common understandings of what will happen, although, initially the WIN

WIN Manual Amendment Transmittal no. 30- -May 26, 1971, section 2615.11t, "Purpose."
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team cannot predict every single activity in which an enrollee will be involved. Nevertheless, the com-

mon understandings should provide the basis for communication between the enrollees and the WIN

team. As a preliminary step to discussing the job goal and employability plan, we asked respondents:

Whether they were able to talk easily to their WIN team, did the team members seem to have time for

them, and were they friendly?" Exactly 50% of the sample reported positively; they could talk easily

to their WIN team members. Of the remainder, however, almost a third could not answer or did not

know whether their team was approachable or whether they could talk easily to one of its members.

This fact alone in its most innocent interpretation might allow one to question whether contact

with a WIN team member had not been minimal or entirely absent for a sizeable proportion of trainees.

Nevertheless, three out of five enrollees (61.1 percent) stated that they had a job goal, Almost half the

sample (49.4 percent) was clear about the job goal, and the majority of these (38.6 percent) were "really

clear." The remaining two out of five enrollees (38.8 percent) did not have a job goal at this time, and,

of course, this proportion could not answer the question regarding clarity of job goal.

In respect to satisfaction with the employment plan and job goal, over half the sample (52.2 per-

cent) felt satisfied; less than one in ten (9.4 percent) reported that they were dissatisfied. Again, slightly

less than two out of five could not state whether or not the plan would be satisfactory. Roughly one-

half of the sample (46.4 percent) said they indeed did prefer the kind of work for which they were now

preparing for in the job goal. A small proportion (14.2 percent) reported that they would prefer a dif-

ferent kind of job goal, while 35.8 percent were unable or unwilling to comment on their preference for

a job goal. In summary, then, approximately four to eight weeks after the orientation seminar con-

cluded, slightly over three-fifths of the enrollees had a job goal and slightly over one-half were satisfied

with it. The remaining two-fifths still had no job goal.

Almost half the sample (46.4 percent) believed that the job for which they were preparing was

better than their previous best liked employment. And again, just over oi.cthird (35.8 .ercent)--
those without employability plans -- were unable to answer. These estimates were in part based on

the enrollees expectation of earnings from their previous best jobs. Over half (52.2 pe I.:en° were unable

to specify and the remaining "halt" provided a wide array of expected increased earnings. Despite these

tiexpected increases ranging from $.99 per hour to $2.00 per hour more, less than half the sample (43.6

percent) believed that their expected new wages would be sufficient to live on. We expected that there

is considerable unreliability in these responses -- that they suggest guessing without a clear reality base.

Commitment to and interest in the employability plan and the goal of the job preparation was to

some extent indicated by the responses to our question "Would you leave the program now before com-

pleting your job preparation if a job was offered or would you stay in the program?" More than three-

fifths of the sample (61.1 percent) reported that they would not quit WIN before the end of training,

should a chance for a job arise, and about two-thirds of these stated they would "definitely" remain in

the program. Almost one-third (32.2 percent) said that they would quit under these circumstances.
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Movement into Category 11 Components

Most of thie enrollees moved rapidly from orientation to a Category II component, such as basic

education or vocational training. Thus, more than half (53.6 percent) were not delayed at all, finishing

orientation on a Thursday or Friday and starting basic education or general education development (GED)

the following week. Another 25 percent spent one month or less in a holding status. However, slightly

over one-fifth of the sample (21.4 percent) were detained at least five weeks in holding status. And, one

enrollee was delayed for as long as thirty-two weeks.

As noted in an earlier chapter. the majority of the Fample (62.5 percent ) remained in the WIN pro-

gram at the time of our second interview, some four to five months after the first. By this time, also,

35 enrollees had left, 17 of these left by the time of our first interview, and 118 (32.8 percent of our

sample) left the program between the first and second interviews. It should he noted that only one

significant difference was found in measured characteristics of those 17 enrollees who were out before

the first interview (Time 1) and the remaining 118 who were out between Time I and Time 2. The

analysis of this data is presented in appendix A. Because no statistically significant differences were

found in these two "OUT" groups. they are considered as a single sub-sample and contrasted with the

"INs" -- those who remained in the program for the second interview.

Personal and Family Attributes

(Differences by Sex)

First, two rather obvious differences by enrollee sex was noted: the mean number of dependents

for males versus females and the type of child care plans made. The males had a mean of 3.5 dependents

compared to a mean of 2.3 for women. In most instances, of course, the women were single or divorced,,

whereas the men listed their wives as dependents. These same dependent wives were most often men-

tioned (88 percent) as caring for the children at home, where:I:Ake women enrollees used other forms of

child care. In addition, the extent of involvement in crime differed significantly for males and females

(p < .01). Fully 89.9 percent of the women had not been convicted of a crime, either felony or mis-

demeanor, whereas this was true for only 60.1 percent of the men. Furthermore, 15.6 percent of the

males were convicted felons compared to only 1.4 percent of the women. A similar breakdown for mis-

demeanors was found with 22.2 percent for male convictions and 9.9 percent for female.

Health Variables

There were almost no significant differences between men and women in thin area. The only com-

parisons of interest were on drug use. Proportionately more women than men used drugs to induce sleep

and for depression (not statistically significant). Slightly more than one-quarter of the women (26.8

percent) used drugs for nervousness compared with only 6.7 percent of the men (p < .01). No other

measures were used to assess unacknowledged drug use or abuse.
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Transportation Variables

There was a significant difference between men and women in their means of transportation to

WIN orientation or subsequently to the classroom or training site (p < .01). Only 29.6 percent of the

women traveled to WIN in their own cars compared to 56.9 percent of the men.

Employment and Economic Variables

Highly significant differences between sample men and women are most apparent in this area and

attest to the disadvantaged position of female marginal workers in contrast to males. Men had worked

a mean of 10.9 years compared to a mean of 7 years for women (p < .001). Also, men had worked

longer on their longest job than women -- an average of 39 months for males compared to 21 months

for women (p <.001). Furthermore, women had been unemployed longer in the most recent period --

an average of 14.8 months compared to an average of 9.2 months for men (p <.001). Related to this

we found that women had received public aid for over two years in the past five years (an average of

25.3 months) compared to less than one year (average of 11.5 months) for the men (p <.001). Women

also earned less ---an average of 81.79 per hour on their last job compared to an average of $2.88 earned

by men (p < .001). On their best jobs, women worked an average of 15 months compared to an average

of 27 months for men (p < .001) and earned an average of $2.01per hour compared to $2.98 for men

(p <.00 I ). All these differences clearly point to the lower status of women in the job market.

Predictably, differences often emerged between males and females in the type of job held and in

she best job ever held. For the best job held, proportionately twice as many women as men were em-

ployed in clerical, sales, and kindred jobs (32.8 percent compared to 16.2 percent) and proportionately

only half as many women as men were in skilled manual jobs (10.4 percent compared to 21.1 percent).

The proportions of men and women in factory work or as machine operators was roughly equivalent as

Table 4-7 shows and a higher proportion of men than women held unskilled jobs.

In respect to the last job held, a similar breakdown between men and women was found, as Table

4-8 shows. It is of interest also to note the increased proportion of both men and women whose last job

was unskilled labor in contrast to the best job ever held, and for fully one-third of the total sample, the

last job held was that of unskilled laborer.

.60 14...)
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Table 4.7

Class of Best Job by Sex of Enrollees

Class of Job

Sex

Total

N %

M:n Women

N %

Clerical, Sales and Kindred 46 16.2 22 32.8 68 19.4

Skilled Manual 60 21.1 7 10.4 67 19.1

Machine Operator or Factory 105 37.0 24 35.9 129 36.7

Worker

Unskilled Labor 73 25.7 14 20.9 87 24.8

Total = 100 percent 284 67 351*

*Data is missing for 4 men and 5 women

Table 4.8

Class of Last Job by Sex of Enrollees

Class of Job

Sex

TotalMen Women

Clerical, Sales and Kindred 33 11.6 20 29.4 53 15.1

Skilled Manual 61 21.5 6 8.8 67 19.0

Machine Operator or FaAory 90 31.7 23 33.9 113 32.1

Worker

Unskilled Labor 100 35.2 19 27.9 119 33.8

Total = 100 percent 284 68 352*

*Data is missing for 4 men and 4 women

Women in this sampl., appear to have more upward job aspirations. Fully 64.7 percent of the

women quit their Iasi job to seek better work, compared to 36.1 percent of the men. Women were

laid off and fired proportionately much !css than men (p -G!0_91.1
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Reason for Leaving Last JoRbeasons

for Leaving Last Job by Sex of Enrollees

Men %Table

4.9

Sex

% N %

Total

Quit to Try toGe t Better Job 101 36.1 44 64,7 145 41.7

Fired 46 16.4 I 1.5 47 13.5

Laid Off 109 38.9 10 14.7 119 34.2

Other 24 8.6 13 19.1 37 10.6

Total = 100 percen t 280 68 348

12 missing observations

Organizational Variables

In respect to organizational variables -- how the organization impinged upon the enrollee --

significant differences emerged between niales and females. But, as will be seen, these are primarily func-

tions of the interface between the WIN organization and the welfare organization and of specific policy

decisions, In making preparations for enrolling in WIN or commencing training, welfare service workers

help proportionately more of the women than the men (36.1 percent compared to 20.7 percent) (p<.05).

The explanation of this is not hard to find as the women were volunteers to the WIN program and often

reported that they had to work very closely with the service worker to make necessary ?reparations for

enrollment, and hence would frequently receive supportive services from the public welfare worker. By

contrast, among the men, 25 percent stated that someone at WIN assisted them in resolving problems in

contrast to only 12.5 percent in the women. The man has asked for very little assistance from his services

worker and his referral is mandated providing he is federally eligible for WIN. His needed readjustments

only become apparent when he is inside the WIN program and he therefore turns to the WIN coach or

counselor for assistance more often than does the woman. The policy differences in mandatory and vol-

untary referral to WIN were also reflected in the difference in elapsed time between hearing about WIN

program and becoming enrolled; an average of 38.9 weeks for women compared to 13.5 weeks for men

(p < .1001).

Understanding the WIN job goal and the clarity of this goal also differed by sex (p <.01 ). Initially,

all the women in the sample stated that they were clear about their job goal compared to only 74 percent

of the men. And of these proportions. eight out of ten women said they were "really clear" whereas

scarcely three out of five (57.1 percent) of the men felt this way. Moreover, related to this clarity of job
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goal, we found that significantly more women than men (p <.05) would remain in the program to com-

plete their employability plan even if they should find a job, (77.8 percent compared to 57 percent of

the men) as Table 4.10 shows.

Table 4.10

Expectation to Quit WIN by Sex of Enrollees

Expectation to Quit WIN if

Offered a Job

Sex

Total

N

Men Women

N % N

Definitely Quit 5 I 17.7 6 8.3 57 15.8

Probably Quit 51 17.7 8 11.1 59 16.4

Probably Stay 64 11 1 18 25.0 82 22.8

Definitely Stay 100 34.8 38 52.8 138 38.3

Don't Know 12 7.6 2 2.8 24 6.7

Total = 100 percent 288 72 360

The question asked: Suppose you started training or work experience and a chance for a job conies up,

would you leave WIN or not?

Comparison of Selected Variables by Ethnicity

Thissect ion presents a comparision among four ethnic groups in the study: Blacks, Whites, Mexican-

Americans, and others, including American Indians and Asians. The organization follows the headings

used in previous sections.

Personal and Family Attributes

In respect to education, Blacks and Whites had completed 10.8 mean years of education, whereas

the Mexican-American group had completed only 9,3 years, and the others, 11 years. Small but signif-

icant differences (p <.01) were also found among the ethnic groups on mean number of dependents. The

MexicanAmerican enrollees had a mean of 3.7 dependents, others had 3,4 dependents, Blacks had 3.0,

and Whites had a mean of 2.7 dependents. The larger mean number of dependents for MexicanAmericans

and Others may reflect the greater likelihood that these are not broken families, as we also found that

these same two groups often stated that the wife was caring for the children at home (84.6 percent for

Other and 77.7 percent for Mexican-Americans). By contrast, only 65.5 percent of the White enrollees

and 58 percent of the Blacks enrolled stated tha the spouse cared for the children and these same two

groups utilized other child care plans more oaten as Table 4 -I I shows.
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Table 4-11

Child Care Plan by Ethnic Group of Enrollees

Ethnic Group

Child Care Plan

White Black
Spanish
Surname Oilier Total

N %N % N % N % N %

At Home by Spouse 55 65.5 51 58.0 108 77.6 22 84.6 236 70.1

At Home by Other 18 21.4 30 34.1 19 13,7 2 7.7 69 20,5

Nursery School or Day

Care Center 5 6.0 3 3,4 4 2,9 0 12 3.6

Public School and/or

Neighbor 6 7,1 4 4.5 8 515 2 7.7 20 5.4

Total = 100 percent 84 88 139 26 337*

*This question was :tot applicable to 23 enrollees.

Residential stability also differed significantly (p <.01) among the ethnic groups. We asked for the

number of different residential addresses for the enrollee in the past five years. For Biack, the average

number of residences was only 2.6 and for Mexican-Americans it was 3. For the Others it was 3.8 and

for Whites, 3.5 different residences. This tendency for stability among Blacks and Mexican-Americans

may represent not only a relative economic disadvantago for these two ethnic groups, but also discrim-

inatory housing problems which they face. By contrast, the White enrollee, with almost one move per

year was able to seek more convenient housing or follow the job market without the constraint of dis-

criminatian.

Health Variables

Significant difference in the need for medical appliances were found between ethnic groups (p <I 0 ).

The Black and the Mexican-American enrollees reported a greater need for medical appliances (36.1 per-

cent and 34 percent, respectively) than do the Others (28.1 percent) and the White group (20.7 percent ).

Also in the average number of illnesses of the enrollees' children we found small but significant differ-

ences by ethnic group. Mexican-American and Black enrollees' children showed a mean of 2.6 spells of

illness compared with 1.7 illnesses for Whites and 1.6 illnesses for Others, in the last year.

Employment and Economic Variables

Significant (Were nces in employment and economic variables by ethnic group showed the all too



familiar picture. In general, Black and Mexican-American enrollees earned lower wages, had been un-

employed longer, and received County welfare aid for longer periods of time than the other two ethnic

groups. These data are displayed in Table 4-12

Table 4.12

Unemployment, Earnings and Duration of County Aid by Ethnic Group

Variab le

Ethnic Group

Black

Me xican-

American White Others

Duration Unemployment

(months this year)

11.1 10.6 9.8 7.8 N.S.

Earnings Last Job

(dollars per hour)

52.48 S2.58 52.88 52.92 .05

Earnings Best-Liked Job

(dollars per hour)

52.54 52.58 S3.22 $3.27 .01

Receiving County Aid

(months in last 5 years)

19 13.5 11.5 11.3 .01

Reasons why the enrollee left his last job also showed significant differences among ethnic groups (p <JO).

The largest group (145 or 41.7 percent of the sample) le ft in order to try for a better job, as Table 4-13

shows. And 34.2 percent (119 enrollees) were laid-off. However, job mobility and risk taking were

somewhat higher among the White group than among the other ethnic groups. Of interest, too is the fact

that a lay-off accounted for leaving the job for proportionately twice as manyminorities(Black,Mexican-

American, and/or Other) than of Whites. Moreover, among White enrollees, a significantly larger pro-

portion indicated they did not like job "much" or "not at all," than was found among the minority

ethnic groups. At the other end of the scale those who definitely liked their last job -- we found

significantly fewer whites than was true for the Black ethnic group or others.
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Table 4-13

Reason for Leaving Last Job by Ethnic Group

Ethnic Group

TotalWhite Black

Mexican-
American Other

Reason for Leaving N % N % N % N % N c/f,

Try for Better Job 45 53.6 34 36.6 57 39.9 9 32.1 145 41.7

Fired 12 14.3 7 7.5 23 16.1 5 17.9 47 I3.5

Laid off 17 20.2 39 41.9 52 36.3 H 39.3 119 34.2

Other 10 11.9 13 14.0 11 7.7 3 10.7 37 I0.6

Total = 100 percent 84 93 143 28 348

12 missing observations

Table 4.14

Liking and Disliking the Last Job by Ethnic Group

Ethnic Group

TotalWhite Black
Mexican-
American Other

Like Job N % N % N % N % N %

Definitely 1 6 18.8 32 33.7 29 20,3 I I 40.8 88 6.4

Quite Well 33 38.8 33 34.8 63 44.0 8 29.6 137 39.2

Not Much 26 30.6 16 16.8 29 20.3 2 7.4 73 20.8

Not at All 10 11.8 14 14.7 22 15.4 6 /1.1 52 14.8

Total = 100 percent 85 95 143 27 350

10 missing observations

Comparisons Among Local WIN Offices

This section compares selected variables among four local WIN offices serving areas of Los Angeles

with substantially different ethnic compositions as shown in Table 4 -IS. The Sang Monica office desig-

nation includes WIN enrollees initially served by the Santa Monica office; some were later transferred to

the Venice and Inglewood offices. This is the group most ethnically heterogenous but has a majority of
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white clients (34.4 percent). The Florence office includes the South Central WIN office with over 80

percent Negro enrollment. The other two areas; East Los Angeles and South Gate, include only one

office in each. The former is nearly 90 percent Spanish surname. The latter is almost evenly divided be-

tween Spanish surname and other Caucasians. It is the only office in the sample with no black enrollees,

Comparisons presented in this section include all variables for which statistically significant differences

emerged among the four areas, and some variables in witch differences showed a trend but not statis-

tically significant. Analysis of variance for interval scale variables and Chisquare for nominal or ordinal

scale variables were the tests utilized.

Personal and Family Attributes

There was a significant difference in the distribution of the sexes in the four samples (p <.05 ).

East Los Angeles and Santa Monica included more men (89.5 percent and 84.8 percent) than did Florence

and South Gate (each with 70.5 percent). This difference is partly reflected in the significant difference

among the areas in marital status (p <.001) as Table 4.16 shows. Florence had a disproportionately high

number of separated enrollees (13.6 percent) and South Gate had a disproportionately high number of

divorced enrollees (13.1 percent). Florence and Santa Monica also had proportionately more single en-

rollees than the other districts. The great majority in all four subsatnples, were married couples with

East Los Angeles the highest (88.3 percent) and Florence the lowest (63.6 percent).

Table 4-15

Distribution of Race by WIN District

WIN District

East Los

Angeles Florence

Santa

Monica

South

Gate Total

Race N % N % N % N % N %

White 7 8.1 5 5.7 43 34.4 32 52.5 87 24.2

Black I 1.2 71 80.6 25 20.0 0 -- 97 26.9

Spanish Surname 77 89.5 10 11.4 31 24.8 26 42.6 144 40.0

Other I 1.2 2 2.3 26 20.8 3 4.9 32 8.9

Total = 100 percent 86 88 125 61 360

4.: 4:
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Table 4-16

Distribution of Marital Status by WIN Districts

WIN District

Total
East Los

Angeles Florence
Santa

Monica
South
Gate

Marital Status N % N % N % N % N %

Married 76 88.3 56 63.6 93 74.4 44 72.1 269 74.7

Separated 6 7.0 12 13.6 5 4,0 4 6,6 27 7,5

Divorced 4 4.7 2 2.3 10 8.0 8 13.1 24 6.7

Single 0 -- 18 20.5 17 13.6 5 8,2 40 11,1

Total = 100 percent 86 88 125 61 360

Enrollees in the four subsamples were surprisingly close in mean age. The oldest (30.5 years) were

in East Los Angeles and the youngest (26.9 years) in South Gate; Santa Monica and Florence were 29.1

and 28.7 years respectively. A small but statistically significant difference was evident in mean years of

education (p < .01), Santa Monica enrollees revealed the highest (10.8 years) compared to 10.3 years in

Florence, 9.8 years in South Gate, and 9.5 years in East Los Angeles.

The average number of dependents and child care plans also differed significantly in the four sub-

samples. East Los Angeles enrollees reported 3.9 dependents on the average, Florence had 3.2, Santa

Monica, 2.9 and South Gate enrollees had the lowest, 2.8. The difference in child care plans appeared to

reflect differences in sex distribution among the four subsamples. Local offices with larger proportions

of women enrollees, Florence and South Gate, showed proportionately less children cared for by spouses

(63.8 percent in South Gate and 61.3 percent in Florence compared to 81.2 percent in East Los Angeles

and 71.1 percent in Santa Monica). It could reasonably be expected that in the two former local offices

more problems might arise with child care (and with transportation) than among enrollees whose children

were cared for at home by the wife.

Health Variables

Significant differences among the subsamples emerged in use of drugs for nervousness (p < .05).

This again seems to reflect the different sex distribution. More women than men use these drugs and

high use showed up in districts with higher proportions of women enrollees (19.8 percent in Florence

and 10 percent in South Gate compared to 8.1 percent in Santa Monica and 5.8 percent in East Los

Angeles).



Large and significant differences were found among the subsatnples M enrollees' need for medical

appliances, such as eyeglasses (p < .001). Florence revealed the largest percentage of enrollees with this

need, 44.3 percent, and Santa Monica the smallest, 19.2 percent. South Gate and East Los Angeles were

intermediate (36.1 percen; and 30.1 percent respectively), Thus with both these indicators of health

problems, Florence enrollees revealed the highest unmet need.

There was a very small but statistically significant difference among the areas in the average number

of days absent from WIN due to illness (p < .05). Santa Monica enrollees average the most such ab-

sences, 5.2 days, compared to 4.9 in East Los Angeles, 4.8 in Florence, and 4.2 in South Gate.

Transportation Variables

There were significant differences among the font- areas in whether or not enrollees were absent

from WIN due to transportation problems (p <.05). In South Gate 25.4 percent of the enrollees missed

at least one day at WIN due to transportation problems compared to 24.1 percent for Florence enrollees,

13.5 percent of East Los Angeles enrollees, and 11.7 percent of Santa Monica enrollees. The latter were

more widely dispersed but more had their own cars for transportation.

Employment and Economic Variables

There is a notable but not significant difference in the total numbers of years worked. South Gate

enrollees averaged only 7.8 years worked but enrollees in all other subsamples averaged over 10 years

of employment (10.8 years in East Los Angeles, 10.7 years in Santa Monica, 10.3 years in Florence). It

should be remembered that South Gate enrollees were younger and also averaged the shortest time on

their longest held job, 29.6 months, compared to 333 months for Santa Monica enrollees, 35.6 months

for Florence enrollees, and 42.8 months for East Los Angeles enrollees.

Significant differences were found in the average length of unemployment before enrolling in WIN

(p < .05). Florence enrollees had been unemployed longest, an average of 12.3 months, compared to

11.2 months in East Los Angeles, 9.3 months in South Gate, and 8.8 months in Santa Monica. The same

pattern held true for the difference among subsamples in average time on public aid in the last five years

(p <.01). Florence enrollees averaged 20.1 months on aid compared to 14.8 months in East Los Angeles,

118 months in South Gate, and 10.6 months in Santa Monica. These two differences suggest that

Florence enrollees (predominantly black) have the most marginal relationship to the labor force, yet

held their longest job for almost three years and were followed closely by East Los Angeles enrollees

(predominantly Spanish surname). On the other hand, Santa Monica enrollees seem to have the best

experience in relation to the work force.

This notion gains support (although from a non-significant difference among the districts) in mean

time on the last held job. East Los Angeles enrollees averaged 20.6 months on their last job compared to

16.1 months for Florence enrollees, 14.7 months for Santa Monica enrollees, and 13.8 months for South
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Gate enrollees. It appears that Florence and East Los Angeles enrollees lost their jobs first and were on

aid longer despite the longer average time on their jobs. This is consonant with their greater marginality

to the labor force and what is known about job tenure and discrimination among minority workers.

Table 4-17

Source of Help with WIN Arrangements by WIN District

WIN District

Source of Help

East Los
Angeles Florence

Santa

Monica
South
Gate Total

NN % N % N % N

Social or Eligibility Worker 9 11.0 27 31.0 29 24.4 18 30,0 83 23.9

Someone at WIN 21 25.6 I 1 12,6 35 29.4 11 18.3 78 22.4

Spouse 9 I1.0 7 8,0 II 9.2 4 6,7 31 8.9

No-one-self Only 43 52.4 42 48.4 44 37.0 27 45.0 156 44.8

Total = 100 percent 87 119 60 348

12 missing observations

In respect to type of job last held, no significant differences showed up according to local offices

although more than one-third (38.5 percent) of the sample held unskilled jobs whereas the proportion

was lower in Santa Monica (25 percent) and higher in Florence (44.8 percent).

Organizational Variables

How were enrollees able to get help to make arrangements to enter WIN? Among the four districts

a significant difference (p < .05) emerged in the sources of help enrollees could use to make necessary

arrangements as Table 4-17 shows.

Close to half the sample (44.8 percent) handled everything without help. Florence and South Gate.

with more women enrollees, received proportionately more services through welfare department social

workers. East Los Angeles and Santa Monica enrollees received more help through WIN. Yet it is of

interest to note that enrollees of the local offices with largest minority concentrations (East Los Angeles

and Florence) received proportionally less help from welfare and WIN workers combined than did the

other two subsamples (Santa Monica and South Gate). In both of the latter locations larger propor-

tions of white enrollees were found. Moreover Santa Monica included the highest proportion (15.2 per-

cent) of job ready enrollees. By contrast in the remaining three subsamples, the job ready proportions
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were significantly lower (p < .01); (9.1 percent for Florence, 3.5 percent for East Los Angeles and 3.3

percent for South Gate).

Table 4-18

Job Goals by WIN District

WIN District

East Los
Angeles Florence

Santa
Monica

South
Gate Total

Job Goal Preference N % N % N % N % N

Similar to First Choice 52 60.5 45 51.2 35 28.0 37 60,7 169 46.9

Not similar to first choice 14 16.3 16 18.2 12 9.6 9 14.8 51 14.2

Has no Job Goal 18 20.9 26 29.5 59 47.2 12 19.7 115 31.9

No Answer Don't Know 2 2.3 I 1.1 19 15.2 3 4.8 25 7.0

Tom) = 100 percent 86 88 125 61 360

Table 4.19

Satisfaction With Job Goal by WIN District

WIN District

Satisfaction

East Los
Angeles Florence

Santa
Monica

South
Gate Total

N %N % N % N % N %

Satisfied 62 72.1 49 55.7 37 29.6 40 65.6 188 52.2

Dissatisfied 10 11.6 15 17.0 6 4.8 3 4.9 34 9.4

Don't Know Don' t Care 14 16.3 24 27.3 82 65.6 i 8 29.5 138 38.4

Total = 100 percent 86 88 125 61 360

If one must speculate about the possible interaction between WIN team members and enrollees,

were some enrollees more aggressive in requesting help? Were some WIN team members more responsive

to the better educated and better prepared enrollees with higher job aspirations and labor market success

found in the Santa Monica subsample?

The data do not shed much light on these speculations in part due to reticence among Santa Monica



enrollees in responding to the question "Die! you feel the WIN team was unfriendly?" Fully 62.4 percent

of the Santa Monica enrollees did not reply. Of those who did, only 6.4 percent believed their team had

been "unfriendly or too busy to help" whereas the high proportion was 23 percent in South Gate and

the low 18.2 percent in Floreace. East Los Angeles was intermediate.

We also asked whether the enrollee's job goal was what he wanted -- was it similar te his first

choice or not -- or did he not have a job goal yet. In Table 4-18 it can be seen that the majority (46.9

percent) believe their goal is what they wanted and 14,2 percent do not. However nearly one-third (31.9

percent) have no job goal after being in WIN between 6 and 8 weeks, This unfortunate state is true for

almost half the Santa Monica enrollees (47,2 percent) and only 28.0 percent of them considered their

goal to be their first choice. By contrast, significantly larger proportions in the other three subsamplcs

believed their first choice had been respected, and smaller proportions had no job goal.

A similar pattern emerges in response to our question "Are you satisfied with your job goal in

WIN?" Table 4.19 shows significantly larger proportions are satisfied in East Los Angeles, Florence and

South Gate. In Santa Monica, almost two-thirds "don't know or don't care." One may speculate whether

the WIN program may be better fitted to less well educated enrollees who perceive it as a channel to a

better life or a better job. Those with greater geographic and job mobility may not perceive it as an

avenue of advancement yet this view may be shared by others who feel under most serious economic dis-

advantages.

This notion is reinforced in responses to our question "Suppose you started training or work ex-

perience and a chance for a job comes up, would you leave WIN or not?" Significantly larger proportions

of Santa Monica and Florence respondents stated they would quit (p <.01) as Table 4-20 shows.

Table 4-20

Expection to Quit WIN if Offered a Job by WIN District

WIN District

If Offered a Job,
Enrollee Would

East Los
Angeles Florence

Santa
Monica

South
Gate Total

N %N % N % N % N %

Quit WIN Training 25 29.1 35 39.7 46 36.8 10 16.4 116 32.2

Finish WIN Training 58 67.4 51 58,0 66 52.8 45 73.8 220 61,1

Don't Know 3 3.5 2 2.3 13 10.4 6 9.8 24 6,7

Total = 100 percent 86 88 125 61 360

t7.;
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Expectation to Quit WIN

In this section comparisons are given for differences between two enrollee groups: (I) Those who

expected to quit the WIN training program if they happened to find a job or get a job offer and (2)

Those who expected to complete their employability plans, regardless of job offers or opportunity.

In a sense this is an early measure of commitment to the concept of self-improvement and poten-

tial job upgrading. It also represents e:;:ollees' early perception of the potency of the employability plan

as an avenue to escape their marginal job status.

More of the significant differences were found with employment and economic variables than in

the other clusters of variables,

Personal Variables

With both age and education statistically significant differences (p <.05) were found between those

who will quit and those who will stay, In reality the practical differences were slight, Those who will

stay are younger (a mean age of 28,2 years) and have less years of education (grade 10) in contrast to

those who may way(30.2 years of age and a mean of 10.6 years of education).

Employment and Economic Variables

Enrollees who expected to quit also had significantly more work experience than those who will

complete employability plans -- a mean of 12.4 years compared to a mean of 8.7 years (p Their

tenure on the last job was longer 41.1 months compared to 32 months (p .01). They had earned

more: S2.94 per hour compared to 52.49 per hour (p <.0 ). A larger proportion of them definitely

like their last job 34.8 percent compared to 20.4 percent and relatively few "didn't like t he last job

at all" -- 7 percent in contrast to 18 percent of those who planned to finish their employability plan.

Also in the last job they had ever had, enrollees expecting to quit had worked longer than the others

29.1 months on the average in compari'son to 21,8 months (p <.05). In these "best" jobs they had also

earned significantly more -- 53.06 per hour compared to S2,61 per hour,

Furthermore, as might be predicted from their more favorable work experience, enrollees expect-

ing to quit WIN had received public aid for significantly less time during the last five years -- an average

of 11.9 months compared to an average of 15.8 months (p <.01) for the others,

In summary these differences suggest that enrollees who expected to quit WIN to take a job if one

could be found, were those with more positive experience in the labor force: they had worked longer,

earned more, and been public aid recipients less. Enrollees with less positive experience in the labor

force were more committed to finish WIN training.
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However among those expecting to quit we also found significantly more who were unclear about

their job goal in WIN (p < .01). Only two-thirds (66.7 percent) said they were clear but among those

expecting to complete employability plans 86.6 percent were clear about their plans. There appears to

be a definite relationship between completing an employability plan and the clarity with which the var-

ious steps in the plan are understood and accepted as reasonable by the enrollee. Relatively high pro-

portions who expected to quit in the Florence subsample may well be explained by a lack of clarity

in understanding their employability plans.

Sumnatry

This section summarizes the description. It provides: first, a summary profile of the full sample of

360 WIN enrollees; second, a contrast of male and female enrollees; third, a compari':;on of differences by

racial background; fourth, a summary of differences among the four WIN local office subsamples and

fifth, it highlights differences between enrollees who expected to complete WIN training and those who

did not.

Profile of the WIN Enrollee

Typically, enrollees in this sample were poorly educated, minority, young married males, and al-

most all were parents (15 were youths without children). Most represented Spanish surname, black, a few

Asians and American Indian minority backgrounds; about one-fourth of them were white. Most were

young, almost half being in their 20's and their educational level was low with about one-third having

completed high school.

They had small families; typically three dependents (spouse and two children). The spouse usually

took care of the children at home, so that no outside child care plan was needed.

The enrollees were highly mobile. Less than one-fifth had remained at one address for the last five

years; most had moved two or three times in that period. About half the enrollees had their own cars:

used them to travel to and from WIN and most considered that their cars were reliable. The majority

had no criminal records but about one-eighth were parollees.

In general they were healthy, but had a significant need for medical appliances such as eyeglasses.

They seldom used prescription drugs (for "nerves" or insomnia), but about one-third of the enrollees

used drugs to counter depression.

Their past history generally showed a marginal relation to the labor force. About one-third of the

;ample had been unable to keep a single job for as long as a year. About one-fourth had kept their

last job for five years or more. The majority had been out of work for at least six months before starting

WIN, and most had been receiving public aid for longer.



In general they did not command good wages. On their last job they averaged about 52.50 per

hour, and on the best job ever, about 52.60 per hour. For the most part, they held unskilled or semi-

skilled jobs. Over half these enrollees left their last job involuntarily; about one-third being laid off be-

cause work ran out or contracts terminated.

The majority of the enrollees were referred to WIN by social workers at welfare departments. They

reported positively on the social workers' responsiveness to their questions about WIN. However, delays

between referral to and enrollment in WIN varied widely; only about one-third of the sample were en-

rolled speedily within one month of the referral.

Enrollee response to WIN orientation activities ranged widely. Large numbers enjoyed orientation

activities if they were clearly related to the goals of job finding or WIN training, but were dissatisfied

with the slow pace and frequent disorganization of orientation. In general, attendance at orientation

was good, implying a degree of commitment.

Only about half the sample felt communication with WIN teams was easy -- that they could talk

easily to team members. About two-thirds of the enrollees in the sample had a job goal within two

months of enrollment but only about half of these were clear about it and satisfied with it. Nevertheless

more than three-fifths felt that they would stay in WIN even though they might be offered a job. This

implied a fair degree of commitment to completing WIN training,

Organizational delays affected about one-quarter of the sample who had spent at least five weeks

in a holding status when first contacted, At the time of the second research interview, nearly five months

after the initial contact, slightly over one-third of the original sample had left the progrom. Thus, the

early months after enrollment is the tih'ie when the largest dropout occurs.

Differences Between Male and Female Enrollees

The important differences between men and women in the sample are in the areas of employment,

economic, and organizational variables; not in the areas of family health and transportation.

In general, the women enrollees had been in much more precarious positions in the labor force than

men. Women had shorter work histories, lower average salaries, took less skilled jobs, and experienced

longer periods in receipt of public aid. However, fewer women than men were laid off or fired from their

last job. The women enrollees also seemed to have a greater corhmitment to WIN. Many more women

than men were clear about their job goals and significantly more women expected to complete their WIN

training program.

Differences Among Racial Backgrounds

The sample inc luded four racial or e t linic groups: Spanish surname, Negro (black ). Caucasian (white 1



and Others including Asians and American Indians. Almost no differences were found among the ethnic

groups with health, transportation, and organizational variables. Major differences were in the area of

employment and economic variables and in family attributes.

Differences were found in mean years of education, mean number of dependents and residential

stability. Enrollees of Spanish surname had the !owes! mean years of education. whereas other white and

black enrollees were in the mid-range for educational achievement. The Others had the highest mean

years of education. The Spanish surname group showed the largest number of dependents; Anglo Cauca-

sians. the least number. Blacks and Others were intermediate. For residential stability black-. showed

the highest proportion with few residential moves. The Spanish surname group and Others were in the

mid-range in this respect but white were the most highly mobile of all.

Black enrollees tended to have the most precarious position in the labor market. They had been

unemployed and on public aid the longest. and had earned the lowest average wage while working. Span-

ish surname enrollees were in the mid-range for time unemployed and time on public aid, but had average

wages almost as low as black enrollees. Enrollees from Other racial groups had the shortest time un-

employed and on aid and their wages were in the mid-range. White enrollees were in the best position;

they were in the mid-range in time unemployed, were on aid the shortest time, and earned the highest

average salaries.

Differences Among the Four WIN Local Offices

The study covered enrollee subsamples in four local office areas: East Los Angeles. South Gate,

Santa Monica (Inglewood-Venice) and Florence (South Central). Major differences were found among

the enrollees in these four subsamples in terms of Personal and Family Attributes. Employment and

Economic Variables. and Organizational Variables.

Florence enrollees were primarily black. There was a high proportion of women and a higher pro-

portion of separated or single enrollees. These enrollees were in the mid-range in respect to age. years of

education. and number of dependents. East Los Angeles enrollees were almost all of Spanish surname.

They were predominantly married men with the least amount of education and the greatest number of

dependents and they were on the average the oldest group. The South Gate enrollees were approximately

half of Spanish surname and the remainder Other Caucasians with a high proportion of women and di-

vorced enrollees. They were the youngest age group. were in the mid-range in years of education and

had the fewest dependents. Santa Monica enrollees were about 35 percent white, and the remainder

were divided equally among blacks. Spanish surnames and Others. There was a low proportion of women

in this subsample and correspondingly higher proportions of married males. They were in the mid-range

in age but as a group had the most years of education, and a small number of dependents.

In the areas of Employment and Economic variables. Florence enrollees were the most disadvan-

taged in respect to the longest average period of unemployment. the longest average time on public aid,

s C)
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and the largest proportion of unskilled job holders. Both East Los Angeles and South Gate enrollees

were in the mid-range in length of time unemployed and on public aid. The Santa Monica subsample

was in the most favorable position with the shortest periods of unemployment and receipt of public aid,

and the lowest proportion of unskilled jobs.

There were a number of major differences among tie four WIN areas in terms of enrollees' re-

sponses to the WIN program. East Los Angeles had the smallest proportion of enrollees considered job

ready at enrollment. Most East Los Angeles enrollees also felt they could talk easily to the WIN team

members and had the highest proportion who stated that they had a job goal at Time 1 and were

satisfied with it. Florence was in the mid-range in this respect. South Gate had a high proportion of en-

rollees with job goals, but this subsample was in the mid-range in satisfaction with the job goal. Santa

Monica had the highest proportion of enrollees who were job ready; the lowest proportion with a job

goal. In the matter of expectation to quit the WIN program if a job came up or should be offered, the

Florence subsample revealed the highest proportion expecting to quit; the South Gate subsample, the

lowest. East Los Angeles and Santa Monica were in the mid-range.

Differences Between Enrollees Expecting to Finish WIN and Those Expecting to Quit

Some enrollees expected to quit WIN if offered a job while others expected to finish the training

they had started with WIN despite such an offer. These two groups differed primarily in terms of em-

ployment and economic variables, though there were sonic notable differences in personal and family

attributes and organizational variables.

Enrollees who expected to quit were on the average two years older and had more education on the

average than those expecting to finish. However, the major differences between the two groups were in

work experience and economic factors. Enrollees who expected to finish their employability plans were

more likely to be those whose experience in the labor fnarket was poorer, had earned lower wages, had

jobs they disliked more, had a shorter work history and had worked for shorter periods on both their

last job and on the best job they had ever had. Not unexpectedly these disadvantaged, unskilled enrollees

had had longer periods on public aid than enrollees who expected to quit WIN. The latter, with better

job experience and a better grasp of job horizons, showed less investment in and commitment to improve-

ment through the WIN program. Thus a higher proportion of those expecting to suit were unclear about

their job goals and employability plans. Those who expected to stay included a much higher proportion

who were clear about the job goal.

A murky, confused employability plan and a seemingly unreal job goal may well explain the ap-

parent contradiction found in the high proportions of disadvantaged, black enrollees in the Florence sub-

sample who would quit the program "if a chance for a job should conic up." Misunderstanding about

the plan for training, disbelief that it could make a difference in the powerful discriminatory job prac-

tices with which he is all too familiar may well account for a preference for a job over training.



CHAPTER 5

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF FOUR WIN STUDY AREAS

This chapter comparesdemographic characteristics of the communities surrounding the four WIN

local offices areas, of this study. The communities or study areas chosen around each WIN local office

are those where a majority of the sample enrollees lived who were being served by that WIN facility. It

was assumed that conditions affecting people living in the communities also affected enrollees of each

subsample; that the sample enrollees resembled in many ways the population of their cornmunitivs. If

communities have differing needs and pressures as indicated by their demography, the WIN enrollees

may be expected to reflect some of the same needs and pressures. Profiling of communities through

demographic features thus provides the WIN team member a ready insight into the probable difficulties

enrollees of that community may face. It also provides Local Managers advance knowledge about prob-

able differential staffing and training needs.

First, we have shown a map of the Los Angeles Metropolitan Region to orient the reader to the

four study areas (Figure 5-1), followed by enlargements of the four areas (Figure 5-2). Next, four dot

maps (Figures 5-3 through 5.6) show dispersion of enrollees served from each local WIN office: East Los

Angeles, Florence (South Central), South Gate and Santa Monica (some of whose clients were later trans-

ferred to two other local offices, Venice and Inglewood). In South Gate, 77 percent of the subsample

trainees resided within the area boundary. In East Los Angeles 'he proportion was 69 percent; in Santa

Monica and Florence, each 56 percent.

Area comparisons are based mainly on first count 1970 U.S. Census data with additional inform-

ation from other sources were pertinent. Statistical data are presented in tables. Computer generated

maps of additional characteristics are identified in the text.

The information has been organized for discussion into five basic subject categories: The Four

WIN Areas, Population Characteristics, Family, Ususing and Economic Conditions. The first section

describes the four areas according to their location in the geography of greater Los Angeles County. The

second section provides some general population characteristics such as ethnicity, growth and overcrowd-

ing. Family conditions, such as marital status, family types, the living conditions of youth and location

of single parent families are considered in the third section. The fourth and fifth sections deal with hous-

ing and socio-economic conditions according to housing data on occupancy, crowding, rents and values.

The chapter ends with a summary and cor. lusions.
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Figure 5 - 2
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Figure 5 - 3 ENROLLEE DISPERSION - EAST LOS ANGELES
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Figure 5 - 4 ENROLLEE DISPERSION - FLORENCE
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Figure 5 - 5 ENROLLEE DISPERSION - SOUTHGATE
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Figure 5 - 6 ENROLLEE DISPERSION - SANTA MONICA

O

l
o

ci>
_i
co

MANCHESTER AVE

SANTA MONICA - VENICE -
INGLEWOOD

N

W & E

S

0 1 2

Miles

WIN Enrollee

Study Area Boundary

A WIN Facility



The Four WIN Areas

East Los Angeles area lies cast of the downtown Los Angeles business district. It is bounded on

the north by Figueroa and Cudahay Streets, the east by Long Beach Blvd., the south by Telegraph Road

and the Santa Ana Freeway. The western boundary is Boyle Avenue. Three East Los Angeles com-

munities Boyle Heights, El Sereno and Lincoln Heights are incorporated as parts of Los Angeles

City. The East Los Angeles sub -area is unincorporated under Los Angeles County jurisdiction.

Florence is about eight miles due south of downtown Los Angeles. Like East Los Angeles, it is

part of both City and County jurisdictions. The Florence sub -area shown as Watts is incorporated into

the City of Los Angeles while Florence, Graham is County territory. With eleven square miles, Florence

covers approximately half the area covered by each of the other three areas. Its northern boundary is

Slauson Avenue. Alameda, 120th and San Pedro Streets are its east, south and west boundaries.

South Gate is the largest of the four WIN areas covering 31 square miles. It is east of Florence, to

the south of East Los Angeles and contiguous to both. The northern boundary is Telegraph Road and

the Santa Ana Freeway. East is the Rio Hondo River. Century Boulevard makes the southern limit and

Alameda Street is on the west. The South Gate area encompasses seven incorporated Cities Bell, Bell

Gardens, Commerce, Cudahay, Huntington Park, South Gate, and Vernon.

Santa Monica Venice Inglewood is the most westerly of the four WIN areas. Totally separated

from the rest, it lies on the sea coast about 14 miles from downtown Los Angeles. The Santa Monica

area covers 28 square miles and contains all or part of three incorporated cities Culver City, Los Angeles

and Santa Monica and some unincorporated County territories. Santa Monica Boulevard is the north-

western boundary. It bisects the City of Santa Monica to include only South Santa Monica in this study

(see Figure 5-6). Pico Blvd. makes the rest of the northwestern boundary for the Los Angeles City com-

munities of Mar Vista and Palms. The eastern and southern boundaries are irregular but roughly defined

by La Cienega and Jefferson Boulevards. The Pacific Ocean is to the southwest.

Population Characteristics

Table 5-1 shows that populations represented in each of the study areas range from about 130,000

to 250,000 people. Florence already noted as the smallest in area, also has the lowest population count

(132,806 persons). South Gate has the next largest (195,713 persons) followed by East Los Angeles

(244,280) and Santa Monica (249,424). Study area differences in size and population begin to take on

greater meaning when population change, density and ethnicity are considered.

Population Change: None of the four study areas are characterized by 1960-1970 population

growth approaching the 16.4 percent increase shown in the County. South Gate comes closest with an

118 1.7. 73
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increase of 11.8 percent. Santa Monica and East Los Angeles had increases of 3.3 percent and 1.1 per-

cent, and Florence with a 5.6 percent loss definitely do not reflect the County trend. Early settlement

and existing population densities in the areas may account for this non-growth pattern.

Density: On the average, East Los Angeles and Florence have population densities of 11,068 and

12,377 persons per square mile. (With desert and mountain areas excluded, Los Angeles County averages

only about. 8,732 persons per square mile in 1970.) By County standards, this suggests rather congested

living conditions in the East Los Angeles and Florence areas. By contrast, the Santa Monica and South

Gate areas are at or below the County density figure with averages of 9,004 and 6,383 persons per square

mile.

Greater detail on population density may be found in the maps of Figure 5-7. The maps show

densities in excess of 14,000 and sometimes 25,000 persons per square mile to exist primarily in the

southern portions of both East Los Angeles (Boyle Heights and East Los Angeles) and Watts. In spite

of its moderate density score, Santa Monica can also be seen to contain some scattered concentrations in

excess of 19,000 persons per square mile in southern portions of South Santa Monica, Mar Vista and

Palms, and northern Venice Del Rey. Areas of high density can also be seen in South Gate as a field

starting in central Huntington Park, Maywood and flowing south into the southwestern portion of Bell,

Bell Gardens.

Crowded Housing: Table 5-1 also provides an even more significant statistic than gross density for

describing population congestion percent of Total Population in Overcrowded Housing Units. In both

East Los Angeles and Florence 43.5 percent of their populations are living in crowded housing. This is

well above the 17.3 percent reported for the County as a whole. Along with gross densities, it suggests

conditions where many people live in dose proximity to one another too close for comfort. By

contrast, the 23.1 percent crowded figure for South Gate suggests a deceptive kind of crowding. The

streets and sidewalks would not be overly congested as in East Los Angeles and Florence. Not until ooe

went into the small homes would the relatively high incidence of closeness and congestion become ap-

parent. On the other hand, Santa Monica falls under neither of the above descriptions of crowding. Its

gross density is not extreme nor is the crowding of its total population (14.9 percent). Crowded con-

ditions would not appear to be a significant aspect of life in the Santa Monica area.

Ethnicity: The four areas of course contrast markedly in racial majority. Table 5.1 indicates that

80 percent of the residents of Florence are Negro. The maps of Figure 5-8 show census tract percentage

levels of Negores. Negro predominance in Florence is clear with numerous tracts running in excess of

93 percent. The second largest Florence group (18.5 percent) is labeled by the U.S, Census as White.

This category con tains primarily persons with Spanish Surnames.
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Table 5-1 shows East Los Angeles, South Gate and Santa Monica to contain more than 90 percent

White residents. This figure might be taken as an indication of ethnic similarity among the areas when

in fact significant differences exist. East Los Angeles has a 1970 White majority of 92.9 percent. In

1960 White persons with Spanish Surnames were counted as 62 percent of the total population.' A

special 1965 census2 of approximately the same area showed that in the five intervening years the per-

centage of Spanish Surnames had increased to 75 percent. Based on elernen tray school en rollments, a

1970 study of East Los Angeles3 suggests the continuation of this increase. Therefore, East Los Angeles

is best described as an area with predominantly Spanish Surnamed residents. When separated out, the

1970 Census percentage for these people will, in all likelihood, reach 78 percent to 80 percent of the

total.

Analysis of South Gate and Santa Monica White populations suggests further contrasts. In 19601

Spanish Surnamed persons (5.9 percent) were the only minority group of significant proportion repre-

sented in the South Gate area. More recent studies of etluticity could not be found to document extensive

changes in the proportions of group or any other group. All indications are that South Gate is still

predominantly Anglo White (80 percent or more) with a 19 70 estimated 15 percent to 18 percent increase

in Spanish Surnames.4 The Santa Monica area of 1960 was mainly Anglo-White (88.3 percent). How-

ever, it was more integrated than the other three WIN study areas with 6.7 percent Spanish Surnames,

3.3 percent Negro and 1.7 percent Others. The 1970 statistics in Table 5.1 suggest continuation of the

trend toward increases in all minorities (3.9 percent Negro and 4.7 percent Other).

It should be noted that in 1960 only the South Santa Monica and Venice, Del Rey sub-areas (shown

in Figure 5-2) reported minorities other than Spanish Surnames. At that time the other subareas near

Santa Monica were more than 95 percent Anglo-White. The 1970 Santa Monica area map (Figure 5-8)

suggests that, though the proportions of minorities have increased, some of the ethnic separateness of

1960 continues. In Figure 5-8 it can be seen that only in South Santa Monica and Venice, Del Rey are

there tracts where the number of negroes is large enough to reach the 93 percent to 65 percent level.

Similarly, the 1970 proportion of Others (especially Orien tals) in Yen ice, Del Rey has increased to nearly

three times the County figure of 3.7 percent.

1 Meeker, Marchia, (with Joan Harris). Background for Planning...1963. Research Report No. 17,

Los Angeles, California, Welfare Planning Council, February, 1964.

2 U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census. Current Population Reports; technical

studies. Wahsington, D.C., U.S. Dept. of Commerce. Series P-23, No. 17, March 23, 1966 and Series

P.23, No. 18.

3Freudenberg, Edward and Fletcher, Robert. East Los Angeles Health; a community report from

a project and conferences on health problems and priorities in East Los Angeles. Los Angeles, California,

Welfare Planning Council., February, 1970.

4Based on writer's personal observations and experience in the area.
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The main point to be made is that the four study areas contrast sharply where the predominant

race of residents is concerned. East Los Angeles is predominantly a Mexican-American area. Negroes are

a majority in Florence as are Anglo-Whites in South Gate. Santa Monica remains as an area where largest

proportions of all ethnic groups live in close proximity to one another.

Family Conditions

Marital Status: The marital status of persons over 13 years of age is shown in Table 5.1. Except in

Florence over half of the persons of this age group are married. Even in Florence marriage is popular

but below the 50 percent mark due to the high percentage (17.3 percent) separated or divorced. Other

than married categories also differentiate the areas: The Santa Monica area (25.6 percent Single; 10.1

percent Separated or Divorced and 7.8 percent Widowed) runs close to the County figures. East Los

Angeles and f:lorence have rather high proportions of unmarried, single persons (30.4 percent and 29.4

percent respectively) probably due to larger than usual numbers of teenagers in these areas. Florence and

South Gate show highe; than County levels for Separated or Divorced (Florence 17.3 percent and South

Gate: 11.3 percent), suggesting substantial proportions of women without husbands. East Los Angeles,

on the other hand, has near County levels of both Separated or Divorced (9.0 percent). Average and

even low rates of separation and divorce are not unusual in Ezbt Los Angeles due to cultural influences

from both Mexican tradition and the Catholic religion.

Family Types: Table 5-2 describes Family Conditions further. Cultural influences operating in

East Los Angeles to, check high rates of divorce also produce higher than County proportions of tra-

ditional HusbandWife Families with Children (49.6 percent). Even the higher than average 13.8 percent

Female Heads of Household with Children does not counter the East Los Angeles traditional families

with children trend. The other three study areas are below County figures on the traditional family

measure but for different reasons. South Gate and Santa Monica have low scores (42.5 percent and

40.1 percent, respectively) due to the large proportions of families without children (47.1 percent and

50.0 percent). On the other hand, Florence shows an extremely low percentage of traditional families

(38.2 percent), associated with the extremely high rate of families with children headed by females (28.7

percent).

Living Conditions for Children: As an extension of the previous two sections, the effects of family

types on the living conditions of children can be seen. All areas but Florence show nearly three-fourths

of the children living with both parents. The 40 percent living with single parents and the low proportion

V.in both parents (49.2 percent) highlight the effects of single parent families in Florence.
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As the maps in Figure 5-9 show, some tracts in Watts even report levels from 66 percent to 100

percent for single parent families, East Los Angeles is next with large proportions in the 19 percent to

30 percent level. South Gate shows only a single concentration of more than 30 percent children (over

30 percent) in Santa Monica are scattered. Again, this social disadvantage is most wide spread in Flor-

ence.

The number of Children per Family in Table 5-2 shows that both unbroken and single parent fam-

ilies are larger in Florence and East Los Angeles than in the County, but smaller in Santa Monica and

South Gate.

Maps in Figure 5-10 display the potential load that these conditions place on mothers utilizing the

index of Number of Children under 5 per 100 Women of Childbearing Age. East Los Angeles and Florence

consistently display proportions well in excess of the County figure (39 children/100 women). Tracts

in both areas exceed 65 per 100. Similar rates can be seen in scattered parts of South Gate. Santa

Monica generally reveals lower than County proportions.

To summarize, it can be said that East Los Angeles and Florence have high proportions of one

parent families and higher proportions of families with many children. These conditions place a par-

ticular burden on single working mothers. Conversely, South Gate and Santa Monica are distinguished

by higher proportions of smaller families.

Housing Conditions

A further glimpse into family life in the study areas may be gained from statistics describing con-

ditions within housing units. Table 5.3 indicates that highest levels of crowding occur in East Los

Angeles (24.8 percent) and Florence (21.4 percent). South Gate (10.6 percent) is just above the County's

level while Santa Monica (6.7 percent) shows less than that.

Overcrowded Families: The maps in Figure 5-11 show percent of all housing units containing

more than one person per room and found in 9 percent of all living arrangements, county wide.

Both East Los Angeles and Florence again show intense crowding. Both exceed County levels with

some tracts reaching the 43 percent to 48 percent level of family crowding. South Gate shows much It.ss

crowding but still has some Northerly tract levels of crowding at 18 percent to 25 percent while Santa

Monica has scattered crowding at this level, and less.

Yz 6



Figure 5 - 9

PER CENT OF CHILDREN UNDER
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Figure 5-10

CHILD/WOMAN RATIO:
NUMBER OF CHILDREN
PER 100 WOMEN 15 TO

UNDER
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Figure S- 11

PER CENT OF HOUSING UNITS
WITH OVERCROWED FAMILIES
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Crowding by Age Groups: It is the children persons under 18 years of age who suffer most

from the effects of crowding but adults, particularly women, with double responsibilities for family

head as well as fer becoming the family bread winner, feel its effect. County wide, nearly 30 percent of

the crowded population are under 18. Statistics for the study areas range from a low of 54.1 percent in

Santa Monica to a high of 64.6 percent crowded children in Florence.

The maps in Figure 5-12 picture crowding of the children and youth. East Los Angeles and Florence

again have the high proportions and widespread tracts show proportions of crowding well over and in

some cases double the County's. South Gate crowding for children is well above average (50 percent to

68 percent) in its northern tracts. And, similar (50 percent to 68 percent) but more pervasive crowding

occurs in the South Santa Monica area.

Economic Conditions

Occupancy: In 1970 nearly half (49.3 percent) of the housing units in the County were rented.

Owners occupied another 46.5 percent and about 4 percent housing units were vacant. But in all four

study areas larger proportions about three out of five were renter occupied.

Cost of Housing: Monthly rent and median value of owner occupied housing units are by and

large closely related. Housing units are generally priced (or rented) at what the traffic will bear. Thus,

lacking specific Family Income data from the First Count of the Census, the cost of housing was used as

the only available indicator of economic status.

Except for Santa Monica, the study areas generally contain lower cost housing than the County as

a whole. Units priced below the County median ($24,770 value ard $110 rentals) are accessible to

individuals and families with poverty incomes. Median housing values and rents are lowest in Florence

($14,763 and $74) and East Los Angeles ($18,583 and $80). South Gate is higher with median value

at $29,039 and rent at $91 but still well under the County's medians.

Santa Monica is the exception. Median value is sharply higher ($30,569) than the County. So is

the $ I24 median rent. The principle reason for this elevated figure lies in the location by the sea with

free recreation close by.

People attracted to live in Santa Monica pay a good deal for housing and people with low incomes

are willing to make the sacrifice required by the excessively high cost of housing or else tolerate sub-

standard dwellings without complaining. The poor live a more or less impoverished life by comparison to

the affluence surrounding them but probably have acquired considerable tenacity, some working skills,

better job horizons and outreach, and possibly some resources enabling them to survive in this area.
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Figure 5-12

PER CENT OF CHILDREN UNDER 18 IN
OVERCROWDED LIVING CONDITIONS
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Summary and Conclusions

Motivation for employment and employment capability are the main themes that have stood be-

hind this entire demography. The object has been to describe and compare people and conditions in

aggregates of four areas from which our four WIN subsamples were drawn. We have tried to picture the

conditions under which people live, the pressures they bear and that their children bear. And, an attempt

has been made to estimate dimensions of a life style which touches upon each of the main ethnic groups

represented in the study.

East Los Angeles is a densely populated area inhabitated principally by persons of Spanish-Amer-

ican extraction. Mexican American families tend to be stable (with husband and wife), large, and gen-

erally crowded in their homes. They frequently rent low cost. housing which is paid for out of meager

earnings, often lower than in any of the other areas. On the average they have less than 9th grade ed-

ucations and lack employment skills. It is especially difficult for Spanish Surnamed women who are

Heads of Families since their family responsibilities are demanding, education and incomes generally

inadequate and unemployment rates highestof all the low-inconw women studied in 1970.5

Florence is a densely populated Negro area. Families are large, often coupled with a separation or

divorce and frequently maintained by a female head of the house. Homes are crowded, especially with

children. Housing is low cost and situated in areas of frequent vacancies. Mortgage and rent payments

are generally paid from inadequate incomes earned by persons with just less than a high school ed-

ucation. People similar to those living in Florence often see their lack of skills and closed occupations as

the greatest barriers to adequate employment.5 And, as in East Los Angeles, Female Heads of Families

have the most difficult job in terms of dealing with large families, incomplete skills, low incomes and

high rates of unemployment.

South Gate is a predominantly Ang,lo-White area of moderate population growth and density.

Small homes are sometimes c7ov,clA with families of near average size (both parents and two or three

children). Housing is generally rented and of moderately low cost. Wage earners have generally grad-

uated from High School but lack employment skills. Their wives and Female Family Heads probably

have the lowest unemployment rates of low-income women studied.6 With smaller families than East

Los Angeles and Florence, many South Gate women are probably able to contribute substantially toward

sustaining family incomes. Their prospects are at least better than for women in East Los Angeles or

Florence

5U.S. Department of Commerce. Bureau of the Census. 1970 Census of Population and Housing;

employment profiles of selected low-income areas; Los Angeles, California summary. Washington, D.C.,

U.S. Department of Commerce, January, 1972.

6Ibid.
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Santa Monica is by far the hardest area to be characterized in one way or the other. Its population

is not dense, crowded or otherwise in sharp contrast to the County population. There are some sub-areas

with ethnic concentrations of various kinds. There are also scattered concentrations of Single Parent

Families, large proportions of Children per Woman, and children living in crowded conditions. But, the

picture is more one of choice than total necessity. The effects of "poverty by comparison" to nearby

affluence are probably difficult to deal with in themselves. Residents of the Santa Monica area probably

pay rents and mortgages higher than they need. Those that stay for any length of time probably have

better employment skills which enable them to work and earn the money their choice of location re-

quires. This is not to say, however, that there are no poor or low income people in the Santa Monica

area.



CHAPTER 6

ENROLLEES WHO LEAVE WIN OR DROP OUT

Introduction

This chapter contrasts findings on characteristics and experiences of WIN enrollm who left and

dropped out of the program with those still in it at Time 2, and again at Time 3. In part I of the chap-

ter we contrast the OUT set of 135 enrollees with the IN set of 225 enrollees (1N-OUT Comparisons).

The OUT set included (a) 17 enrollees who left the program after minimal exposure to it (before our

first research interview) ...nd (b) 118 who left or subsequently were terminated between Time I and

Time 2 after some months of exposure to the program. These two groups were merged, totaling 135,

because no statistically significant differences were found between them. Just over one-third of the
OUT set (47) had some kind of job but only 10 had been planned as part of their WIN job goals. The

others (37) left their training program when they located a job.

In Part 2 of the chapter we contrasted attributes and experiences of the same IN set of 225 en-

rollees with 67 dropouts who state& they left the program or were terminated by WIN without pros-

pects of employment.' In Part 3 we present findings comparing the reduced IN set of 147 enrollees

with a new dropout set of 43 at Time 3.

Part I: IN-OUT Comparisons at Time 2

In Part I data from the initial interview are presented in five clusters of variables: personal, health,

transportation, employment and economic, and organizational. Ordinal and nominal measures using Chi-

Square as a test of significance are presented first, followed by the continuous variables utilizing the t-test.

Personal Variables

Sex, race and marital status all seem to have a bearing on the IN-OUT decision as Table 6 -I shows.

Proportionately about twice as many men as women and married enrollees as not married had left the

program for one reason or another at Time 2. These two variables are undoubtedly closely related;

both show highly significant differences (p < .001). For race it was found that enrollees of both White

and Other Ethnic background were more likely to be out of the program at Time 2 than Black or Spanish

surname enrollees.

'In addition, there are 18 enrollees we could not locate -- sample loss. Although they had been

terminated by WIN, we have not included them with the dropouts as information about their WIN ex-

perience is missing. ,. -
135



The type of child care plan used by the enrollees also was related significantly to the IN-OUT sta

tus. In our predominantly male sample, this variables ;Ilso linked to sex and more of the enrollees

whose wives cared for the children at home were out of the program at Time 2 than enrollees who em-

ployed baby sitters, neighbors or day care plans.

An enrollee's conviction record was not significantly related to his IN-OUT status but revealed a

trend in the expected direction. Thus proportionately more ex-felons were out of the program at Time 2

than enrollees with records of misdemeanors or those with no records (more than half, 51.9 percent of

the ex-felons in comparison to only about one-third of those with misdemeanors or with no convictions).

The enrollee's age and the highest grade he had finished did not significantly differentiate his IN-

OUT decision. The mean age of those still in the program was just over 29 years; for those out of WIN

it was just over 28 years. Both groups had completed on the average a little more than 10 years of ed-

ucation as Table 6-2 shows.

Size of family and geographic mobility also made no difference in the IN-OUT status. A trend

emerged showing enrollees who are out of WIN to have slightly fewer young children (under 7 years old)

but this was not significantly different from the IN group. For total number of dependents in the fam-

ily there were virtually no mean differences between the IN and the OUT sets of enrollees. Also, no

differences were found in respect to the number of places the family had lived during the last five years.

Both the IN and OUT enrollee sets had lived on the average of slightly more than three places during

this time

In respect to the number of months a family had been on County Aid during the last five years, a

significant difference was noted (p < .02). Those who were out of WIN at Time 2 had been on aid fewer

months than those who remained in the program --- 11.8 months compared to 15.7 months on the
average. Thus, stated briefly, the findings showed that White and Other married males whose wives cared

for the children at home and who had been on county aid less than a year were more likely to leave WIN

prematurely before completing employability plans. Some of these were more likely to leave the pro-

gram if they were felons.

Health Variables

Many of the questions asked relating to health, health needs and practices did not reveal significant

differences between the IN-OUT groups as Tables 6-3 and 6-4 show. It is of some interest that such a

high proportion of our sample claimed not to use prescription drugs for insomnia, depression or "nerves."

An unexpectedly high porportion of those in WIN did use prescription drugs for various nervous con-

ditions.

We found that few enrollees believed they needed surgery but almost one-third of the total (1 1 1

out of 360) indicated a need for a health aid, such as glasses or a hearing aid or some other medical ap-

pliance, However this need did not significantly differentiate the IN-OUT sets.
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Enrollee health and the health of his family was nevertheless of some importance in his decision to

stay in the program or not. Enrollees were asked a number of questions about their health such as the

number of sick spells during the current year and how many serious sicknesses they had had requiring

them either to stay inside the house or in bed. Enrollees who had left the program at Time 2 had sig-

nificantly fewer serious sick spells than those who were in. Data for the total enrollee sicknesses during

the year and for sick spells requiring the enrollee to stay inside (but not in bed) showed trends in the

same direction but differences were not significant.

A parallel finding emerged in respect to the total number of sick spells for the enrollee's children.

For enrollees who had left the program the children had significantly fewer sick spells (a mean of 1.8

compared to a mean of 2.8 for those remaining in the program). There were no differences between the

IN-OUT subsets in respect to days missed from work or from WIN owing to sickness after drinking nor in

respect to total sick days absent from the WIN program, These data are shown in.Table 6.4.

Transportation Variables

Table 6.5 indicates that transportation did not significantly differentiate the IN-OUT enrollee sets.

Whether the enrollee owned his own car and used it to drive to WIN or used some other method such as

public transportation. a car pool or hitchhiking did not have a bearing on his continuing in the program

or leaving it. It should be noted however that a high proportion of the enrollees, as Table 6-5 shows,

(over 51 percent) did own and use their own cars. This high proportion using private transportation may

be more typical of the Los Angeles area with an inadequate public transportation system than other

urban areas. It should also be noted that a high proporticiti of the enrollees (over 82 percent) stated tb-

transportation problems were never a barrier to their participation in the WIN program. The balance

stated that difficulties with transportation prevented their participation one or more times. There is also

a possibility that the latter group included a larger proportion of women who were more likely than the

men not to have a private car.

Employment and Economic Variables

As Table 6.6 shows variables relating to employment history did not significantly differentiate the

IN and OUT enrollee sets. Both sets had worked on the average about 10 years. Both sets had remained

relatively long periods on one job. indicating a degree of job stability. The longest time spent on one job

by the IN set was just under three years (34.3 months); for those out of WIN the longest time was just

over three years (37.5 months). With enrollees talking about the best job they ever held the length of

time was approximately 24 months for both IN and OUT sets. The months worked on the last job were

considerably less. For the OUT set 14.8 months and for those still in WIN, 17.2 months. Differences,

however, were not significant. Enrollees also stated that they had received training on their last job for

approximately two months but ,t1Frre were no significant differences between the IN and OUT subsets.
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Significant differences between the IN and OUT sets are related, however, in regard to the length

of unemployment in 1970 and the wage received, Table 6-7 shows that enrollees who left the program

prematurely were unemployed significantly fewer months in the current year than those who remained

(9.2 months compared to 10,9 months), Moreover, gross hourly wage received on both the last job and

on the best job the enrollee had ever held was significantly higher for those who left the program than

for those who stayed in. For those who left the program gross wages were $2.90 to $3,00 per hour in

contrast to those who remained in the program whose wage was between $2.50 and $2,60 per hour. In

addition we found that amongithose who left WIN a slightly higher proportion stated that they had liked

their last job "very well" that,. those who had not liked their last job as well. This difference, however,

was not statistically significant'i

Of those who left WIN prematurely the largest proportion were unskilled laborers (39 percent)

followed by semi-skilled factory operators (27 percent), skilled manual workers (24 percent) and en-

rollees who had previously worked in clerical and sales (12 percent).

Organizational Variables

Organizational variables are those which assess some aspect of the enrollee's interaction with the

WIN organizational system. Thus they are those attributes of the system -- either WIN or welfare --

over which the system itsell'could have some control. They may also represent interactions between the

interface of the individual enrollee's system and the formal WIN training system, yielding some assess-

ment of satisfaction or preference about the WIN experience from the enrollee's viewpoint.

In Table 6.8 it can be seen first that the IN-OUT decisions are significantly affected by the agent

who assists the enrollee with any problems he may encounter in preliminary preparation for entering

WIN or with difficulties once he is in the program, Thus among those whom no one helped with arrange-

ments and the enrollee himself made all plans and preparations, unassisted, almost half (46,8 percent)

left the program by Time 2. It should be noted also that this group of enrollees whom no one assisted is

the largest group. It is followed by three other groups assisted first by the social worker, secondly by

someone in WIN (a counselor, community worker, etc.) or finally those who believe that their wives

assisted them in making necessary arrangements. If interventions are made by either the social worker or

a WIN worker they can significantly influence the IN-OUT decisions reducing the proportion of enrollees

who do leave the program prematurely. When the social worker was instrumental in helping only 30.1

percent of the enrollees terminated: when a WIN worker provided the assistance 29..5 percent left the

program prematurely. When the enrollee believes that it was his wife who assisted and made necessary

arrangements and accommodations for his entry into WIN, an even smaller proportion (25.8 percenf)

left the program prematurely,
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Ease of communication with WIN team members is another internal organizational aspect of the

enrollee's experience in WIN. We asked the enrollees "Do you find it is easy to talk with your team

members or are they too busy to see you or unfriendly?" If an objective of the WIN organization is to

deal with every enrollee in such a manner as to enhance his employability, the quality of communication,

its clarity, and its friendly or unfriendly, supportive or unsupportive tone will be an important ingredient

of the enrollee's perception of the total experience. In Table 6-8 it can be seen that exactly half the

enrollees considered that their team members were easy to talk with, communicated well, and provided

necessary answers to questions. When this is the case, only about one out of four enrollees leave the

program prematurely, a significantly smaller proportion than would have been expected. When the re-

verse is true and the enrollee considered his WIN team members as too busy, or unfriendly, the propor-

tion who leave the program increases significantly to 44.6 percent. It is of interest to note that there is a

large proportion of the total sample who don't know whether the team members are easy to talk with or

not. This would seem to indicate rather sparse communication between the team and the enrollee. Pos.

sibly some enrollees had not even met with their team (six to eight weeks after enrollment) when this

first research interview to provide baseline data was conducted. Yet criteria for the initial demand sample

are that the enrollee be an active participant, have completed his first WIN interview and have participated

in the orientation seminar. This data raises some serious questions about the quality of communication

that WIN teams are able to have with enrollees.

Another hypothesis can be raised about the function of the WIN team with enrollees in that it may

not be to enhance his employability tf t rather to make a rapid assessment and to screen out those who

appear to be unemployable or who seem to have unworkable and unrealistic hopes for themselves. If
this changing objective is uppermost in the mind of the WIN team member he may be justified in appear-

ing "too busy" or in being "unfriendly." The "cooling out" of most gatekeeper functions includes the

raising of seemingly impossible demands and the provision of only partial information so that full com-

munication and understanding is blocked. The would-be applicant is then discouraged and either lowers

his sights or turns away. A number of the enrollees subsequently at the second interview told us of such

experiences in which they felt they were humiliated because they "spoke funny" or could not "read

English" or were considered "welfare bums." These could be considered individual unless, as

in a number of reports, they occurred in group meetings when an entire group would be Thus humiliated.

One of the earliest objectives of the WIN team is assessment of the enrollee, development of a job

goal and the employability plan. Following some assessment procedures which may or may not include

use of standardized tests, the enrollee may be asked what his job goal is. We asked the enrollee during

our first research interview what jobs he had been told about either in meetings with his WIN team or

during the orientation period. Some enrollees were unable to identify any job information they had

received. We did not assume therefrom that this had been the case but rather that whatever means were

being used to winmunicate job information to enrollees itself needed evaluation as only partially success-

ful. For example some of the teams make the practice of directing enrollees to lists of job openings in

written communiques posted on the bulletin board. For the enrollee with facility for taking information

146



through the printed page this would be satisfactory. For a large majority of the enrollees who were high

school dropouts or worse and who had experienced earlier failure in mastery of school subjects, this

would not be adequate. Indeed it might totally block communication, emphasizing the enrollee's sense

of failure and reinforcing lack of confidence. After some discussion of available jobs we asked the en-

rollee whether his job goal -- the one he and his team member decided to be his objective 7- was the

one he preferred or not. Again in Table 6-8 it can be seen that nearly half the enrollees believed they

were getting training for their preferred job. Only 51 apparently had been told they could not prepare

for the preferred job. Surprising, however, is the large group of 115 enrollees who stated that they had

no job goal and 25 others who did not know.

The question must be raised as to the tempo and timing of counseling which has as its objective

setting a job goal. If no job goal has been set some weeks after the enrollee becomes an active participant

or if he does not know whether or not he has a job goal, it may be that this enrollee is "lost in the

shuffle." It can be seen that relatively high proportions of these individuals --- those with no job goal

and "don't know" -- eventually dropped out of WIN some months later. The early establishment of

the job goal and particularly the preferred goal, enhances the likelihood that the enrollee will remain in

the program and the work of the WIN team member will be productive and will pay off.

The clarity of the job goal was also significantly related to the enrollee's IN-OUT status. As the

table indicates enrollees could be really clear, partly clear or even not very clear about the job goal they

had decided upon and still a majority would remain in the WIN program. Only when the enrollee felt

"not clear at all" did we find that a larger proportion were terminating from the program prematurely.

Thus it appears the enrollee is able to sustain a degree of uncertainty or confusion about his objectives

before he is "turned off" and leavesthe program. Again it would be important to emphasize that if the

WIN team member's goal is to "cool out" the enrollee or if he find the enrollee unrealistic in his ob-

jectives or "impossible" to work with, the communications of goals and objectives may never become

clear. With the level of counseling technology available within a WIN team and the given capabilities of

the enrollee, possibly he should be screened out early. The data, of course, cannot answer these specu-

lations but rather it can allow us to raise them.

We also asked enrollees whether they were satisfied with their employability plan. Usually we

found enrollee,:, had no knowledge of the employability plan although this is considered a key aspect of

the WIN system, Once the term "employability plan" was explained by our interviewers, enrollees could

respond. Subsequently refinements were introduced in the Los Angeles WIN program so that enrollees

were specifically told about Weir "employability plan" and received a written copy of the steps in the

plan. Even at our first interview we found a few enrollees who could show us a written statement of

their plan; it was only at the second interview however that any increasing number of enrollees could

refer to a written statement. This was true also of WIN records and in the early phases of our investi-

gation we were unable to find any statement of job goal or employability plan in some records we ex-

amined. It is our understanding that this deficiency has been corrected, A direct linear relationship,

highly significant, is found in our data between the enrollee's satisfaction with his employability plan

(as he understands it) and the subsequent "1N-OUT" status. It can be seen -- again in Table 6-8-- that
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among enrollees who are "satisfied" with their plan only one in four subsequently is out of the program.

Among those who feel "dissatisfied" with the plan or believe "it doesn't matter," the proportions in-

crease who eventually are out of WIN. It should also be noted that over a third of the sample "don't

know." That is, they have na employability plan or are very uncertain about it.

Almost two thirds of the enrollees who had knowledge of their job goal and employability plan

were able to compare this objective with the "best job" they had ever had (Table 6.9), When the job

goal is perceived as "better" than the earlier job, three out of four enrollees stayed in the program (74.3

percent). Even when the job goal was perceived "as good as" the earlier job, almost three-fifth of the

enrollees remained in the program but when confusion about the job goal and employability plan exists

or when no plan has been made, significantly larger proportions of the enrollees terminated prematurely.

We found also that the enrollee's preference for a different kind of work was not significantly re-

lated to the IN-OUT status. Even among those who would prefer different training for a different job

goal, a minority (37.5 percent) eventually terminated. Of course a smaller proportion left the program

if they were being trained for the job goal they preferred (28 percent). These differences, however, were

not significant. Neither was there a significant relationship between IN-OUT status and the "job readi-

ness" of the enrollee. For the total sample of 360, 32 enrollees believed they were job ready. These

were about evenly divided in the IN-OUT subsets at Time 2. That is, 17 (53.1 percent) had kit the pro-

gram and 15 (46.9 percent) were still in the program five months after our initial baseline research

interview. But again "job readiness" was unrelated to the subsequent IN-OUT status.

The proportion of enrollees who terminated or dropped out was not significantly related to the

local WIN office, through which the enrollee was served. The proportions of each of the four sub-

samples which did terminate were lowest in East Los Angeles (29.1 percent) and highest in Santa Monica

(43.2 percent). In South Gate and Florence the proportions were 34.4 percent and 39.8 percent re-

spectively. However these variations do not represent significant differences (see Table 6-9).

In Table 6-10 two variables indicate the bearing of holding status upon the enrollee's decision to

stay in the program or not. The mean number of weeks the AFDC client waited until he was enrolled in

WIN varied from 17.9 to 18.9 weeks. Those who were subsequently out of WIN five months later at the

time of our second research interview had actually waited on the average one week less to eventually

receive their enrollment appointment. Social workers generally gave enrollees little idea as to how long

it would be before the enrollment took place after assessing them as federally eligible for the WIN pro-

gram. Thus the enrollee built up few expectations but was told he would be notified by mail as to when

and where to appear for his initial WIN enrollment interview. Thus the length of time of this waiting

period has little bearing upon subsequent IN-OUT status.

After the enrollee is in the program and has completed orientation however, the length of time

he waits before beginning his first education or training component did have a bearing on subsequent
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IN-OUT status. Enrollees who remained in WIN were in holding status for a mean of 6.7 weeks. Those

who were out of the program were in holding status for a mean of 7,5 weeks, This was a statistically

significant difference and although it appears in reality only a short time the reader should bear in mind

that we are talking about average weeks in holding status. There was a wide range in variation from these

averages. The enrollee who had to wait an average of 7.5 weeks with little or no communication or un-

certainty about his job goal or employability plan might well lose interest as well as heart: there was

really "nothing in the program" for him.

Summary of Part I

Of the many baseline variables examined from the first interview few significantly distinguished

enrollees in the IN-OUT status for personal and health attributes and employment and economic variables.

Significant differences that do emerge indicate that the enrollee who leaves the program early has greater

confidence in his ability to find and hold a job and has had somewhat better job experience. Th.t: enrollee

wi:o leaves prematurely was significantly more often a married male of white or "Other" ethnic back-

ground who had been unemplcp,,1 for a shorter period of time (less than one year) and had h.en on

county aid (AFDC) for a shorter time period. 13y contrast, Negro and Spanish-surnamed enrollees were

significantly more often still in the program and those who remained had been unemployed longer and

had a longer experience on County Aid. In respect to age there was little difference between the two

groups but the mean age of the INs was a little older. Both groups had a mean educational level at

about grade 10. Their families generally were small and size of family and geographic mobility did not

distiaguish on the 1N-OUT status. Most of the health questions did not distinguish the two groups but

the OUT subsampI had significantly fewer serious b,. k sells in the last year and reported also that their

children were more healthy. The OUT group also had received significantly better gross hourly wages o^

their last job.

The enrollee's experience in the WIN system revealed many significant differences for the 1Ns con-

trasted with the OUTs, Helping interventions by staff members charac terized the group that stayed IN.

The enrollee's case of communication with WIN staff also differentiated on the 1N-OUT status. Highly

significant differences were found on the IN-OUT status in respect to the clarity of the job goal and the

enrollee's satisfaction with his employability plan. The enrollee's perception that his job goal is better

than his best previous job clearly distinguishes the IN group. Many of the latter variables may be inter-

related but, more importantly, they may be improved through program changes,

Part 2: IN-DROPOUT Com arisons at Time 2

In Part 2 findings are presented which compare the IN and the DROPOUT subsets of enrollees at

Time 2. The "dropout" is defined as a formerly active participant who does not continue to the final
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component of his employability plan (job placement) but drops out usually in discouragement without

known or dank job prospects.

The now reduced sample is shown below by sex and IN-DROPOUT status:

INDROPOUT Status Sex

Males Females Total

IN set

DROPOUT set

Total = 100 percent

169 56 225

56 11 67

325 67

X2 = 3.3 dc = 1 p<.10

Data are derived from the second interview and we were now able to ask enrollees questions about

their experience in WIN education and vocational training components and about their overall experience

in employment preparation and job search.

Enrollee Perspective on WIN

What were the enrollee's initial expectations of WIN? The largest proportion (84 or 28.7 percent)

expected job training, including 10 who had hoped for an experience on the job (O.J.T.). The second

largest group of enrollees expected an educational experience (60 or 20.5 percent). These two groups

were followed closely by 49 enrollees (16.7 percent) who expected to be referred to a job or placed on a

job and another 15 percent who expected a combination of all of these. Finally a group of 43 had other

expectations and 13 (4.4 percent) stated they had "no expectations except the worst."

What er,rollees like best in their first five months in the program is summarized in Table 6-11.

Among those in WIN the majority, over one-third, are pleased by the chance WIN gives them to advance

and train for some career. Comments about a generally favorable or supportive climate found in the

WIN offices and comments relating to specific content in training courses were also mentioned fre

quently. A large group (over one-fifth of the total) offered other particular comments which could not

be classified. Often these related to a particular individual whom the enrollee liked or to a single unique

experience. In this group also there were 17 enrollees who could offer nothing positive about their ex-

perience to date.

The following brief episodes illustrate both these groups: those who are pleased with their WIN

experience and those who are not.
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TABLE 6-11

WHAT ENROLLEES AND DROPOUTS LIKE BEST ABOUT THEIR WIN EXPERIENCE

IN WIN DROPOUTS

N %

Chance to Advance and Train 35 37.8 13 20.3

Supportive WIN Climate 32 14.2 3 4.7

Clear Employability Plan 3 1.3 1 1.6

Good Content in Training 32 14.2 13 20.3

Incentive Payments 7 3.1 2 3.1

Other 49 21.7 11 17.2

No Positive Comment 17 7.6 21 32.8

Total = 100 percent 225 64*

*3 missing observations

It; 5.4

L./



Case 164. Mrs. K is the mother of two small children, Negro, age 24 with a 9th grade education.

She had had a good experience with WIN. She enjoyed orientation. Her job goal of Inhalation Therapist

was quickly established and her employability plan set. She found her counselor and team members

helpful and considerate; they were easy to see and seemed interested in her, she said. She was enthu-

siastic, wanted to make good for her children and herself and wanted to be "off welfare." "There's

nothing that could make me quit my training program now.

At Interview 2 she was finishing basic education and looking forward to her GED class. Up to this

point all her experience was positive. "I don't think they could make it any better than it is," she said.
---

The only problem that she mentioned was that her incentive payments "never came on time."

Case 436. Mr. M is aged 45, of Spanish-American background, with a grade 6 education. He felt

he got a lot from orientation and a job goal of body and fender man was established early. First, how-

ever, he had to complete his basic education. By the second interview we learned lie had done this and

was now in body and fender training school. He was optimistic. He was also learning to speak and read

English. "This is the best thing that ever happened to me." The future looked good to him and he was

hopeful of a job when finished, believing that WIN would help him in the job search. He saw a problem

in getting a contract for OJT correctly written. Speaking about the WIN program itself as opposed to his

initial experiences with training facilities Mr. M said, "Anything I needed the WIN people have never

told me `no'."

By contrast with the optimistic outlook at the second interview for the above two cases, the

following illustrate failures. Difficulties emerged quickly and possibly might have been remedied with

prompt action.

Case 115. Mr. N aged 38, Negro, is the father of five children, aged between 2 and 14 years. lie

has been in California six years and has a grade 6 education. He has been unemployed for five months

and on AFDC for four. Reportedly he had a stable employment history, holding one job for five years

and held his last job as a janitor for six months.

About the WIN orientation he reported angrily "I don't see where it did me any good at all. It was

worthless." One or two jobs were discussed, He said, and he was told his job goal was in Park:. Mainte-

nance -- an on-the-job training experience. Ile was to have this experience for six months. He said

there was no evidence that he could get a job when finished. "I'd leave WIN for any job that was offered;

WIN is not helping me get anything constructive." I lc stated that he did not trust the WIN personnel nor

did he understand the over-all program that he had been placed in.

At our second interview he told us he had dropped out. "There's no hope of getting a job through

WIN. They were preparing me for a job I didn't want anyhow. As far as I know, WIN has been a flop
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everywhere. All my friends tell me the same thing, WIN tells you there's a great future. They build up

your hopes for nothing."

Among the dropouts the largest proportion (32.8 percent) were discouraged by their experience

and could offer no positive comment about it. However in addition to other groups, they considered

that the experience could have offered them a chance to train and advance to a better job or could have

provided good training content. The following case illustrates the typical dropout attitude:

Case 108. Mrs. 0 is the mother of two children. She is white, age 26 with a 9th grade education.

Initially she was satisfied with the orientation and her job goal as Licensed Vocational Nurse. She said

she worked closely with her counselor and also the total team. By the time of our second interview her

job goal had been changed. She haenad basic education and preferred a course in cosmetology but had

been told her job goal would be that of Dental Assistant.

"WIN keeps telling me that I need my GED but they don't put me into a class. They keep switch-

ing me around. I felt I would be in training by now but they tell me certain training is not available yet

other people are getting in. I am fed up with WIN. They are mixed up and not organized. So far I

haven't really met one person who has benefited from the program.

Despite her misgivings she still believed she could get training, get off welfare and earn a decent

living. However shortly after our second interview we found she had dropped out. She stated she had

been given misleading information. She was disgruntled and discouraged and unemployed with no em-

ployment prospects.

Among those who are in WIN a large proportion have no negative comments about their experience

as Table 6 -12 indicates. There are sufficiently large groupings of enrollees who have negative comments

although they will remain in the program. Almost 10 percent of the group men.' tne2. the unsupportive,

unfriendly WIN climate. These comments often relate to a difficulty in understanding what was expected

of them, particular members of a WIN team who "hassle" the enrollee by changing objectives and re-

quirements without giving a reason why, or make a promise and subsequently withdraw it. The follow-

ing illustrates this complaint:

Case 247. Mr. R of Spanish background has an 11th grade education. He is 19 years of age. Dur-

ing the first interview he was enthusiastic because he stated he had been told he could go to college to

take some courses in his field of interest, social work. At the second interview he told us he had com-

pleted his GED but had been advised that going to college was "out of the question." A new goal --

more realistic for him -- was established namely clerical training. He felt he had been given misleading

information and really disliked the change of job goal. He expected soon he would complete clerical

training and go into work experience.
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Another case illustrates this further:

Case 234. Mr. Ruiz is 32, has a grade 9 education and three children. He was discouraged by his

orientation in that he was allowed no choice of a job goal. "I don't know why they bother to ask you
when all they say is `no---you can't have that'." Eventually the job goal of machinist was set; then by

Interview 2 Mr. Ruiz was told he would first have to go to the skill center as there were no openings in
the training school for machinists. "They said I would be in the skill center for three months. Just
recently they told me it would be five more months. It's hard to believe what they say. They don't
keep their promises."

"They should have more job guidance and should abide by what they say. You go in with high
hopes and you find out it's not true. That's why a lot of people drop out. Nothing has happened the
way they said it would but I'll stay in there. I'm trying to be realistic."

Another large group of enrollees (9.3 percent) complained about thClise of time. This related

frequently to the disorganization and time-wasting aspects of the orientation but also within certain ed-,
ucational and training components of the program,

il
Among the dropouts negative comments are evenly distributed among almost at categories al-

though a large group (29.3 percent) had unique and particular complaints and a group f 15 enrollees
(23.1 percen 0 had no complaints or negative comments about the experience although the had dropped

out.

Employment Preparation

We asked enrollees some questions relating to the general direction they felt they Li been taking

in WIN during the preceding five months, For example, how did the job they were preparing for compare

with the best job they ever had, would they prefer something else, how was the WIN training experience

related to their presumed job goal, Out of 225 who were in WIN at this time, 206 could say in general

what they believed they were training for. The largest group (40.8 percent) were preparing for skilled

manual trades. This was followed closely by 70 enrollees (34 percent) who were aiming for technical or

semi-professional positions. Seven enrollees said they were training for unskilled or domestic jobs. The

balance were in clerical streams or were job ready,

Among the dropouts a relatively large proportion (80 percent) could state in a general way the

kind of job they believed WIN was training them for. Again the largest proportion were in the skilled

manual training objectives followed by almost a third who were in technical or semi-professional train-

ing objectives.
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TABLE 6-12

WHAT ENROLLEES AND DROPOUTS LIKED LEAST ABOUT THEIR WIN EXPERIENCE

IN WIN DROPOUTS

N % N %

Little Chance to Advance 10 4.4 6 9.2

Unsupportive WIN Climate 22 9.7 6 9.2

Aimless Employability Plan I 0.4

Unorganized and TimeWasting 21 9.3 7 10.8

Useless Training Content 5 2.2 6 9.2

Incentive Payments Insufficient 23 10.2 6 9.2

Other Particular Comment 49 21.8 19 29.3

No Negative Comment 94 42.0 15 23.1

Total = 100 percent 225 65*

*2 missing observations



In Table 6-13 however it can be seen that of the enrollees who could make comparisons of their

WIN training goal with the best job ever (190 out of 225) the largest proportion considered that the WIN

job goal was better than any previously held job. Among the dropouts the smallest proportion (153

percent) considered that their WIN job goal would bring any improvement. Enrollee assessments of WIN

goals compared with the best job ever held reveal a highly significant relationship: as enrollee perceptions

of WIN job goals become less and less favorable, smaller and smaller proportions of the enrollees will re-

main in the program. Conversely increasingly large proportions will drop out. It should be noted also in

Variable 1 of Table 6.13 that among enrollees in WIN, 35 (15.5 percent of the total 225) could not com-

pare their job goal with the best job ever held. A few of these may have been used who could not make

a comparison but others were unable to specify what the WIN goal was. Among the dropouts the number

of those who could not make the comparison is proportionately twice as large (32.8 percent). Again as

noted in other sections of the report, an implication of this finding is that lack of clear-cut objectives,

even interim objectives, is relevant to the dropout status. One might well question whether the 35 en-

rollees who are still in WIN at this point but who do not know why they are there or what their ob-

jectives are, will soon join the ranks of the dropouts.

When we asked enrollees if they would prefer to prepare for a different job goal, more were able

to provide an answer and the overwhelming majority (209 or 81 percent) were satisfied. There were no

significant differences between those IN WIN and the dropouts.

A more difficult question for enrollees to respond to was how relevant is the training and ex-

perience they are receiving h WIN to the job they want. Only 35 out of the total of 292 could respond

to this question as seen in Table 6-13. None of the dropouts ,.:onsidered the training relevant.

Despite these differences and gaps in the enrollee's knowledge of his direction in WIN, all enrollees

were able to provide an expected hourly wage they would receive in the job goal. There is, of course,

some inconsistency here: while some enrollees were not clear about their job goals nevertheless they

could guess at its hourly wage. The expected mean hourly wage did not distinguish the IN-DROPOUT

status. Neither was there a significant difference between IN-DROPOUT subsets in respect to the high-

est hourly wage the enrollee has ever received. However the means for these subsets (both very nearly

53.00 per hour) represent a widely dispersed range of hourly wages. This data is shown in Table 6.14.

Again in Time 2 we asked a variant of the question on the enrollee's intention to stay in WIN or

leave if a job should be offered. Enrollees now in educational and training components for approximately

five months were asked "Now that you are in an employability program, if a job should come up would

you leave or not?" This question is considered as a measure of the enrollee's belief that the WIN program

has something to offer him -- that by staying in and completing a well designed employability plan he

has something to gain. Almost all of the IN subset responded to this question (220 out of 225). The dis-

tribution showed:
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Definitely leave 45 20.4 percent

Probably leave 23 I0.4 percent

Probably not leave 55 24.9 percent

Definitely not leave 97 44.2 percent

Total 220

It is evident that almost 7 out of I0 of the enrollees intend to stay (probably or definitely). The

largest group (97 or 44.2 percent) are definite about this intention. Nevertheless the balance do not per-

ceive their WIN experience -- job goal, employability plan, or training component -- as sufficiently

worthwhile to maintain interest and continuance in the program to fulfill its goals. It should be added

that 10 of these who are currently in the WIN program, consider themselves to be job ready. Their re-

sponses to the question then ;would be logical and consistent and would not indicate necessarily a dis-

satisfaction with the program.

Searching for Employment

An enrollee's efforts to move out of the WIN program may be considered a resultant vector of two

forces: (a) the rational expectation of the counselor and the enrollee if for exampl! he is job ready or in

work experience and almost job ready, and (b) unexpected consequences of the program viewed by the

enrollee as a disappointment and unable to fulfill its promise, If as we saw above, there are i, t enrolic!ls

in the IN subset who might leave the program "if a job came up," we might e;:p.czt some of these to

make an active search for a job. We asked whether enrollees had searched fm a job through an employ-

ment agency, the newspaper want ads, or another way. Thirty-six enrollees had gor..e to employment

agencies, 94 had looked it the newspaper and 69 had searched in some other %,,r. As might be ex-

pected, a significantly larger proportion of the dropouts had searched for a job through an employment

agency as Table 6-15 shows.

Of the 66 dropouts who responded to the questions about job search, 29 (44 percent) might be

considered "the discouraged worker" and had not made any search at all for a job and another 7 had

searched at least one way. The balance (45.5 percent) had searched at least by two different methods

and the majority had searched by three or more methods. None reported having been successful in the

search during the period prior to our second research interview. Of the 225 who were still in WIN, 30

enrollees (13 percent) had had some work during the same period of time. One respondent said his

social worker had helped him find a job; 3 said a WIN team member had been responsible. In addition,

6 said they found work through a friend or relative and 20 said they themselves had found the job. Of

the 30 however, only 15 were still working at Time 2. All but 3 of the jobs had been unrelated to the

WIN employability plan or job objectives.
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Organizational Variables

Contrasting the dropouts with enrollees who are still in the program, three factors significantly

discriminate the two subsets. Again these relate to the enrollee's knowledge about his employability,

his view of it as helpful or not and the clarity of his job goal. In Table 6.16 it can be seen that a sig-

nificantly larger proportion of enrollees who do not consider that they have an employability plan are

in the ranks of the dropouts (31.7 percent). An even sharper contrast is seen h Item 2 of this table --

the enrollee's view that his employability plan will help him get a job. If the enrollee believes the plan is

workable and will lead to his job goal, 90 percent of this group remained in the program and the balance

were dropouts. The reverse relationship exists when the enrollee believes his plan will not help him, al-

though the frequencies are small in this column. In respect to clarity of the job goal -- the third item

of Table 6.16 -- a direct linear relationship exists between the enrollee's clear understanding of his ob-

jectives and job goal in WIN and his retention in the program. Conversely the less clear he is about his

job goal the more likely is he to be found in the ranks of the dropouts. Among those who are "really

clear" about their job goal, only 13.8 percent are dropouts. Among those who are "not clear at all,"

44.4 percent are dropouts. The inference is clear. Communication between the WIN team member and

the enrollee is vital if the latter is to be maintained in the program. He must understand clearly his role

and function the program and also what WIN promises to do. Even when it is uncertain how far the

enrollee will be able to move toward an ultimate objective of self-support, or when it is unclear in the

counselor's view whether WIN resources can lelequately meet the enrollee's training needs, proximal or

interim goals cou]d be set up so that the enrollee clearly understands what s teria he must meet in order

to achieve the interim goal, which may be a con.dition of moving on to a subsequent goal.

Value Perception of Courses

How relevant the enrollee believes his course work is -- whether educational or institutional train-

ing -- to obtaining employment is significantly related to the IN- DROPOUT status. Among 165 en-

rollees questioned at Time 2 about their educational course work, the majority 71.5 percent were in

basic education including English as a second language (ESL); 37 (22.4 percent) were in GED. The data

of Table 6.17 show clearly that enrollees who would prefer something else (than going to school) did not

like school too well or believed the course was irrelevant to obtaining employment -- would sooner or

later become dropouts. This is not a surprising finding and is repeated constantly in the nation's high

schools among students who are either unsuccessful in the academically oriented school setting or believe

that educational preparation is an unimportant foundation for their work life. The challenge to WIN is

to locate the adult education teachers (and classrooms) who can provide a sense of "no failure" to adult

students whose prior work experience has been almost exclusively at unskilled labor or semi-skilled fac-

tory work -- jobs which are fast disappearing from the labor market. The only other alternative of the

WIN program, or manpower policy, is to find decently paid unskilled work for these people -- that is,

creating jobs to fit their needs. Yet it should not escape the reader that relatively large proportions

of this group stated they would not iweler "something else," did like school "very much" and believed

it was important to obtaining a job.
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Training, OJT, and Work Experience

For the 119 enrollees in some type of training course, the largest group 74 (62.0 percent) were in

institutional training courses, 18 in work experience and 22 in OJT; 5 were in college, qualifying for

specific technical positions. As Table 6-18 shows the concept of "training" appealed to an even larger

proportion of enrollees than did the idea of "going to school." Preference for "something else" (than

a training covlse) did not differentiate significantly the IN-DROPOUT status. Only negligible proportions

of this group felt negatively about the training course or believed it was irrelevant to future employment.

In this group only one in six fell into the ranks of dropouts. A training course is "tangible." It is per-

ceived as relevant to the world of work. Furthermore, it is "man's work," often being taught by a male.

Summary of Part 2

At Time 2, as we looked at the WIN dropout, compared to the enrollee who remained, the in-
creasingly gloomy perspective of the former to achieving a better employment prospect through WIN,

emerge clearly as the important finding. The majority of both subsets (those in WIN and the dropouts)

knew in general what their job goal was. However, if it was not clear or if it did not compare favorably

with the best job previously held, thty considered that the program did, not serve their best interests

and were more likely sooner or later to join the ranks of the dropouts. Even among those still in the

program, three out of ten would "probably" or "definitely" leave before completing employability plans,

if a job came up. For them there was lit.:!e commitment to the concept of job preparation through WIN.

If the enrollee does not know of his employability plan he is also more likely to become a drop-

out. If the plan does not seem feasible to him, as a possible avenue to employment, again, he will more

than likely be a dropout. These are scarcely startling findings, but they dearly point to the importance

of implementing formative evaluation of the components of the WIN system to determine effectiveness

among enrollees rather than to postpone assessment for a summative evaluation at the enrollee's exit

from the program. If dissatisfactions or confusion about direction and purpose can be uncovered early,

some remedial step may be possible before a decision to drop out becomes final.



V
ar

ia
bl

e 
ite

m

T
A

B
LE

 6
-1

8

E
N

R
O

LL
E

E
A

T
T

IT
U

D
E

T
O

W
A

R
D

T
R

A
IN

IN
G

C
O

M
P

O
N

E
N

T

I P
re

fe
re

nc
e

fo
r 

S
om

et
hi

ng
E

ls
e

Y
es

N
o

T
ot

al
X

2
df

IN
 W

IN
13

 (
68

.4
)

86
 (

86
.0

)
99

 (
83

.2
)

D
R

O
P

 O
U

T
6 

(3
1.

6)
14

 (
14

.0
)

20
 (

16
.8

)

T
ot

al
19

10
0

11
9

2.
38

1
.2

0

2 
E

nr
ol

le
e'

s
Li

ki
ng

 fo
rT

ra
in

in
g

V
er

y
N

ot
 V

er
y

C
ou

rs
e

M
uc

h
S

om
ew

ha
t

M
uc

h
N

ot
 a

t A
ll

T
ot

al

IN
 W

IN
84

 (
90

.3
)

12
 (

70
.6

)
2 

(4
0.

0)
1 

(3
3.

3)
99

 (
53

.9
)

D
R

O
P

 O
U

T
9 

( 
9.

7)
5(

2_
9.

4)
3 

(6
0.

0)
2 

(6
6.

7)
19

 (
16

.1
)

T
ot

al
93

17
5

3
11

8

3 
Im

po
rt

an
ce

of
 T

ra
in

in
g

C
ou

rs
e

V
er

y
S

om
ew

ha
t

N
ot

 V
er

y
N

ot
 Im

po
rt

an
t

to
 G

et
tin

g
E

m
pl

oy
m

en
t

Im
po

rt
an

t
Im

po
rt

an
t

Im
po

rt
an

t
A

t A
ll

T
ot

al

IN
 W

IN
81

 (
91

.0
)

12
 (

70
.6

)
3 

(5
0.

0)
2 

(5
0.

0)
98

 (
84

.5
)

D
R

O
P

 O
U

T
8 

( 
9.

0)
5 

(2
9.

4)
3 

(5
0.

0)
2 

(5
0.

0)
18

 (
15

.5
)

T
ot

al
89

17
6

4
I 1

6

17
.8

8
3 

<
.0

00
5

14
.4

7
3

<
.0

05



Part 3 - IN-DROPOUT Comparisons at Time 3

,his part of the chapter examines the enrollee experience approximately I year after he

became an active participant. The still further reduced sample is shown below, according to enrollee sex

and (N- DROPOUT status.

IN-DROPOUT Status Sex

Males Females Total

IN set 102 (75.6) 45 (8.1.8) 147 (77.4)

DROPOUT set 33 (24.4) 10 (23.3) 43 (22.6)

Total = 100 percent 135 55 190

It is important to note that now sex has little bearing on (N- DROPOUT status in contrast to its

salience at Time 2 when proportionately more than twice as many men as women were dropouts. It

should be remembered that now the sample is a more hornogsncous self-selected group those who

until now considered that there was indeed merit in contining their program.

Marital status and race had an insignificant bea. tng of in-Dropout status. At Time 3, two-thirds

of the sample were married and the not-marrieds were in nearly even *pr4c7tions; divorced 10.0 percent,

separated 10.5 percent; single 12.6 percent. Proportiot.a tely more Negro and Spanish-surnamed enrollees

were in the program (82 percent and 79.6 percent rr spectively) than Caucasian Anglos (69.2 percent)

and most of the "others" were dropouts. The impact of race on IN-DROPOUT status, significant at

Time 2, was but a weak one at Time 3.

Proportional dropout rate by local WIN office is shown on Table 6.19

Table 6-19

IN-DROPOUT Status at Time .3, by Local WIN Office

(Showing Survivor Rate at Time 3)

Status East Los Angeles Florence Santa Monica South Gate Total

IN 48 (84.2) 35 (83.3) 38 (65.5) 26 (78,8) 147 (77.4)

DROPOUT 9 (15.8) 7 (16.7) 20 (34.5) 7 (21.2) 43 (22.6)

Total = 100 percent 57 42 58 33 190

Initial Demand Sample 86 88 125 61 360

Survivors to Time 3 48 (55.8) 35 (39.8) .0 (30.4) 26 (42.6) 147 (40.8)

168' (2)
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There is no question that the Santa Monica subsample differs in its geographic dispersion (as noted

in Chapter 5) and in other characteristics from the other subsamples. It was chosen to represent a hetero-

geneous ethnic population, less deprived, not ghettoized, adjacent to affluent sections.

Noteworthy differences between Santa Monica and the other WIN sites shown in Table 6-20 include:

I . A higher proportion ()finale enrollees (84.8 percent compared with 80 percent of total).

2. A high proportion of job ready enrollees (15.2 percent compared with 8.9 percent of

total).

3. A low proportion of enrollees who intended to stay in WIN to complete their employ-

ability plans, if a job should turn up (52.8 percent compared with 61.1 percent for the

total).

--

Also a low *portion of Santa Monica enrollees considered their WIN job goal to be as

good as or better than the best job they had held (29.6 percent compared with 51.1

percent for the total sample).

To summarize, during the first interview, the Santa Monica subsample considered their needs not well

served in respect to job goals possible for them under WIN and a low proportion intended to stay in

training components if a job came along. The fact that more were male, and job ready when they en-

rolled, may be a contributing factor. Indeed a tendency emerged for more Santa Monica enrollees to

have been technical, clerical or skilled manual workers when last employed and for significantly fewer

to have had unskilled jobs.

The possibility of a different quality of interaction between the enrollees and the WIN team mem-

ber at the Santa Monica sites (including Venice and Inglewood local offices) must also be considered.

We found few of these enrollees who told us that their WIN teams were "unfriendly" or "too busy" or

that they could not "talk easily" with them. On the other hand, an extremely high proportion "didn't

know" as they had not yet had the opportunity to plan with their teams. Because of the reorganization

of the Santa Monica boundaries (Fall 1970), unusual orientation patterns and possibly delayed counselor-

enrollee discussion, the high "don't know" response seemed reasonable. Despite this, Santa Monica re-

spondents reported less often that "no one" helped them with a problem and more often indicated that

the WIN worker had been the helping agent. Had interaction been more frequent? Had the worker com-

municated better with the more articulate, better educated Santa Monica enrollee? Had this enrollee

needed less "push" or stimulation to move out and find some kind of work?
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The Organizational Variables

Enrollee attitudes about organizational variables which had exerted a strong influence on IN-OUT

status at Time 2, had less impact, subsequently, at Time 3 (5 months later),

Considerations as to whether the job goal in WIN was clear or not, whether the job did or did not

compare favorably with the prior best job, or whether the enrollee was satisfied or dissatisfied with the

job goal -- all failed to distinguish the dropouts from those who continue in the program until Time 3.

However, whether or not the enrollee thought his job goal offered what he preferred or not (or whether

he had nojob goal at Time 1 or Time 2). this did significantly distinguish IN-DROPOUT status at Time 3.

Only 15.9 percent who started with a preferred job goal at Time 1 were now dropouts at Time 3 as

Table 6-20 shows. However, the proportions of dropouts increased significantly as we examined groups

of enrollees who 'at Time 1 had no goal or did not know if they had one or not. This indicates the

importance of establishing purpose and ..lirection early to avoid a sense of aimless drifting and eventual
...

dropout.

Enrollee Perspectives on the WIN Organization

When some of the same organizational variables are re-examined at Time 3 we found that still at

least one in five enrollees had no written statement of an employability plan, indeed no employability

plan had been made at all. These enrollees had been in WIN. it should be emphasized, almost a year.

They did not show significantly larger proportions among the dropouts, however. It is gratifying to

report also that 79.9 percent of those interviewed at Time 3 had a written statement of their job goal

and the plan to reach it. For most (58 percent) the employment plan included a combination of ed-

ucation and training experiences,13.8 vocational training only and 10.5 percent educational components

only. On-the-job training as a single component had been arranged for only three enrollees and O.J.T.

in combination with another component for 16 others in all only (12,5 percent) were involved in an

O.J.T. plan, a surprisingly small number.

If problems or dissatisfactions about the employability plan were evident, most enrollees (72 per-

cent) considered the counselor the person to go to. Twelve percent did not know who to turn to and

the remainder considered either the welfare worker or the WIN coach the one who could remedy the

plan. Staff roles probably requite clarification in this respect. We asked also how the enrollee perceived

his team functioning was one person more helpful. did one person more often assist him with prob-

lems, did his team have "a leader." Now after many months exposure to the program enrollees could

answer this. In answer to the first question, three out or five enrollees said they did not find one team

member more helpful than another but eight out of ten reported that someone was prepared always to

take care of problems. The same proportion considered that their team had a leader. No differences

were found among these variables to distinguish the IN subset from the DROPOUT subset.
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We asked what kind of behavior was most likely to assure success. We suggested five options:

A. Be quiet, pay attention, and do what they tell you.

B. Ask questions about jobs and training so you'll know what is best, but pay attention

and do what they tell you.

C. Get to know one of the counselors real well and he/she will help you; pay attention

and do what he/she says.

D. Complain when necessary and speak up so you are sure to get your way.

E. It doesn't matter what you do, they will help you succeed if they like you.

The fourth choice (D) complain and speak up- significantly distinguished the dropout set as

Table 6-21 shows. But most enrollees of both subsets considered the best way to succeed was (B), to

ask questions and the worst way. (A), merely to be quiet and pay attention. The implications of this

choice seen to be that enrollees who have complaints do not think a passive approach works nor do they

take a fatalistic approach nor one in which they expect staff will play favorites.

WIN office procedures and behavior were also discussed. Enrollees usually had appointments when

they visited the WIN offices now (77 percent); and 86 percent said they were not kept waiting long. The

treatment accorded them did have a bearing on 1N-DROPOUT status however. Significantly more of

those who were treated "well, no complaints" were in the program at Time 3; those who were treated

"unfairly" or who were "undecided" were more often among the dropouts.

Employment Preparation

At Time 3 all but six of the respondents said they were in some form of job preparation and could

speak from some degree of experience. Generally we were concerned wish their preference for what

they were doing, to what extent they had been given a choice in the goal selection, and their confidence

now about getting a job when they were finished. Some significant differences were found between the

IN subset and the dropouts, as seen in Table 6-22. Those with a preference for a different type of job

preparation wew significantly more often found in the ranks of the dropouts. Furthermore, when the

enrollee considered a choice was offered to him, he was more likely to stay in the program even if he

remained unconvinced he really wanted what he chose. Four out of five of those who exercised some

choice remained in WIN; more than half of those who felt they were given no choice became dropouts

by Time 3.
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Confidence that the job preparation will lead to a job also had a growing impact on IN-DROPOUT

status as the enrollee progresses,in his educational or training component and approaches its ending. If

others in his component are benefiting, that the training may really make a difference. he is more likely

to stay; if he is not confident that he will get a job, he will more likely drop out.

New Child Care and Transportation Plans

Difficulties with child care and transportat,% are often mentioned as barriers to employment. In

the third interview our data continues to show that these were not important considerations for con-

tinuance in the program. Only 14 respondents had changed their child care arrangements since Time 2

and of these three were dropouts; no one had assisted them to improve child care. Of the I I who re-

mained in the program despite the need to change child care plans, two had been helped by a WIN team

member and one by her social worker. But two said their workers did not understand and did not get
the desired results.

More enrollees found it necessary to make changes in their transportation plans as they moved into

different components of the prog,,un. IN-DROPOUT status was not significantly affected however and

three out of four of these 33 enrotkes remained in the program. A majority handled the transportation

problem alone but the WIN team member became involved for 12 of them and the social worker for five.

Three out of five yoked the opinion that the worker "understood" what the problem was but did not

get the desired results; nor was the enrollee satisfied. Nevertheless two-thirds of this small group in-

dicated they would go back to the worker if another emergency should arise. However, on balance it

must be stated that few enrollees perceived the WIN team member or their welfare worker as an effective

person to turn to when child care or transportation problems arose.

Contacts With Welfare Worker

At Interview 3 when enrollees had been exposed to the program for at least 10 months (less if they

had dropped out) we inquired about their use of services of the welfare worker or eligibility worker.

Table 6-23 shows that both dropouts and participants discussed transportation problems most frequently.

Approximately one in every three dropouts also discussed his absenteeism from the program, the question

of dropping out and housing needs. Among the IN set of enrollees in the program common concerns

most frequently discussed after transportation were housing, family budget and incentive pay.

We also inquired whether the welfare worker was helpful and obtained the desired results, tried

but was unsuccessful, or alternately had not been willing to help. If the welfare worker had been in-

strumental in resolving the problem. more than three out of four enrollees were still found in the employ-

ability program. This verdict was give:-, by 58 percent of the 131 enrollees who could answer this ques-

tion. However, the balance. 61 enrollees, considered the welfare worker's intervention not all that help-

ful. Even so, this did not significantly affect the enrollee's IN-DROPOUT status.
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Table 6-23

Problems Enrollees Discussed with Welfare Worker

Dropouts N = 43 Participants N = 147

Problem Discussed No. Percent No. Percent------ --
Transportation 21 49 70 48

Absenteeism 15 35 30 21

Hose/Apartment 14 33 52 35

Dropping Out 14 33 9 6

Own Health 12 28 31 21

Family Budget 1 I 26 52 35

Incentive Pay 9 21 46 31

Child's Health 7 17 31 22

Wile's Health 4 11 28 16

Summary of Part 3

At Time 3. nearly one year after the initial demand sample of 360 participants was accrued, 147

or 40.8 percent remained. This remainder was now a more homogeneous group, as most enrollees were

into their employability plans and had job goals. Only six were not in job preparation. Also the re-

mainder included a smaller proportion of married, Caucasian males than the dropouts did, but the dif-

ference was insignificant, whereas at Time 2 race, marital status and sex had had an important bearing

on the dropout status. Problems of health, transportation and child care were of little importance; for

the most part. difficulties in these areas having been resolved earlier. Survivorship by Local WIN office

continued its earlier pattern. Higher proportions had dropped out from the Santa Monica subsample,

with its higher proportion of male, job ready. white Anglo enrollees who earlier had stated their in tention

to quit the program if a job came up.

Organizational variables also had less impact on dropout decisions. Initial cluity about job goal

and initial enrollee satisfaction with an employability plan no longer distinguished dropouts from par-

ticipants. But whether he initially felt he was getting what he wanted--his early preference for his job

goal--continued as a significant influence on dropout status. Those with preferred job goals at Time I,

or those who did riot know if they had a goal or not, were now significantly more often found among the

dropouts. This finding spotlights the critical importance of setting purpose and direction early and making

sure that the enrollee sees how his preferences and his job goal and employability plan are closely linked.

For many dropouts. antagonism about the arbitrary way they had been told what they must do, and

failure to develop their decision-making capacity within the framework of WIN options, heavily weighted

dropout reports. The residual of this experience may go far to discourage future productive exploration

of job and vocational choice.



This finding is amplified by the widespread belief among dropouts that the best way to succeed in

WIN is "to complain when necessary and speak up so you're sure to get your own way," The continuing

participants significantly more often believed a passive approach worked best: "Be quiet, pay attention,

do what they tell you" or "Ask questions about jobs and training so you'll know what is best, but pay

attention and do what they tell you." One may well ask whether two of the most salient factors to con-

sider in reducing dropouts are not the authoritarian, inflexible approach of sonic WIN staff and their

failure to listen sufficiently to what the enrollee believes is best for him. Team members may also inter-

act Jifferently with different types of enrollees. Some may respond harshly to the active, demanding

enrollee who is motivated to seek personal ends and fulfill his own job aspirations rather than to fulfill

organizational demands. Staff may react permissively to enrollees who are accepting and passive, who

may not be sure what they will gain from the program, but who feel they have no alternative but to con-

tinue. This proposition emerges as an area for further investigation in understanding causes of dropping

out.

In this respect, the enrollees' perception of whom he should complain to and whether one team

member more than another, will handle questions of his personal well being in the program, also bears

examination. Earlier, enrollees were confused about staff roles. Now, enrollees could state that

the team indeed did have "a leader" and "someone" usually was prepared to take care of a problem,

but that no single person had been more helpful than another. The enrollees' felt lack of personalized

knowledge about his progress and plans, the fragmentation of responsibility and advice passed on to him,

(in part a function of concensual team decision-making) may well contribute to enrollee dissatisfaction.
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CHAPTER 7

PERSONAL AND ORGANIZATIONAL INFLUENCES ON

ENROLLEE'S WIN STAFF PERSPECTIVE*

Introduction

Successful participation by an enrollee in the WIN program can be defined in a variety of ways.

One approach is an identification of tangible results like greater employment potential, better job skills,

improved income, or subsequently, reduced AFDC caseloads. Increased self-confidence a more positive

outlook for the future, a greater job horizon and other improvements in the life style which may be at-

tributed to involvement in the WIN program represent secondary and softer criteria. Success can also he

defined in a more limited and measurable sense as an enrollee's willingness and ability to complete the

WIN program; "failure" as his decision to drop out prior to completion, particularly if he has been dis-

couraged by this participation.

If effectiveness is to be measured this way then a knowledge of what influences such enrollee's

decision to remain with the program or to join the ranks of the dropouts becomes critical. In this part

of the study we propose that an enrollee's desire and ability to see his WIN program through to com-

pletion is dependent upon two basic types of considerations, personal and organizational. In this chapter

we look at a sample of WIN staff perceptions of these two types of considerations.

The first considerations -- personal ones are the strengths and weaknesses which characterize

the enrollee as an individual, those he brings with him into the program, They include marital, family

and health attributes; attitude toward work and previous job experience; level of aspiration and self-

esteem; degree rf motivation; his expectations of WIN, and a host of related financial and situational

variables which impinge upon each client.

Each of these attributes may either facilitate or impede his efforts to persevere in the program. A

knowledge of how and why they influence performance should therefore represent one avenue for pre-

dicting the chiicc of his completing the program -- producing a personal proMe of the potentially

successful (and the unsuccessful) WIN enrollee.

An enrollee's performance and successful completion of the WIN employability plan is also in-

fluenced by the second set of considerations -- organizational ones --- the public welfare support

system and certain organizationd, variables of the WIN system itself. Since each WIN enrollee is, by

definition, a person with some employment problems who has been unable to compete in the current

labor market, the ultimate justifi' :ation for WIN rest:, with its ability to somehow intervene on the en-

rollee's behalf. The nature of such intervention. in terms of organizational variables ranges from a sophis-

ticated assessment of each enrollee's motivation and achievement level, to the development of a feasible

*By Beatrice Dinerman
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employability plan and realistic but attractive job goal, building of rapport and confidence between each

enrollee and the members of his WIN team to efforts expended by staff to assure a successful transition

into the employment context) These represent critical interventions in the organizational context which

can have a positive or negative impact. In short, it is the dynamic interaction between the personal ex

periences and characteristics of each enrollee and the nature of WIN intervention as a facilitating organ-

ization which helps to determine an individual's performance, staying power and ultimate success in the

WIN program.

In an effort to pinpoint the precise nature of those clusters of personal and organizational variables

which WIN staff viewed as conducive to successful completion of the program, selected WIN staff mem-

bers were requested to complete an interview and questionnaire designed to compare retrospectively

"dropouts" with enrollees whose performance they judged as excellent.

The sample of enrollees was selected from the extremes of a presumed "success" gradient. WIN

teams who were handling enrollees in our sample were asked to nominate and rank-order those who

showed most promise of successfully reaching their job goal and completing the employability plans --

that is, of completing the program objective. From the top nominees we randomly selected 48 for study.

We also selected a like number of dropouts. This sample represented, 16 different teams and all four

WIN local offices.

The findings of this chapter are based on WIN staff responses covering 89 WIN clients: 47 (52.8

percent) were "winners" -- successes and 42 (47.2 percent) were "losers" who had dropped out.*.

A number of different dimensionS. were elected for study.

The Impact of Personal Considerations

According to WIN staff, an enrollee's disposition to drop out of WIN was initially influenced by

the kinds of personal problems he brought wit:i him into the program. Some types of problems were

easily overcome and represented little interference with WIN participation. Others were sufficiently

pressing to prevent the enrollee from continuing.

Most closely correlated with a high dropout potential were problems centering around health, mar-

ital and family difficulties, said WIN staff members. Of those individuals who had faced health problems

prior to enrollmen.. twice as many dropped out as remained, they said(Table 7-1). The impact was

even sharper for enrollees who had entered the program with marital and family problems. For this-

1See David J. Roessner, Employment Contexts and Disadvantaged Workers. Bureau of Social Sci-

ence Researa. Inc., Washington, D.C., 1971, pp. 171-172.

*The reduction in sample size front the expected is due to unavailability of information on one

success and six dropouts.
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group, only one in three managed to remain in the program. Conversely, enrollees who faced trans-

poration, legal and child care problems, as well as those having difficulty in receiving their welfare

checks, tended to remain in the program in about the same proportion as those who dropped out despite

such impediments.

Staff respondents, also questioned about barriers AFTER enrollment reported that DURING the

program period itself, housing problems, child care arrangements and difficulties in receiving child care

allowances were most closely correlated with dropout status. The impact of poor health, as well as mar-

ital and family problems became less important as a negative influence after enrollment. Transportation

and legal problems, even when they persisted as barriers AFTER the enrollment period, were not im-

portant deterrents to program completion. Similarly, of those persons experiencing financial problems

and problems in receiving the WIN check, nearly as mcny remained is the program as dropped out (Table

7.2).

WIN staff members saw an even closer relationship between selected personal attributes of each

enrollee and his dropout potential. Two such attributes were the motivation or enthusiasm which the

client brought with him into the program, and his level of achievement during his participation in WIN.

The higher the initial motivation and the more commendable his performance or achievement level as

judged by WIN staff, the greater the potential of his remaining in the program (Table 7.3).

Quality of communication and interpersonal relationships had an equally significant bearing, ac-

cording to WIN staff. The higher the degree of formal communications with staff and the richer and

more extensive his informal relationships with both staff and other enrollees, the greater the likelihood

of his completing the program (Table 7-4). Personal contact was also noted by staff as a k,,y vehicle

through which to assess the enrollees' potential and develop specific plans to enhance his employability.

An enrollee's dropout potential was also influenced by his employability prior to.enrollment in the

WIN program, by the nature of his employment goals and expectations, and by his attitudes toward al-

ternative job plans suggested by WIN staff members.

Individuals judged by WIN staff to be job ready, were more likely to remain in their program than

those who lacked such capability the staff said. In addition, enrollees who remained the program

tended more often to have a technically-oriented job goal while dropouts were characterized by greater

proportions with clerical and sales job aspirations. Since the latter type of job goal could be obtained in

many cases without WIN training, motivation to continue in the program would he correspondingly re-

duped. However, both distinctions were statistically insignificant and represent little more than possible

tendencies,

r7el
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A more impressive relation existed between dropout rate and the degree to which a given enrollee's

job goal represented a realistic, feasible choice among alternatives. The more realistic the job goal, the

greater the likelihood of his remaining in the program, Three-quarters of those enrollees whose job goal

was judged by WIN staff to be "highly realistic" or "moderately realistic" remained as Table 7-5 shows.

Conversely, among those enrollees whose job objectives were considered as "unrealistic" or "moderately

unrealistic," 76 percent left the program before completion.*

The amount by which the expected wage (from the WIN job) might exceed the enrollee's best

wage was significantly higher for dropouts, than those who remained lending further weight to the idea

that the goal was "unrealistic" for dropouts.

Dropout rate was also closely related to an enrollee's degree of satisfaction with alternative job

objectives and employability plans offered by WIN staff. Of those enrollees who reacted to the staff-

suggested job goal eagerly, 80 percent rema'ned with the program. Conversely, 60 percent of those

trainees who accepted their job goal reluctantly or rejected it entirely dropped out (Table 7.6k.

Similarly, of the 77 enrollees who had an employability plan, two-thirds were very satisfied or

somewhat satisfied with it and remained in the program. Of those not satisfied, eight out of nine were

dropouts as were 10 of 12 others for whom counselors did not know whether an employabilityplan

had been made or not (Table 7-7).

However, many variables which had actually differentiated INDROPOUT status, (as reported ear-

lier in the study) did not show differences in this smaller subsample. Age and highest grade completed

showed insignificant trends in the expected direction with dropouts slightly younger (about one year)

and having, on the average, one additional school year. In respect to work history, months worked on

the last job, the gross hourly wage on that job, and the longest time spent on a job -- no significant

differences were found. The dropouts had been unemployed less, but not significantly less, during 1970

than those in the program, and had also been on County Aid about four months less, during the last five

years, but this also was not a significant difference.

.41 .r.7.
.4..4., 1...t
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In summary, the enrollee who WIN staff consider most likely to complete the program, was one

who was free from the pressures of health, housing and family problems, possessed a high degree of

motivation which he then translated into a respectable level of achievement, engaged in fruitful com-

munication with both staff and fellow-trainees, possessed a realistic job goal, and readily accepted the

employability plan suggested by WIN staff.

The potential dropout, by contrast, was pictured as an individual who was often plagued by serious

personal problems, entered WIN with a low degree of motivation subsequently reflected in poor per-

formance, was deficient in his relationships and communications with both staff and peers, possessed an

unrealistic employment objective, and reacted negatively to alternative suggestions offered by staff.

These are an interesting set of profiles demonstrating WIN staff ability to distinguish readily the

"best and worst" among enrollees. The reader should recognize also that staff were identifying pre-

dictive characteristics only for the "winners." Comments about "losers" who already had left the pro-

gram are retrospective. Enrollee profiles are however, only part of the equation. The impact of the WIN

program itself is an equally critical factor which could, and indeed should, exert a strong influence on

each candidate's determination to persevere in the program.

The Impact of Organizational Variables

Every enrollee enters the program burdened with some personal problems, or some negative at-

titudes. His very eligibility in WIN testifies to the presence of certain problems which have thwarted his

own efforts to obtain satisfactory employment. It was these same presumed deficiencies which first

justified a need for the WIN program for an organization designed to intervene comprehensively to

reverse the negative employment patterns characteristic of some of the clients. In this sense, WIN staff

members have given a mandate to minimize the enrollee's personal problems utilizing supportive welfare

services if needed, develop his inherent strengths, and to provide him with needed job and personal sl:ills,

to enhance his employment potential.

How successful has WIN been in executing this Mandate? What organizational variables tend to be

most closely correlated with high (or low) dropout predictability? What impact has the organization hae

in preventing terminations and creating positive employment patterns. To what extent ,:3n the organ-

ization learn from its own mistakes?

In approaching these questiorls, it was assumed that implementing certain organizational activities

should help to deter individuals from leaving the program, thereby reducing the overall dropout rate and

maximizing WIN resources. Such action focused on each enrollee through sustained enrollee-term com-

munication, would include the preparation of a feasible employability plan with stated objectives under-

stood by the enrollee, suggestions of alternative job goals where the enrollee's own objectives appeared

unrealistic, rapid implementation of the plan facilitating the client's entry into the job market and inter-

vention by WIN where termination seemed likely.
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WIN intervention to improve personal problems impinging upon the client after enrollment seems

to have had an effect on dropout status, 01 a total of 46 such cases, more than half (26) remained in the

program. However, such assistance was ineffective in preventing termination for the remainder,

Employability plans were confirmed for 77 of 89 enrollees and almost three out of five (58.4 per-

cent) remained to finish the WIN program. By contrast, among those with no employability plans and

those for whom counselors had no records or remembrance that employability plans had been made,

more than eight out of ten dropped out as Table 7-8 shows.

Suggesting alternative goals to enrollees with unrealistic aspirations or impossible expectations of

the WIN program, did not widely influence them to remain in the program. At least 38 enrollees' per-

sonal goals were considered unrealistic and attempts to substitute more limited goals were made. Among

40 enrollees from whom alternatives were suggested. we found only 23 (57,7 percent) who remained in

the program as Table 7.9 shows, The relationship between staff-enrollee communications and dropout

rates also failed to show positive linkage. For clients interviewed less than three times 53 percent dropped

out: as communications increased, smaller proportions were to become dropouts but the differences

were statistically insignificant as Table 7-10 shows.

We asked counselors "How well did you know the enrollee?" and found, as expected, that larger

proportions of those who were known "very well" remained in the program. The reverse was true

among those who were hardly known; larger proportions of dropouts were in this column. But as Table

7-11 shows, large numbers betWeen these ("known very well" and "hardly at all") extremes were not

influenced by the counselor's estimates. In this respect it is interesting to find that counselors estimated

that of the 89 enrollees. 17 (19 percent) could have been placed on jobs with their present skill and

educational attainment, and another 32 (36 percent) "perhaps" could have been placed.' The majority

of these enrollees (29 out of 49 or almost 60 percent) remained in the program. The speculation is un-

avoidable whether, in the views of the counselors, sonic of these enrollees were being needlessly retrained

or prepared and otherwise groomed for non-existing jobs for which they might have well searched in-

dependently. Of the total 89 enrollees, counselors considered only 35 (39,3 percent) unplaceable with

their present skills and education that is, truly in need of the training resources of WIN but they were

unsuccessful with more than halt' (54 percent ) in keeping them in the program.

In short, for overt, procedural differences in organizational tieatment accorded to members of

each group. In's or Dropouts, few distinctions were found between enrollees who remained in the pro-

gram and those who left the program. Since both groups were subjected essentially to the same organ-

izational processes. that is. preparation of an employability plan, suggestion of alternative job goals when

necessdry and varying degrees of personal contact, the implementation of these tangible processes, in and

of themselves. had little significant bearing on an enrollee's decision to persevere in the program or eave

prior to completion, Presumably, less tangible distinctions in the ilpplication of these processes to spe-

cific individuals had sonic impact but did not lend themselves to precise identification or measurement.
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Furthermore, in those cases where terminations were pending, intervention by WIN staff had little im-

pact in preventing terminations. Of course, this assumes that one objective of WIN intervention at this

point is to encourage the enrollee to remain in the program. In fact, the reverse may have been true:

counselors and others may have encouraged enrollees to drop out under increasingly stringent WIN budg-

etary rigor and new policy which stated that WIN's purpose was to place the enrollee's foot on the first

rung of the job ladder no more. If he could not persevere unaided then WIN would not assist him.

The dropout may well be a bimodal group some, more capable, got ready and motivated, than

Cie IN group; some less so. Indeed possibly they were not habilitable within the present WIN system

and technology and resources.

hnplications

These findings suggest a number of significant questions. How valid is staff assessment of its

clients? How effective is the team approach? What priorities should be emphasized to achieve the most

fruitful expenditure of effort? And, perhaps the most basic question, what is the function of the WIN

organization and how can it be made more effective in attaining its objectives?

Consider first the question of staff assessment. One clear finding of this sub study is the recog-

nition, by WIN staff, of identifiable differences between enrollees who see the program through to com-

pletion and those who drop out along the way. Yet, how valid is their judgment, given the fact that such

perceptions were expressed after the fact, i.e., after each enrollee had already demonstrated his perform-

ance and reached the decision either to remain in the program or drop out prior. In this sense, is it not

possible that staff members were evaluating each enrollee, not so much in terms of motivation, ability

and problems he brought with him into the program, but rather on the basis of a level of performance

which had already crystallized? Or, expressed another way, in being asked to judge the personal sit-

uation, temperament and attitudes of an enrollee who had already left the program, (often under adverse

cricumstances) could staff members resist the tendency automatically to conclude that the individual

lacked motivation, an achievement orientation, ability, and enthusiasm in the first place?

This conclusion would, as a by-product, help to justify a staff decision to recommend terminatun

and/or a failure to prevent termination. Closely related may be a predisposition of WIN staff to label

their enrollees as "winners" or "losers" early in the game a predisposition which can easily become a

self-fulfilling prophesy.

Other critical questions are suggested by the findings around the effectiveness of WIN staff in deal-

ing with the deprived, unmotivated enrollee and, more specifically, of the team approach. Particularly

important was the number of things team members did know about their enrollees, rticularly the

dropouts. For example, in 2t; out of the total of 42 dropout cases, WIN staff did no ow how well a
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given dropout reacted to alternative job suggestions offered by WIN. In 14 cases, they did not know if

WIN had taken any action to ameliorate the personal problems of the dropout, nor if DPSS had taken

similar action in 18 cases knowledge which should be a matter of simple record. Neither could staff

members suggest any possible alternatives which might have been used to prevent termination in 17 cases.

Such information gaps can be partially attributed to the large numbers of individuals handled by

each team, thwarting staff efforts to acquire an intimate knowledge of each enrollee falling within their

purview and impeding attempts to communicate their interest and concern effectively. Whether this

difficulty is aggravated by the team approach, however, remains a legitimate question, particularly when

one considers the record of organization ineffectiveness in preventing pending terminations. To be sure,

the team approach presumably has many advantages, not the least of which is the value of utilizing the

combined talents of a number of individuals whose roles are specialized and distinct. However, it can al-

so have its drawbacks the requirement of mutual consent (for example in decisions to terminate) can

produce indecision and inaction, and splintered responsibility leading to chaos and confusion. This was

evident in case after case among dropouts we interviewed.

Yet another disturbing feature of the findings concerns the inability of WIN staff to offer con-

structive suggestions leading to more effective program implementation. For a full 88 percent of ter-

minated enrollees, staff members could make no suggestions as to whether or not WIN policy or pro-

gram needed modification, to say nothing of specific case related modifications in terms of better initial

assessment, more cooperation with staff or improved interaction with clients. Staff were equally un-

productive in suggesting constructive policy modifications for DPSS, except for a small percentage who

felt that some dropouts could possibly have been prevented if DPSS had made a better initial assessment

of the enrollee. In addition, in 40 percent of the dropout cases, staff could conceive of no possible al-

ternatives which might have been used to prevent termination, a finding which raises the logical question:

Since alternatives were seen in some of the cases, why weren't they utilized?

This dearth of suggested alternatives could be due to unwarranted complacency among staff mem-

bers to a conviction that WIN is already operating with optimum effectiveness. It could also reflect

the difficulties and complexities inherent in the WIN bureaucracy itself, leading to a sense of helplessness

among staff members who recognize program deficiencies and the need for modification, but are over-

whelmed by their complexity and unable to identify avenues of improvement.

These observations have broad implications for WIN in terms of its objectives, its priorities and its

ultimate effectiveness.

Critical to this assessment is the question of priorities in the selection of enrollees, i.e., efficacy of

selecting those persons deemed most likely to persevere in the program over other applicants with less

favorable prospects. Expressed another way, is it more commendable to increase the employment po-

tential of fifty truly hard core unemployed or to concentrate on two hundred less disadvantaged en-

rollees who might eventually have found jobs on their own? This is a legitimate question for policy and
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for distributing service program resources in attempting to achieve the most fruitful expenditure of

time and effort. It is a question which strikes at the very heart of WIN's o!Aectives and the mandatory

referral requirement and one which the organization has failed to answer adequately in terms of a

clear expression of goals and priorities.

If enrollees are indeed labeled as "winners" or "losers" early in the program, and if only the

"winners" complete the program, the conclusion must he reached that WIN intervention, in fairing to

retain the others, has been ineffective with this group. That is, enrollees who enter:1 the program

burdened with multiple negative pressures, attitudes and experiences not only retained these attributes

despite their WIN participation but failed to reach a skill training goal. On the other hand, "winneis"

might have been sufficiently motivated to perservere without WIN intervention., this remains open

to question.

In short, if WIN is seen primarily as a vehicle to increase the employability of its "best" candidates,

this needs to be stated. This is a legitimate, defensible position. On the other hand, if WIN assigns equal

priority to assisting the truly hard core disadvantaged to become economically self-sufficient, there is a

critical need for improvement in its capability.

Such improvement can take many forms better initial screening of enrollees, better utilization of

health screening resources, a reduction in the number of cases assigned to each staff team, increased

training and orientation to orient staff members to effective work with the disadvantaged potential drop-

outs, and availability ofjobs.The need to embark upon such re-assessment has been clearly demonstrated.

Summary

This chapter presents WIN counselors perceptions of the personal and the organization correlates

of enrollees most likely to complete their program or who L:rop out.

WIN staff considered who was most likely to complete an employability plan, was free from the

pressures of health, housing and family problems, possessed a high degree of motivation which lie trans-

lated into a respectable level of achievement, engaged in fruitful communication with both staff and

fellow-trainees, possessed a realistic job goal, and readily accepted the employability plan suggested by

WIN staff,

The dropout, by contrast, was seen as one who was often plagued by serious personal problems,

entered WIN with a low degree of motivation, subsequently reflected in poor performance, was deficient

in his relationships and communication with both staff and peers, possessed an unrealistic employment

objective, and reacted negatively to alternative suggestions offered by staff.
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With respect to the impact or organizational variables, staff identified few distinctions between

enrollees who remained and those who left the program in terms of overt, procedural differences or in

organizational treatment accorded members of each group. Both groups they said were subjected to

essentially the same organizational processes, i.e., the preparation of an employability plan, suggestion of

alternative job goals when necessary and varying degrees of personal contact. The implementation of

these tangible processes, in and of themselves, had no statistically significant bearing on a given enrollee's

decision to persevere in the program of leave prior to completion as a dropout. Furthermore, in cases

where terminations were pending, intervention by WIN staff had little impact in preventing such ter-

minations and could offer little suggestion as to remedial steps to reverse or lower the dropout rate.

The findings raise a number of critical questions centering around 1) possible inadequacies of the

team approach, 2) inability of WIN staff to suggest needed modification in WIN policies and/or programs

and 3) the capability of WIN staff and te:111 approach in dealing with the deprived, unmotivated enrollee.

The observations have broad implication for WIN in terms of its objectives, its priorities, and its

ultimate effectiveness.
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APPENDIX B

Availability of Interview Schedules

In this research study three separate interview schedules were used. Because of their bulk, they
were not included in this report. A limited supply is available, however. Interested readers may request

copies by writing to the following address:

Regional Research Institute in Social Welfare

School of Social Work

University of Southern California

University Park, Los Angeles, California 90007

D ,11203


