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PART 1

BACKGROUND, SUMMARY, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CHAPTER 1

OVERVIEW

A. Women and Manpower Policy

During the past decade, manpower researchers have examined the
éﬂnseéuenees of a wide variety of job-training and employment programs
aimed at spe:ifié classes of the unemployed. | |

This study's claim to differentiation rests upon its target popu-
lation—~~welfare mothers. It reports in some defail, local results §F
the Work Incentive (WIN) Program, the first nationwide employment program
with the clear objective of serving female heads uf families.

The significance of that statement requires some éxpianatien—a per=
haps, a brief review of federal manpower policy. During the early 1960's,
most federal training pregrams were designed tavsgrve regular workers who
had been displaced by changing technology or sagging demand. Later in the
decade, emphasis shifted to the '"hard-core' unemployed-- those Hhasg’at-
tempts to work regularly had been hindered by their youth, their race and/or _
their lack of skills, |

Almost all of these programs, and the studies which accompanied them,
concentrated uﬁgn male trainees. 1In fact, when the enrollment of Fem;les
proved une:peetgdiy high, manpqwer:pglizy was considered to be missing i:s

mark. The 1970 Manpower Report of the President, for example, observed:

Some concern has been expressed that manpower pro=-

grams have devoted disporportionate resources to

preparing women for jobs. The records show that

- during fiscal 1969, men predominated in most pro-
' grams. Girls slightly outnumbered boys in the NYC




out-of-school program, and women consider-
ably outnumbered men in both the New Careers
program and the WIN Program, which is aimed
largely at mothers of dependent children. In
all other programs, men were in the majority.
The turn of the decade, however, appears to have introduced a new
phase in manpower policy: purposeful concentration of public resources

upon the training of women, This change-- of immense social significance--

was signalled, without fanfare by the 1971 Manpower Report of the President

which stated:

Women /in 197@7 made up nearly half of the en-

rollees in all programs taken together. They

represented 71 percent of the new participants

in the rapidly expanding WIN Program, 77 percent

in the small New Careers effort to upgrade the

disadvantaged in public sarv1ce occupations, and

about half of the NYC youth,Z
The large-scale investment of public monies in the training of women,
 without apology, appears long overdue. Since the mid-sixties, approximately
two-fifths of all women have been labor force participants and by the end of
the decade they represeated the same proportion of the labor force-~ all con-
tributing through their taxed earnings to the maintenance of manpower programs.
Moreover, their need for training and retraining had been evident. Whether

viewed by race, age, or marital status, their unemployment rate was consis-

]U.S. Depé;tment of Labor, March 1970, U.S. Government Printing Uffice,
HES!‘Hﬁthn; Di(:i’ P+ 6‘-

2u S. Department of Labar April 1971, U.S. Government Printing fo1ce,
Washington, D.C., p. 39. Other sections note planned research on training
naeds of women pr1seners (p- 58); and discuss increased emphasis on women

in the Job Corps-- rising female enrollment, experiments with coeducational
residential centers, and institution of child care fae1l1t1es for female en-
rollees. (pp. 47-49).



tently higher than that of men, and their concentration in low-paying
jobs was well-documented.3

However, the importance of the new stance in manpower policy is
not iiuited to its recognition of women's disproportionate membership
in the class éf‘éisadvantaged workers. Its impact promises to affect
a wide range of social, economic and intellectual areas. Some of its
potential repercussions were clearly foreseeable-- the most obvious
beiﬁgffts challenge ta'traditiénai views on. the social desirability of
training yirls, wives, and mothers for perman=nt employment outside the
home. Other repercussions are apparent now but less noticeable. For
example, experience with the Job Corps and WIN Program has brought
strong Lebor Department sQ§p§rt for the expansion and improvement of day
care for children of working mothers. Recounting some of the early prob-

lems of the WIN Program in the 1970 Manpower deport of the President, the

Department observes:

Space in institutional day-care facilities is
extremely scarce. . . . Quality day-care is

not only scarce but also expensive. The Depart-

ment of Health, Education and Welfare estimates

the cost of after-school and summer care for school- -
age children at $400 per child per year, and for
full-day care for preschoolers at $1600. Thid situa-
tion affects not only welfare mothers who might en-
roll in WIN, but also others, either struggling to
pay for child care out of low incomes or prevented
from seeking needed work by the lack of child-care
services. In the long run, the solution lies in
increasad funding for day care. In addition, beiter
use should be made of existing resources through the
coordinated Community Child Care (4-C) program, a
pilot interagency effort to coordinate are- pianning
and resources.“

—

3523, for example, "Fact Sheet on the Earnings Gap", prepared by the Women's
Bureau, U.S. Department of Labor, U.5. Government Printing Office, February 1971,

qmz.cﬁ.gpg7&



Still other consequences of the new policy are only intellectual
tremors at present. For instance, léfge-5§aie pubiic-inVEstmgnt in job-
training for women will reinforce the challenge to the adequacy of cost-bene-
fit analyzis as the meature of a program's worth. As one Labor Depart-
ment study discovered in analyzing the NYC pragramg and as this report
suggests in reviewing the WIN Program, the earnings of girls and women--
even though they successfully complete a program and obtain higher-skill
jobs=- may not yield enough cash gain to offset the tést of training. Yet
the WIN mothers in this report found "'good jobs' in the white collar wor ld;
they spoke of their own and their children's pride in their training achieve-
ments and of the shame and the hopelessness of life on welfare, Under these
circumstances, can benefits be me asured égle]y in dollars? Or does train-
ing pay important nonmonetary dividends to present and future geﬁeratians?
How can cost-benefit formulas be adjusted to measure these intangible gains?

In any event, opening training to women on a large-scale is bound to
bring decisions based on cost-benefit analysis under attack from another
quarter. The low payoff in training women is clearly related to the social
convention which consigns even well-trained girls and women to low-paying
jobs.,

For exanple, a Labor Department publication indicates that in 1969,
women high schoo! graduates who were full-time year-round workers earned a
median income of $5,280; women college graduates earned $7,396-- 58 and 57.1

percent, respectively, of the medians for men with the same education.®

5!971 Hanﬁgyer Report of théf?rgsidgﬁt, p. b5,

biFact Sheet on the Earnings Gap", p. L.




'Thgrgfare, any attempt to reduce training opportunities for women on

tﬁe basis of economic iﬁeffieieﬁéy will inevitably raise serious questions
 regarding sex discrimination. Should training for girls and women be judged
'ecanémiéélly iﬁéFFic§Eﬁt beca@ée sex discrimination bars: them from earning
"the success of the programs (and coincidentally, with the anfo-cement of
éamebantiedis:riminatinn'lan) exert itself tarzhaﬁge'the "given'' data in‘
the cost-benefit equatjnn?

vaigusly; large=scale ﬁublié investment in j@thraining.Fcr women is

a péwerfgi véhicie for sacial'éhangei':Equaiiy'abviausly, the issues. involved

brought more sharply into focus than in the WIN Frﬁgfam-




8. The Work Incentive Program

The WIN Program in 1970 was the second largest of all manﬁawer
programs, and still growing. It was authggized in 1967, admitted its
first trainees in October 1968, and by the end of 1970 had avﬁatianﬁide
enroliment of 103,200, and a i§71_géaf of 150,000.7 By ?970,,seven out
of }O pérgicipants uere‘wcmen—: almost all of them welfare mothers.

At its inceptién; WIN inherited the last contingent of enrollees
fn the Work Experience and Trainingl(Titie V) Program, operated by the
Department of Health, Education and.HeiFafe from 1965 to 1968. Charged
by law with serving uneﬁplqygd fathers and athér,néedy persons, the Title

:U Program héd also enrolled welfare mothers, but its female trainees oc-
cupied an anomalous pgsitiun;_ One spokesman, for example, described the
training relevant for mothers as éansisting of the home economics skills
which nﬂuld_suppart their husbands' efforts.B Later, in an ;ffurt to halt
fising female enroliment, federal administfatars directed local projects

to reserve one=half of ﬁheir slots for men.s

,71976 Manpower Report of the President, p. 74, and l97l Manp
of the President, pp. 38, 52-53. o S

- B”The‘wark Experience and Training Program Under Title V of the Economic
Opportunity Act', an address by Adnrew R.N. Truelson before the American
Public Welfare Association, Dec. 3, 1965, quoted by Sar A, Levitan and
Garth L. Mangum in Federal Training and Work Pro rams in the Sixties,

Wayne State University, An vor, Michigan, 1969, p, 256,

7 u.s. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Welfare Administration,
"Criteria for Approval of New Title V Projects and Renewals!, Letter No.
590 to State Agencies; Jan. 11, 1967, referred to in Levitan and Hangum,
op. cit., p. 257. - :



The WIN Program followed the precedent of Title V, and most
preceding manpower efforts by giving highest priority to the training
and placement of men and out-of-school yeuths-(in addition to immediately
accepting current participants in Title V). WIN was restricted, however,
to serving persons receiving Aid to Families With Depeﬁdent Children (AFDC),
the largest and fastest growing category of welfare recipients. In 1968,
when the first WIN project was funded, three out of four families on the AFDC
rolls were families headed by women.!0 Hence, it was clear from the start that
most enrollees would be welfare mothers.

Alth@ugh:Titlé V had been offering work experience and training to some
welfare mothers for three years at the time WIN took over, that activity héd
by no means won wide acceptance. As a group, welfare mothers were still con=-
sidered out of the labor force rather then unemployed. Moreover, as in the
past, value judgments continued to cloud most discussions of their employability.
Underlying much of the opposition to job-training was the viéw that mothers
are best emzloyed in the home,.taking care of their own children.!! Under-
lying much of the support was the belief that dependence is degzad{ng, while
work offers personal dignity and a.zhaﬁse.fér a better life. Both sides o

‘marshalled statistical evidence to support their views. Opponents of work
for welfare mothers pointed to their lack of markgtable-ski!ls and the high
cost of child care. Supporters pointed to the burgeoning size, east; and
social wastefulness of the current syétem, and to the répidlyirising work

rate of all mothers. Public attitudes toward welfare mothers during the

mﬂavid E; Ewpplﬂéyi, "The AFDC Family in the 1960's'", Welfare in Review, U.S.
- Department of Health, Education and Helfare, an. 8, No. 5, Sept.-Oct. 1970,
PP; B‘Iéi

15ee the review of the Title V program in Levitan and Mangum, for examples
and discussion of the views cited in this paragraph. _E' cit., pp. 240-272,




pre<WIN period reflected this background of controversy, dem@nstra;ing
some sympathy for their children-- the 'poor kids"-- and resentment and
hopelessness in regard to the mother.

A few attempts had been made to measure the actual employment poten-
tial of the wamen; but criteria varied from one study to theiqext; and a
wide range of estimates resulted. In a 1969 report, Leaﬁaré J. Hausman
catalogued some of these éffﬁrt5512 |

- For example, a 1961 study by the Department of Health, Education
and Welfare had.giassed Zi percent of the AFDC mathersvas gmplnyable using
as criteria the fact that they were already employed, or that they had no
impediment to employment except the lack of suitable jobs.

A 1965 survey by the California Department of Social Welfare, Hausman
reported, counted 17 percent of its welfare mothersras fully emplayable-

In this case, ‘'employable" meant under 50 years of age, literate, w1thaut
maJnr mental or physical hand1eap5; having less than seven children, and
not needed fulltime in the home.

To abta1n some ﬁat1an of ‘the ap1n1on aF the uelFare mothers themselvss,
Hausman canducted his own small survey in New Yark City in 1966, asking de-
pendent women whether they thought AFDC mothers would work if they could
keep all or most of their earnings. The answers he. received 1nd1cated that

38.9 percent were emplayable, given an encouraging welfare tax rate, and

IE"EMPIanb1]1ty of AFDC Family Heads'', The Potential for Work Among Welfare
Parents, U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Research Monograph No. 13,
u §. Government Printing Office, 1969, pp. 9-15.




27.5 percent were either alfeady working or appeared to be “jabiready“.
However, as Hausman' points out, his s:ﬁdy did not ask women if EEEL per-
sonally would work, so his figures may overstate actual behavior, and
probably do overstate patentiél job hunting success.

Viewed against this background of emotion-laden cantrnversy'and
sparse information, it is apparent that the WIN Program set itself a
very difficult task-- one bound to be subject to question and criticism.
It is also apparent that it set some notable precedents. In addition to
being the first nationwide training éﬁd employment pfﬁgram aimed specifi-
cally st mothers, it establishéd'a number of other “firsts",

1) Welfare re¢ipiehts whe participated experienced an immediate in-
crease in income as wéli.as the promise of more to come-- the "incentive"
feature of the pragram; While in training, WIN enfﬁliges received $30.
per manth. in addition to an allowance to cover the expenses of tra1n1ng
(lunch, carfare, 2ic¢,) which had alsa been provided under T1tle V. In
New Jgrsey,.fhis meant a total monthly cash payment of $80 in excess of
the welfare grant. After employment, HIN'partieiﬁaﬁts were allowed to keep
the first §30 of their earnings plus an additiﬂﬁal one=third of their wages "
before the welfare grant was reduced,!3.

| 2) Unlike Title v, WIN required cooperation betwéEﬁ the Departments
of Labor and Health, Education and Welfare. The latter agency was charged

with selecting candidates for WIN, maintaining welfare benefits, and supply-

13Shartly after adopting the WIN Program, New Jersey placed a ceiling on
total income after which welfare benefits must terminate-~ 133 percent
of permissible benefits, or earnings of $470 per month for a family of
four., In July 1970, a United States District Court ruled against this
ceiling. At this writing, the decision was under appeal,
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.ing Supportive social services: child care, medical care, personal

counseling, etc. Administration of the Program was lodged with the
Department of Labor, which operated WIN through state employment se-
curity agencies.

Employment services prqvided werz designed to be highly personalized,
As under Title v, an individual empfajability Plan was to be drafted for
each participant charting the services reéuir;d to meet her employmen t
goal. Throughout her enrollment, her Progress was to be followed by a
WIN team usually g@ﬁsistihg,ﬁf a cauﬁse]ar, a manpower ;pecialist, a work=
training specialist, a coach and a élerk:stgnagrapheri A full roster of
manpower servf@es-— im:e,i""\»*'i%nan‘:19,;tesi:iiﬂrag‘j counseling, and placement in a
job, jab training, or special work experience-. waé available to each can-
didate as required, !

In;New Jersej, the first WIN enrollees entered the‘pragram November 1,
1968. Nine projects were launched-at sitgs throughout the state: Atlantic
City and Camden in the south; Trenton, New Brunswick, and Asbury. Park in. the
central section; and Jersey City, Elizabgth, Newark, and Paterson %n the

north. Newark, the state's largest city was élléiated 800 enrollee slots; -

~and Jersey City, a major industrial center, L400; the others, 200 each,

At six sites, WIN had been pFEEgdedvby'Titie V projects and the majarity=
of the first WIN entrants were trénsfers, about half of whom were male, As
the transfers moved out of the program through termination or completion, it

became inergasingly clear. that WIN enrol lment would be predominently female,

LT . o , ]
'q|970 H@npeygr_Rgpqrtroffthe Prgsidgn@, p: 75.




On a statewise basis by June 1970, that is, at the end of the period
covered by this study, women outnumbered men at the rate of four to

ahe.

11
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CHAPTER .

A CLOSE LOOK AT wiIn

A. Desigq ﬂfATbiS,StUdY

This study set out to take a close look at igcal results GF!HIHiS
effort to move méthers'"Fram the “2ifare rollg into meaningful, perma-
nent, productive emp!gymént."75 . . che request of the New Jersey Depart-
ment of Labor ang Industry, the approach taken aiﬁed to combine 5 "cémputer‘s
view' with a “pgaéle‘s view" of the program,

As the WIN Program Handbook statess The Purpose of this program is not

just training. 1t js employment, but alge employment with a futyre,n16 This
Fact led to the first decision in Study design. Since the nature of the local
labor market places abviaus'éonstraints on £he volume and type of job place-
ments possible, it was decided to select Far-study two WIN projects operating
in labor markets of different characteristics.- one relatively stabje and
Prosperous, the othar subject to seasonal Flgctuatian but shanfn§ some sign
of employment growth. The two Projects, it was further spe:iFiéd, should
be simiiar in size, in length of operation, éﬁd in distribution of e#rniiees
among the t;aining components; and both should enjay‘g good working relation-
ship with thejr respective Caunty-HéiFa?e Boards.

On the basis of these c?iteria, Paterson and Asbury Park, Nide, were se-
lected as study sites, Paterson, center of an a!d; diversified, highly iﬁs

dustrialized area, exemplified a stable job market. Asbury, a seaside resort

'SU.Si Employment Service, Program Letter 2380, May 22, 1948,

'Guis. Department of Labor, Manpower Administratian, BWTP Hanuai,'TNlB—éB,
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faﬁated in a E@untf undergéing rapid expansion in population and in-
dustr}, repr§§ented a market whieﬁ was seasonal, but growing.

Staée sources estimated that the average participant's progress
through the WIN Program-- from enroliment through follow-up after em-
ployment-~ would take four to six months. Therefore, a six-month study
period was designated to begin November 1969 and end May 1970.

The next decision in study design took note of WIN's avowed purpose,
and yielded what might be called a computer view of the program. Since
WIN is an employment program, effective services should be strongly as-
sociated with employment-- mcreavef, uith-emplayment in jobs which are
better than trainees could get without it. To analyze the employment
impaét of the program at the two sites, it was decided to examine file
data for all Femaig partiéipaﬁts active in November 1969, regardless of
their enroliment date-- a population of 203 women in Asbury and 212 in
Paterson. At the study's start, this population was listed andlbenchmafk

' information was collected on personal éhara:teristics, welfare and work
histories, program status, and number and type of WIN services received.
Six months later, this information was brought up-to-date. Aﬂalysis.e;amiﬁed
differences in ;ligntele and program operation at each site, aﬁd saught-tn
discover the type of persons and éervi:es associated with various possible
autcﬁmessﬁ termination, employment, aﬁdrpralanged training. !

However, to fasten exclusively on employment results is to forego a
great deal of useful information. Welfare mothers are nat-mereiy potential
units of labor. They are heads of families, consumers, members of organi-

ences in various program components undoubtedly interact with other areas




of their lives in ways in which can reinforce or undermine the program's .
effectiveness. Therefore, to secure some approximation of a “people's
view'" of the program, the 60 mothers who ﬁere fhe most recent enrollees
at each site were designated for interview at the study's start and again
six months later. Data collected included job market information and ac-
tivity, child-care arrangements, Faﬁily structure, children's school per-
formance, income and expenditures, personal hopes and worries éancerqing
the future, aﬁd reaction® and recommendations regarding WIN.

The final decision in study dr.5ign involved the question: What would
have happened to WIN mothers in the absence of the program? To gain infor-
mation on this painf, 4o welfare mothers at each site who were eligible
for WIN but would not receive it during thelstudy period were ﬂesignated
as control groups. The zaﬁgfal mothers were interviewed at tﬁe same inter-
val as the WIN mothers, using a questionnaire which differed only by omissien
of questions on program operations, Cﬁanges occurring within participant
and control groups over the time period of the study were identified and |
examined; then, the final status of participants was compared with that of
the control groups. | |

For the technical reader, study desfgn is diagrammed in Part II, péﬁbs
lem; of sample selection are discussed, and the statistical data resulting
from the study is presented under appropriate headings.

For the general reader, the major finéings of the study are summarized
and interpreted in question-and-answer farm below. Part I then concludes

with a discussion of recommendations.




B. Study Results-- Some Questions and Answers

Unless otherwise indicatéd, statistics in this section are based on
file data for the total active population of WIN mothers at each site in
‘November 1969. Quotations occasionally used to illustrate a point are,
of course, taken from interviews.

Who_are the WIN mothers?

At both sites, the typical WIN mother was a Elaﬁk woman in her late
20's or early 30's, who had natéfinfshed high school. She was divorced
or separated Framkﬁer husband; was living alaﬁg with her two or three child-
ren, and had been receiving welfare for up to two years. If she had worked
at all during the three years before entry, the job was unskilled-- usually
as a waitress or a domestic, a floor girl or aséemb]er in a factory, or a
clerk in a dry cleaning store-= and had paid léss than Si.?D.per hour.,

‘That job had lasted less than a year and had ended more than 12 months be-
fore she entered the program.

In addition .to the abviag; job market handicaps outlined above, field
researchers observed that some women entered the program with an additional
problem. They were frightened and eﬁnFused, still suFfering the after-ef-
fects of tﬁe domestic disaster whicﬁ had put them on reliet. 0One young mother,
for example, had turned her husband over to the police only a féw mon ths EeFore
enrolling in H;H. He had returned from Vietnam a ﬁerain addict, had tried
to force her into prostitution to éuppart his habit, and=evéntually had threaténa
ed to kill their éhildfég. Although no interview questions were asked on

‘this score, many others volunteered similar stories. 17

17PF§gram records indicated that 10 percent at one site and 80 percent at the
other entered WIN with personal problems-- figures so different that they un-
[ERJ!:‘ doubtedly reflect different astimating criteria.
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Independénce and the Prospect of a little financial elbow=room were
seen as the chief advantages of working by all the interview groups==WIN

mothers and controls alike. One Paterson woman summed up the explanations

When you're getting a paycheck every week
you don't have to budget so closely so the
money will last to the end of the month,
And you can earn more than you can get from
welfare. But the best thing is that you
don't have to worry about investigators nose

ing around. you don't have to explain where

you got the money for something. When you're

working, you're on your own and you don't have —
to depend on' anyone else.

Others emphasized the psychological valye of independence:
‘ You have the pride and respact of your
Chi]ﬂfeﬂé ‘

When you have 4 job, you know you're not
li?ing off someone elge's hard work. Do it
yourself and you'll feel good,

But the welfare mothers were not unaware of the possible disadvan-
tages of working, Child care problems or separation from their children
loomed largest among thege in their answers.

Dafwejfarefmgthgrs et

_ ot _Jobs_through the WIN Program--
better jobs than they'd S

—

find without 1t?

Given a wide, diversified labor market, and sufficient time,-fhe WIN
Preéram exeeeded realistic expectations. In Paterson, 12 té 18 months after
their enrolliment, 40 Percent of the welfare mothers Were emplayedfm In Asbury,
the small seasonal market, 25 percent were working after the same tiﬁe lapse,
At each site, an additional 10 percent had worked at some time since entering
trajning, but were not employed in May 1970, the end of the six;mOﬁth study
period. At each site, Qne-thifd of the women were still in training, The
remainder..about 30 percent in Paterson.and 40 percent in Asbury--had been

terminated,
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The employment figure given above for the Paterson program sounds
surprisingly like the forecast made by Hausman on the basis of his
New York City survey-- i.e., that BS.QvQEFCEnt of the welfare mothers
were employable, given an encouraging welfare tax rate. It should be
néied, however, that the record of the WIN Program at this site is, in
fact, better fhan anticipatgdi: Hausman's projection was ap zsrimate of
potential employabiiity and was assumed to overstate practical results.

The figure reported here reérésents actual employment at a given point’
in time,

Moreover, at both sites, there was substantial evidence of occupa-
tional upgrading. The last job held by the women before entering the -
program was compared with the first job secured afterward. A large-scale
shift to clerical employment was evident. Before training, approximately
5 percent at Asbury, and 14 percent in Paterson had held Eleri;al jobs.
After training, more than 40 percent at each site had moved iﬁtalthg white-
collar world.

A rise in earnings was also evident, but its significance is debatable.
Although median hourly earnings at each site rose by appfaximatelf 20 cents,
it is probable that the paybgain was not entirely attributable to training.
The last job held before enterihg the program could have occurred as long
ago as 1965. Hence, some of the apparent pay gain must be due to changes
in state and federal minimum uagesglas well as to the general increase in
all prices, including wages, éuring the late 1960's. |

Nevertheless, while clerical hourly pay was not substantially higher

than wages received previously, the transition to white-collar work prob-



ably represents a real gain. Cierical work, in generai, is more stable

than blue-collar work; hence, annual income shqyld be higher. In addition,
office jnbs-ﬁsuaily offer more attractive and comfortable working conditions
than shop or service émployment. And finally, for the many Blacks and Puerto
Ricans aning the emﬁiayed mothers, the transition to clerical jobs represent-
ed a widening of opportunity-- a chance to do the light, clean and relative-
ly prestigious work formerly reserved for the middle ciassi Since this type
of work usually requires pretra1n1ng at the worker's expense, it is deubtful
that many welfare mathers could have abtalned it without the assistance aF
the program.

Can the WIN Program work for anyone, or
were _those who found ijS an elite group?

‘Again, given a favorable labor market, the program appears capable of
correcting the!emplnymEHE handicaps of most enrollees-- but the process takes
time,

At both sites, the emplayed group was compared with the drapauts, and
with thuse still in training, in regard to personal characterlstlts and ser-
vices received. At neither site were there'statisti:aiiy'signiFizant.dif-
ferences in the pEFSBnaikghara:teristics on record far.thefhreg groups.
However, in the smaller seasonal market, Asbury Fark, there was sam§ evidence
o?i"crgaming“z the employed group evideﬁtly required less preparation for
the job market. They tEﬁﬁed not to get adult basic education or high school
equivalency training, and, instead, were routed quickly to Qark experience
or vocational training. They spgnt less time in the program than thnse still
in training, and received more job referrals and repeated referrals. Evident.
ly, in this more selective market, jobs tended to go to those who required

the least service.
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In Patersén, however, a different story appeared. Pragram opera-
tors seemed to be dealing alike with all enrollees. The employed group
received about the same range of services as the dropouts and those who
remained in training. They were distinguished only by their perseverance--
they had been in the program longer than the others. Among the gmployed:
group at this site, three-quarters had been in the program 13 months or
longer, and, among all of those enrolled 13 months or longer, one-half
were employed in May 1970.

How long dne;,i;‘:akextg train welfare mothers for_the lahorﬁgérke;?

Before this study began, estimates based on the initial enrollment of
program and into the labor market in four to six months. The Title V trans-
fers, however, were not typical. A large proportion were men, and male en-
rollees at the two sites studied were customarily considered 'job-ready",
and hencé received referrals rather than training. Moreover, many of the
women in that group had airéady received some training or work éxperignce
under Title V.

For the welfare mothers who now predominate in the WIN population, the
duration of training will clearly be much longer than the initial estimate.
As noted earlier, at both research sites, approximately one-third of thg
welfare mothers were still in training.12 to 18 months after enrolling in
the program. |

Why does it take so long to prepare the women for the labor market?

Part of the answer is that they came into the program with the stagggr%ng
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complex of job market handicaps sketched earlier, Their past work
experience had been scarce or erratic. About two-thirds at each site
were Black, and at Paterson, an additional nine percent were Spanish-
speaking. - The median level of education at both sites was the tenth
grade. And some were entering the program in a state of emotional shock.
The process of overcoming these employment handieaps‘is necessarily
a long one. Formal education-- ABE, GED, or both-- was the most frequently
. used service at both sites, and about half of its enrollees remained in
class longer than six months. The vocational training or work experience
which succeeded it usually lasted longer than five months. Not all the
time span, however, represented training time. About 4o percent at each
site spent three months or longer in holding, awaiting the resolution of
personal or scheduling problems.

what did the WIN mothers think of the program?

At least 60 percent of the WIN mothers interviewed at both sites re-
ported that the program had had some positive effect on their general out-
look or hopes. They usually described this change as an improvement in their
self-esteem or as personal revitalization. For example:

1 feel different. I know more than I
knew before, and I'm curious and so are
my chiidren. When I coms to & word I don't
know, I lock it up. And the children are
beginning to do the same thing.
My whole outlook has pickad up. You feel
like you're somebody instead of just nobody. . .
down in the dumps.
More than two-thirds said their families, usually their children, were

supporting their efforts with interest, encouragement or pride:
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My daughter is very interested in what I'm
doing and encourages me. She says it's never
too late to learn,
The kids thought it was good I was going back
to school. They say: ‘'Mom is going to be a
very important lady.'
In recounting their experiences in the program, the women interviewed
in Paterson reported more supportive and remedial services, and seemed to
value those services more highly. C(Counseling and formal education received
strong approval in Paterson, and fared less well in Asbury.
The WIN mothers selected for interview, it will be recalled, were the
most recent enrollees. Hence, by the end of the six-month study period,
few had progressed to the training components directly related to work--
vocational education and work experience-- and fewer still had receivad re- -
ferrals to prospective employers. Among those who did receive vocational
training or work experience, however, two out of three rated it as very valuable,
On the other hand, about half of those told of job openings c@mp!aiﬁéd that
the work was not relevant to their training.
At both sites, the most frequent recommendations for program improvement
concerned training techniques: better teaching, more equipment, more rele-
vance to work, and better adjustment to the speed of learners. One woman sum-
marized points made by many others:
They should have more vocational training
instead of basic education so that you learn
something useful., The stuff I was taught I
knew already. A lot of girls come just for
the money and they are disrupting influences.
They should take only those who want to do
something.,

Several also agreed with another woman who said:

Some people stay too long in training or work
experience. They should have more job oppor=

\) x _
: tunities,
EMC uni1ties
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What would have happened to_the welfare
mothers without _the WIN Progran? )

At each site, as noted earlier, 40 welfare mothers who had not
yet entered WIN were also interviewed at the beginning and the end of
the six-month study period. The purpose of these interviews was to
register environmental influences-- changes in the business cycle, in
seasonal factors, or in the general level of welfare grants=- which would
affect all welfare mothers, whether or not they participated in WIN. In
other Hnrés, the experience af.the control mothers would provide clues teo
what would have happened to the WIN mothers without the Program,

It was initially anticipated that the mothers who had not yet en=-

rolled in the Program would be much less likely to be working at .the end

of six months than those who had just entered it. As research proceeded,
hnuéver, it became apparent that WIN takes considerably longer than six
months to move welfare mnfhers into the labor market. Therefore, the data
resulting from the intervisws is not considered an adequate measure of WIN'S
employment outcome. By May 1970, less than one in five of any iﬁterviéw
group, participant or control, was working:  in Asbury, 16.7 percent of the
HI# mothers and 13.5 peréeﬁt of the controls; in Paterson, 15 percent of the
H,ﬁ participants and 7.7 percent of the controls. Apparently, WIN did not
impedé the early employment of welfare mothers who would otherwise be work-
ing. But, in that sharf a time, neither did it markedly increase the pro-
portion employed.

However, the interviews yielded some evidence that even in the sixe
month period, the program does. provide substantial side benefits, both
monetary and psychological, fﬁr its enrollees, which may ultimately enhance

their labor market attachment.
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Thanks to incentive payments and training ail@wancés totaling $80
per month, WIN participants had enjoyed a higher income throughout the
period than the control group. This increment had permitted them to
spend more than ‘the controls on utilities and clothes and to secure a
few small amenities-- radios, record players, and most of all, telephones,
the latter a valuable aid in getting and keeping a job.

The clothing expenditures, too, should be considered an investment
in employability. In their first interview, a number of WIN mothers re-
marked that they had only one or two dresses fit to be worn outside the
house, and had to borrow clothes in order to report for training five days
per week. Many also lacked raincoats or boots, since as housewives they
could postpone errands in bad weather. The clothing purchases, it would
seem, probably represent 'start up" costs for women re-entering the 1abor
force after long absence.

There was also some evidence of a higher level of material aspiration
among the WIN mothers-- a factor long credited with increasing the 1abor
force participation of women who have other options. Asked to name their
most rressing need, both WIN and control mothers gave clothing the highest
priority. After that, however, WIN mothers ten&ed to emphasize furniture
and household goods, while control mothers listed debts and miscellaneous
other needs. Apparently, the relatively higher income of the WIN mothers
allowed them to raise their eyes from the economic floor and begin to yearn
a bit for the more expensive, but defersble purchases-- a change in viewpoint

which might lead them into the labor market and keep them there.
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Throughout the study period, WIN mothers remained fairly active
in clubs and organizations, whereas control rothers sharply cut back
their membership., Since most successful job-hunting occurs through
word-of-mouth reference, this social exposure may also differentially
incréase the empioyment prospects of HIH mothers.
However, what may be the most important difference between WIN and
control groups came tc.iight when they were asked to set out their hopes
and fears F@fzthe féture; by outlining what they éansidergﬁ the '"best
possible life" and the "worst possible lifen,18 Both WIN groups evidenced
much more concern than their control groups ébaut economic matters generally,
and employment specifically. The difference was paéticuiarly great in
Paterson. WIN mothers at this site were pinning much of their hope for a
better life upon getting a good job., At the same time, their anxiety on
this score was also relatively high. For example, in the words of one
young Black woman 1in Paterson, the best possible life would be:
To finish school and ﬁayhe college. ., , get a
good job and be able to take care of my child-
ren. . , make them feel they're not ashamed, , ,
make them feel they belong.

And the worst iifez ;
If I finished and then didn't get a job that paid
and that I liked. . . to be still on welfare after
all that. ., , :

This concern with employment as the means to a better life, it would
seem, might reasonably be construed as evidence of motivation to work., If
so, its differential presence among the WIN participants is an extremely im-

port factor and one which warrants more specific investigation.

IBA techniqu; developed by Hadley Cantril for cross-cultural identification
of human concerns, See Cantril, The,PattgrnrgF Human Concerns,Rutgers Uni-
versity Press, New Brunswick, New Jersey, 1965, o :




Did employment make the welfare mothers self-sufficient?

As stated earlier, the files of the WIN projects in both cities
showed that the pay levels of employed WIN mothers were better than
most had ever earned before. But for most, earnings were £till too low
for family support.

After training, only one-third of those employed in Paterson, and
one-fifth in Asbury had pay rates above $2.10 per hour; only 11 percent
in Paterson and none in Asbury were earning more than §2.50, Moreover,
at least 10 parcent of the employed mothers at each site were working less
than 35 hours per week,

To place this level of income in perspective, consider the following.
At least one-half of the employed mothers at each site had three or more
dgpgndenfs; According to the Hew Jersey Départment of Institutions and
Agencies, the ﬁe;d of a family of four would require a LO-hour work week
with earnings of $2.50 per h@u? to achieve the same Ievg} of living as that
provided by welfare, Although this ealcﬁiatiﬁn:assumes that two members
of the family are adults, nevertheless, it is clear that the earnings of
most WIN mothers fell far short of the mark.

In other words, after their long and arduous training-- in many cases,
basic educat%aﬂ, followed by high school equivalency work, followed by woca-
tional training, followed finally by referral and placement-- most WIN mothers
stil]l could not earn a subsistence living.

It must not be thought that this implies any shortcomings in the women
or in the program. The U.5. Department of Labor reported that the median

wage or salary income of all women full-time, year-round workers during 1969



was $4,977, about 60 percent of the male median pay-'g Assuming that,

on the average, they worked 40 hours per week, 50 weeks per year, these
data indicate that one-half of the fully employed women in the United
States-- representing all levels of training, experience and skill-- ware
earning less than $2.50 per hour.

In other words, the welfare mothers, having entered the WIN Program
hoping to pull themselves up by the bootstraps. . . having persevered
through training, educating and reeducating themselves. . , having success-
fully landed a job, often in the relatively skilled white-collar world. . .
ran full tilt into sex discrimination in the labor market. They discovered
that, regardless of skill or training, most women cannot earn enough to
support a family,

As Irene Cox put it, after examining 1967 nationwide data on the earn-
ings of female heads of families:

A prescription for success in family support /for a
woman/ would have included such ingredients as these:

be middle-aged, have no children under 6, have a high
school or, preferably a college education, work full«
time in a professional, technicai, or upper-level cleri-
cal occupation, and'be white. Few of these ingredients
are subject to choice, and none guarantees 100 percent
success, including the last,20

That sex discrimination in the labor market is at the root of this situa-
tion, was émphasized by William H. Brown III, chairman of the Equal Employ-

ment Opportunities Commission. Pointing out that 10 million working women

'9"§acf sheet on the Earnings Eip;‘, p. 1.

20i7he Employment of Hothers as a Means of Family Support", Welfare in Review,
November-December 1970, Vol. 8, No. 6, pp. 1314, - L
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have children under 18, and that many are heads of households, he said:
Unquestionably, discrimination against them
denies them decent employment and a chance
. to work themselves off the welfare rolls,2!

ii - x ) x = = ' 4 )
Addressing a meeting of the San Francisco Federal Executive Board.
Quoted in Labor Relations Reporter, Vol. 76, No. 19, March 8, 1971,
p. 191. - - -




28

CHAPTER 3

RECOMMENDAT IONS: THE LARGER QUESTIONS REMAINING

What can he done to improve program operation?

" The welfare reform bill before Q@ﬁgrgss, at this writing, outlines

a much larger manpower program modelled on WIN but open also to the 'work-
ing paar“ The projected reform pragram (initially called the Family As-
swstance Pragram) corrects many prnbl ms which came to light in nationwide
experience with WIN. It will raise training allowances and incentive pay-
ments, toughen work requirements, provide more money for child-care, a
sliding scale of child-care subsidy for the employed mother, and transitional
public service jobs. 22

This study suggests, however, that for the welfare mothers and the many
other women who will be among the working poor, the content of training also
needs review. Both WIN projects reported here relied on formal education as
their major training activity.

While most enrollees interviewed at both sites valued this training as
a contribution both to their personal development and their emplayabi!fty,
many also regarded it as a long, slow detour on the way to the job market.
fhe analysis of file data lent some weight to that suspicion: at both sites,

those who found jobs. WIN or its successor needs to develop more job-related

E719?1 Manpower Report of the President, pp. 35!36 and 1970 Manpower Report,
pp. 83-85. .
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training for women and to find quicker ways of moving them into it--
perhaps by dividing school days (of weeks) between vocational educa-
tion and the formal education which now takes so much time. This is
not to suggest dispensing with formal education. Without it, it is un-
likely that so many in the projects studied could have moved into cleri-
some were spending too long in the classroom.

The heavy reliance on formal education may not be samplétely unre-
lated to another problem: the amount of time enrollees spent in holding.
With limited vgcatianalrtraining resources and a declining volume of job
openings during the studyvpériad, routing enrollees into formal education
where they received some benefit may have been the only alternative to
placing them in holding status where they would merely mark time.

If this was the case, the transitional public jobs proposed in the
welfare reform bill may take up the slack-- reducing both the time séent
in holding and over-reliance on formal education. But there are problems
inherent in ihis approach, too, as demonstrated by the early experience
of the Supplemental Training and Employment Program (STéP)i This small
program was initiated in April 1970, to tide unemployed graduates of other
manpower training programs through the deepening recession apparent that
year, It was meaﬁt to offer 13 weeks of work experience in public or private
nonprofit agencies at a pay rate no less than the minimum wage and no more
_thlﬁ $2 per h#ur. Reporting the experience of the first eight maﬁths, the

‘Department of Labor said:
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« « « In view of the intense competition for the
relatively few jobs available, not many STEP en-
rollees were being placed at the year's end and
‘the number enrolled in a second program cycle was
growing,23

Obviously, without a vigorously expanding economy, there is some
threat that transitional public jobs could become permanent work experience
assignments at or near the minimum wage for welfare mothers and other hard-
to-place trainees.

An alternative worth considering is to raise our national viewpoint:
on what constitutes vocational education. Disadvantaged trainees who have
completed the present standard offering of formal education might be moved
on into the two-year technical and vocational programs now provided by com-

munity colleges in many states. This would serve two socially desirable

_purposes. It would eliminate the work relief concept implicit in prolonged

work experience at minimal pay. And, for wel!fare mothers particularly, it
would provide sorne realistic prospect of earnings adequate for family sup-
le‘t;

If the WIN Program does not lead to self-sufficiency for welfare

mothers, is 1t worth_expanding through a general welfare reform?

As emphasized)earlier, the flaw which prevents WIN from reaching its
goal is not in the techniques or the clientele of the program, but in the
mores of the labor market, |

A program such a¢ WIN, which sets out to make welfare recipients inde-

W

pendent, has an implic{t goal aftcrEiting and accelerating social change.

231971 Manpower Report of the President, p. 42,
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In the specific case of WIN, this goal was explicit. By providing

child-care funds and by selecting a target population of mothers, the

program was obviously designed to be an instrument of social change.

It is equally clear, however, that reaching its goal of independence
for welfare mothers will require additional social change-- not only change
in the mores governing the employment. of mothers, but also change in the
mores governing the employment of all women.

It is, indeed, fortuitous that fhe conduct of the WIN Program, the
nation's second largest manpower program and one aimed chiefly at women,
has been lodged in the Department of Labor. This is the same agency which

enforces the Equal Pay Act and the Executive Orders to federal contractors

- barring discrimination against women in employment, promotion and pay. In

fact, with closer cooperation with the Equal Employment Opportunities Com-
mission, the Department of Labor could draw upon the entire arsenal of federal
anti-discrimination law in speeding the social change to which it is committed
under WIN or its successor,2l

Even under present conditions, however, it is clear that the very agency
which is directed to make the WIN Program a success, has both the authority
and the legal responsibility to attack a chief obstacle to that success. This
confluence of the duty and the power to solve its own problems, places labor
in a singularly enviable position. . . and one which it has not yet vigorously
exploited.

Making welfare mothers independent and eliminating sex discrimination

in the labor market are necessarily concurrent goals. It is strongly re-

MiThe primé objé:tive of FAP [now the welfare reform bill/ is to raise
raise welfare recipients completely and permenently out of dependency."
1970 Manpower Report of the President, p. 157.




commended that WIN and its successor address the latter task directly
as part of the training given women.

Before she is placed in a job, every female enrollee should receive
a few days of instruction on the rights of women workers and other minorities
under the Equal Pay Act of 1963; Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964;
Executive Order 11246, as amended by Executive Order 11375; and the laws
of her own State. This instruction should include clear information on
activity which constitutes a breach of the law, the type of evidence re-
quired, the method for filing individual eampiaiﬁts, the proper bureaus to
be contacted for help, and the provisions for employee immunity to retalia-
tion.

It should be noted that this is not information which can be considered
subversive to the interests of prospective employers. It is the law of the
land. -
state of labor market discrimination against women and the likelihood that,
even with vigorous action, change will not be immediate, ié thé WIN Program
worth expanding?

An affirmative argument can be made. Data reported earlier in this
study indicated that a large proportion of all WIN mothers employed in May
1970 had made a transition to clerical employment-- jobs which, although
rgiative]y low=paying, usually offer more attractive working conditicns and-
more stability than the{r pay equivalents in the blue-collar field. More-

over, information from the interview samples showed differences in the aspira-
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tions and behavior of the WIN mothers whi ch suggest firmer attachment
to the labor market in the future,
Theféfare, one may reason as follows. Although few of those trained
will earn enough for family support in their first job, the woman who re-
mains in the labor market (particularly in the ﬁﬁre stable Hh%te éaplar :
atcupaﬁians) uiii see her pay'in:rease through seniority, through job changes
into better-paying organizations, or at the very least, through the general
prard Qage drift. Moreover, aé‘timgrgaés by, her home expenses will diminish
as the childrgn, one by nn:, become : elfésuppafr’tiﬁg.' At‘.samé Futurg point -
in tme, therefore, her rising 1n¢:qme ml} m:et,and eventually, exceed the
dééifnfng cést of family suppgrt‘r Aﬁd from then on, barring illness or in-
jury, she will probably be self-sufficient.
In all likelihood, without the training, she would follow the erratic
employment pattern éhawn‘by the initial work histﬂrfes of WIN enrollees,
 never earning"mnre than thé coing entéf!iavei wage. Unless she reamarried,
_she wauld prnbably rgmain a frgquent clieat of AFDC until her yaungest child

" reached IE, at which time she- ‘would leave the AFDC ralls only to enter another
:ategnry nF rehgf. |

The conjecture outlined above could be tested thraugh Iangitudinal
-SEUdies! A,Felativgly simplg study, for sxample,lwhich cauld shed some light
on this 1ssue, wauid consist uF a :amp:risan three to five years hence of
the Social Security records ﬁf HIH grtduatas with those of AFDC recipients
at a site without a program. Thg earnings of both groups, then could be
:ampared with some stéﬁdérda- the pavgrtyglivglrguidglinesi or the Lahar
Deﬁartmgnt‘s,“madest'but adéﬁuaté" budgeti for ﬁcrkersaa to indicate their

adequacy for- family support,
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Is cost-benefit analysis an ade uate 1nstrunent

for_ eva]uating programs like HIN?

If WIN were weighed strictly from the point of view of the cash
costs of training welfare mothers versus tne present value of ti. cash
gains to thé individual in earnings, or to government in income tax and
reduced welfare payments, then the program would almost certainly register
on the light side.

Costs appear greatér than antisipatgd at the start of this study.
Training tgak iﬁﬁgéf than Fargtaét% and the "'opportunity cost" of train-
iﬁgsi the earnings foregone by those who gntérrthe program=- was higher
than exoected for a population of ugl%are mothers.

On tﬁe benefit side, the rise in hourly earnings on the first job
after training would not yggld-impressive longterm returns to the iudiviﬁual.
And since pay ratgs for most mnthers were 1nsuFF1c1ent far family support,
large benefits to gﬂvgrnment thruugh HelFare r:ductvnn were unlikely.

However, eanvgntignal techniques of cast-beneFit aﬁiy:i:-- as many of
its most thoughtful practitioners have observed-- may be inipprapriatg for
evaluating manpower pragrams aimed at the di:adVint!ged; The problems and
pitf;ils éﬁeauntgrgd in mgasufiﬁg in ﬂ@llnrs the worth of triining the péaf'
have been discussed comprehensively by miﬁy outstanding analysts.2 In this

section, therefore, only a few which seem p:rtieulariy relevant for WIN will

be examined.

ZHSee, fnr example, Glen G. Cain and Robinson G. Hollister, "Evaluating
Manpower Programs for the Disadvantaged'', Cost-Benefit Analysis of Manpower
Policies, edited by G.G. Somers and W.D. Wood, Industrial Relations Center,
Queen's Uﬂiversity, Kingston, Ontario, 1969, pp. 119-151, In the same publi-

" cation, see also Burten A. Weisbrod, "Benafits of H:npaugr Pragrams: Theoreti«
cal and Hethudnlagieal Issue;", pps 3-15,
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-First, there is the problem of measuring the "soft' effects of
WIN-- results which may be gaﬁeededvto have great pers§ﬁél value but
have no dollar pr%ce. For example, most women in the small interview
sémplés, both controls and trainees, expressed in their own words the
same ethic which underlies WIN and its proposed successor-=- the belief
tﬁat work is ''good", and welfare is not. Describing WIN's effect on them
to that p@iﬁt, trainees spoke of new hopes and increased mental and physi-
cal vigor, On the other hand, its behavioral censequences, as judged by
:empar1scn with control groups seemed chiefly a consequence of increased

income subsidy; Yet it is daubt?ul that more generous grants in lieu of

? training would represent as valuable a package of psychic and monetary in-

? come for the ﬁajarity;

? Another effect which eludes a cost accounting approach is the impact

% of the WIN program on community relations-- a social benefit difficult to

; measure in money. At both sites, theiHIH‘prﬁgfam*sUécessfuliy introduced

; welfare mothers into argaﬁizatians Hhiﬁh'had not previously trained or em-

'g ployed the disadvantaged. The channels opened appeared to represent the

é‘ ' widening of opportunity for a élass rather than mere benefit to the indi-

g vidual trainee. As another example, dur1ng the s1x=manth study period, both
% _ the WIN mothers who were 1nterv1ewed and the control mnthers waiting to enter

=
L
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&
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the program raised their rating of the Employment Service as an ajd in job-
hunting. This type of growing acquaintance between the poor and local serw
vice institutions undoubtedly has a dollar value in reduced social tensions,

but one can only guess what it might be,
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The most Cfitiﬁsl mismatch, however, between WIN and conventional
cost-benefit énaiysis concerns the point strongly emphasized earlier;
the low ceiling imposed on women's earnings at every level of education
or training Ey sex discrimination. Given the present social framework

of the labor market-- a framework fashioned by past (and now illegal)

off in dollar terms comparable to those for men. Under these circumstances,
a decision on the allocation a? resources based on cost-benefit analysis
could have only one recommendation for policy-makers: give women handouts,
give men job training.

A paralle].situatian gxisted‘BD years ago for Blacks. Given the social
framework of that time, the educated Black enuid expect earnings no higher
than those of a chauffeur, a Redcap, or an elevator operator. .The same’
money invested in educating whites obviously would yield a much greater rate
of return., In terms of ailaéative efficiency, the answer would be clear: give
Blaﬁ#s handauts,.give'whiteé eéuﬁétiani

As noted earlier, few proponents of cost=benefit analysis claim that
it is without flaws. Most practitioners merely assert that it is the best

" tool available at the moment for makfng'imﬁartiai, value-free decisions on
ailaéating ﬁuﬁlfﬁ»feégurces amang-:ampeﬁiﬂg demands .

However, it should be noted that the two decisions sketched above are
not value-free. Both rest on loaded data-- earning levels which embody the
past social values of the marketplace.

Neil W. Chamberiain, questfgning tﬁe-apprapriateness.nf the cost aéeauntiﬁg

approach in evaluating investment in education, makes this point bluntly:
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By taking pr‘ice and iﬁ:urﬂe cjata as 'given'

well as the EXIStlﬂg distrihutlan of barga1n1ng
power and positions of influence and control. . . .
It would not be too extreme to suggest that the
effect of /cost-benefit analysis as used by/ the
human capitalists is to channel social investment
(and we are particularly interested in investment

in education) along the lines which tend to serve
those whom the economic system as a whole serves
best. . . . The economist believes he is leaving
choice to others, providing only objective data,

but in fact the data with which he works are loaded
with value considerations carried over from the past,
affecting the magnitude of his caiculatiqns, and
thereby influencing-- insofar as his calculations do
influence-- choices among investments.25

Burton A, Heisbrud,‘anathgr thought ful é@ﬁmentatgf, reaches a supporting
viewpoint via another route. He points out that benefits canFerFeﬂ-by Jnan-
pﬁﬁer programs for ;ﬁe disadvantaged are judged in terms of their three ex-
plicit or implicit goals: 1) greater efficiency in allocating resources,

2) improved economic stability, and 3) greater equity in the distribution
of income. He concludes:

Manpower programs may, but are not likely to, produce
benefits in either of the first two forms that exeeed
costs. Any evaluation of a manpower program should be-
gin, therefore, with the presumptian that the program

is not economically efficient in the sense that benefits
in the form of increased worker productivity (as measured
by earnings) exceed the real cost of the program. . . .
It does not follow. that the programs are undesirable.

For they have other virtues-- particularly insofar as they
have favorable income distributional consequences. They
do not merely raise earnings, but they do so for a group
deemed ''deserving. ... . and they do so in a manner that
is socially preferred to transfer payment alternatives.,?

25 ngome Further Thoughts on the Ennéept of Human Capital", Cost-Benefit
Analysis of Manpower Programs, pp. 238-239. ——

e ,
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Considerations such as these raise another question. Applying the
Chaﬁberlaiﬁ argument to the WIN Program, fnr:éxanpie; we concluded that
the benefits possible through training women are limited by past'saeial
values still reflected in labor market practices. Applying the Weisbrod
argument would sugqgest that the WIN Program itself has some side-effects
(operating in the realm of social values and as yet not considered in cost-
benefit-anaiisis) which will alter distribution of income.

Examining these arguments, one m;qht reasonably ask: If past social

values are the snag preventing pay-off in manpower training for the dis-

advantaged, why not attack them directly by vigorously enforcing present
laws designed to root them out of the labor market?
Perhaps the limitations of cost-benefit analysis as a guide for de-

cisions on social policy lie not so much in its techniques as in the per-

" spective of its technicians. The alternative to job training for the dis-

advantaged at public expense is usually considered to be income subsidies
of snme'sér; paid by the gev3fnhéﬁt. Perhaﬁs another alternative should be
given equal cansidéfatiang ‘the.é;pgnditﬁre‘af public mﬁéey on legai action
to bring labor market préetices into line with current social values. Ac-

cording to Labor Department figures, most present enrollees in manpower pro=

" grams would benefit:

Nearly half of all enrollees in 1970 were Negroes,

and another 15 percent were Spanish Americans., In
Operation Mainstream, JOBS, and the Job Corps, in
addition to the large proportions of Negroes enrolled,
10 to 12 percent of the participants belonged to other
racial minorities~» American Indians, Eskimos, or
Orientals. Women made up nearlz half of the enrollees
in all programs taken together.2/

27197! H;npéugtﬁﬁgpaft of the President, p. 39.
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fhe relevant question for cost-benefit analysis of social policy
then would become: How many dollars should go into manpower programs,
how many into income subsidy, and how many into enforcement of antidis-
crimination laws .in order to maximize returns on our public. investment
- in the disad#aﬁtaged?

While this formulation admits of no easy solution, it would at
least take the issue of social véluég out of the cellar and into the.
eguations, providing some conceptual grounds for eventually assigning

it a dollar price,
e



, PART II
Lo

STUDY METHODOLOGY AND FINDINGS

CHAPTER &4

METHODOLOGY

The object of this study was to estimate the impact upon welfare
mothers of WIN program services offered through the action of the New

Jersey State Employment Service.

A. Conceptual Background
The program's economic and social impact upon participants was seen
ag a function of objective and subjective factors operating through three
major variables.
1) Job opportunity-- both the nature of the local
labor market and participants' knowledge of it.
2) Program services-- both the numggr, type and dura-
tion of services received, and participants' evalua-
tion of them.
3) Characteristics of participants-- h@tﬁ demographic
and behavioral-attitudinal factors.
Figure 1 illustrates the conceptual relationships invqfved;

8. Study Design

The realities of the local labor market were seen as the ultimate con-

straint upon the program's success in placing trainees in jobs with earnings
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WIN projects operating in two different types of labor markets, both
familiar in New Jersey-- one diversified, relatively stable and pros-
peréus; the other subject to seasonal Fluctation but showing signs of
growth. WIN projects in Paterson and Asbury Park, N.J., were subsequently
selected as study sites; the former located in a stable market, the latter
in a seasonal one.

State sources, basing their estimate on early experience with the
program, stated that trainees were expected to move through the program
in four to six months, from enrollment through post-placement followup.
Hence, a six-month study period was designatéd, to begin November, 1969
and end in May, 1970. This interval later proved too sha}t.

At each study site, the study papuiatinn was defined as consisting of
all mothers active in the WIN program on November 1, 1969, regardless of
their enrollment cate. For this population-- 220 women in Paterson, 203
in Asbury-- data on the abjestive_FaztﬁFs listed in Figure | were collected
from program records at the start of the study and then brought up to date
six months later. These data were énaiyzed'ta yield descriptive information
on:

1) Differences in clientele and program operation
at the two sites. |

2) Personal characteristics and program seryices as=
sociated with bariaus outcomes-- i.e., emplnymgﬁt,
termination, or prolonged training.

To provide information on subjective factors listed in Figure | as

well as more detail on objective factors, the 60 mothers most recently en-

[ee—— p—— TR
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falledvat each site were designated for interview at the beginning
and end of the study period. 1In order to isolate effects due to the
program, control groups were aiso.iﬁterviewed at the same intervals.
At each site, these consisted of L0 welfare mothers who were éiigibig
for the program but did not enter it during the study periéd.

This experimental design, illustrated schematically in Figure 2,
‘was expected to test the following hypotheses:

1) significantly iafger prnpartinﬁs of WIN participants
than controls would be employed at the end of the
study,

2) Earnings of employed participants would be markedly

higher than those of employed controls.
3) Regardless of employment status, WIN groups

would show significant attitudinal and be-
havioral change associated with labor force

~ participation; controls would not,
k) At the end of the study period, WIN groups would

differ significantly fraﬁ controls in attitudes
and behavior,

In addition, it was expected that participants in the stable market
would show a better employment score than th@sg in the seasonal market.
Among the latter, it was c@ﬁjecturgd, the most marked employment change
would probably be a transition to more stable occupations and industries.

Unfortunately, the usual duration of training proved to be much longer

than six months. So few of the WIN participants moved through the program
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and into the labor market during the study period that none of the
hypotheses concerning employment could be tested. Analysis of the
interview data, therefore, was confined to examining behavioral and
attitudinal changé which may bear on labor force participation.
The chi-square statistic and t-tests were used, where indicated
€. Study Sites
In addition to the-néture of the local labor market, two other
criteria guided site selection. Both sites had to show a comparable de-
gree of program development-- i.e., WIN projects at capacity enrollment,
and similarity in éizeland in the distribution of enrollees éﬁ@ng the train-
ing components. And, at each site, the working relationship between the
Empl@iment Service and th; County Welfare Board had to be close and coopera-
tive to assure a good prospect of obtaining access to control groups.

-~ Asbury Park and Paterson were chosen, therefore, after an examination
of annual work force data for all New Jersey labor market areas which have
WIN projects, a réview af stétewidg statistics on WIN operations, and con-
sultation with fhe state WIN coordinators on both the Welfare and the Em-
ployment Sgrviée side.

- The Asbury Park WIN program serves Monmouth County, a geographic urit
which coincides with the Long Branch Labor Area. In 1968, this area had a
resideni population of 449,860 persons and an annual average work force of

145, 000,28

28 Y : C ,
- Employment data discussed in this section is taken from Work Force

Estimates, 1956-1968, New Jersey Department of Labor and Industry
Division of Planning and Research, May 1969 (mimeo).
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_Since the county has more than L0 miles of Atlantic Dﬁéaﬁ‘beach;
employment has always been heavily dependent:an the resort trade. How-
ever, an influx of light industry in recent years has reduced theiannﬁaj.
average unemployment rate from 8 percent or higher for the years from 1957
through 1961 to approximately 5 percent from 1966 to 1968. The graﬁ%ng'
manufacturing industries in the area are electrical machinery and apparel;:
but government and trade are Ey far the largest empiﬁyérs.

Paterson, an @jd industrial city, is the seat of Passaic County and‘>
the largest of the three adjacent Qities which give their names to the
Fatérsanaéiiftons?assaic Lagﬂr Areaa; an area which ihciudes‘ali of Bergen
and Passaic Counties and has a total population of mora than 1.3 million.

At the time this studj began, the area had a labor Farée of 572,600,
and a heavy contingent of maﬁufacturing employment-- chiefly in :hémicals,
apparel and instrument manufacture. However, the largest emplnying_ina
dustry was trade, with service second, and government thirﬁ.-

The annual average unemployment raée_fn this’areé‘had fluctuated be-
tween six and four percent since 1962; for 1968 it was 4,1 percent. Monthly
unemployment figures éhawgdrygﬁg;fj;tjé”seasgﬁality; During the thrge'yga;s,
preceding the stuéy, for example, the monthly unemployment rate moved from
a low of about 3.5 percent in the fall and winter months to a high of 5.2
percent in July 1966, a range of aﬁiy 1.7 percent, about half the range of
the Long Branch rate for those years.

At both sites, WIN projects had been allocated 200 slots and were operat-
ing at Eapacity.r Each had succeeded a Title V prajéct apd had inherited the

last of its trainees and some of its training arrangements.
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WIN staff at both sites said they were experiencing the same
logistical orodlems: existing bus and train routes did not serve
areas of industrial growth; and facilities for vocational training
were too scarce. In Asbury, however, the latter scarcity was well-
nigh absolute. At the study's start, an MDTA center had recently closed,
a nearby Army base had just received budget cuts which limited its use-
fulness both as a source of work experience and as an employer, and there
were few private vocational schools in the zrea. Paterson, by compari-
Sﬁﬂ; was much better off. The WIN staff was able to compensate for the
lack of public training facilities by aggressively developing contacts
with private institutions. |

At both sites, most enrollees ware drawn from the cities in which
the projects were located and one or two adjoining municipalities,

0. Selecting Interview Samples

Population listing, the first step in sampling, disclosed that gé
both sites the number of admissions per month had varied sharply in the
recent past; rising as h%gh as 20 to 30 enrollments during recruiting drives,
and dropping to one or two as the projects temporarily reached capacity.
Under these circumstances, it was impractical to collect an interview
sample of 60 new-énrﬂllees by faking women as.tHEy came through the door.
In addition to extending the duration and expense of the study by sgmeruns
" known amount , that procedure could have yielded vastly different study
pgriadslfar'the.tﬁa sitgé 50 ﬁhat_thé emplayﬁenf outcomes for each could not

have been judged against the same general economic conditions.
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Therefore, it was decided to include in the WIN interview groups
all women enrolled from June thraughlﬂnvember 1969-~ the month which
opened the study period. Thus, the WIN interview sampIES'rgpresent the
- most recent enrollees at each site-- women who had been in the;;ragram
from one to five months at the time of their first interview. Hence,
analysis of interview data provides a record of their attitudes and be-
havior at one point in time-- early in their WIN experience-- and compares
it with attitudes and behavior at another point six months later,
In‘éallestiﬁg the control groun samples, similar problems were
encountered and were resolved in a similar manner.

At both sites, the County Welfare Board proved to have a backlog
of prospective enrollees awaiting admission to WIN as openings developed;
hence, the request to hold L0 eligible women in abeyance for the duration
of the study period was accepted without difficulty.

The question of which 40 women, however, did raise some prabiémsi
Tworcriteria guided the choice of sampling procedures. (}) Since the
p%imary purpose of a contr=l group is to me::ure the influence of exo-
genous factors-- in this cass, factors such as a change in the business
cycle, or .in thg‘ievel of welfare grants which could affect the employment -
outcome-- interviews with both contrel and p;rtieipént graﬁps had to-occur

at approximately the 5ame pgints in time., (2) The procedure chosen had

to minimize inconvenience to welfare clients and administrators, With
these requirements in mind, the following procedures were worked out-in

consultation with the QIN supervisors of the welfare offices at each site,
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At Asbury, all AFDC women referred to the Welfare WIN team by cései
workers starting in December 1970 entered the sample and were interviewed
immediately after being screened. On the basis of records, it was estimated
that it would take four to six weeks to fill the sample. Actually, unusually
bad weather reduced fhe flow of candidates and added another two weeks.

At Paterson, the approach to the selection of the control group
was slightly different. A four-month backlog existed of persons await-
iﬁg;admissian to the WIN Program. We were reluctant to use the older
portion of this waiting list for two reasons. First, we felt that im-
pns{ng a six-month hiatus upon persons who had already waited several
months for admission to the Program would be undesirable from the stand-
point of equity. Secondly, we felt that the more able and more highly
motivated individuals would tend to move more quickly into the job mér—
ket thradgh their own effarts; hEﬁEE;'the!]ESE-Eb]E and less=willing
~would be over-represented on an old iist; At the same time, however,
the Welfare WIN team was short-handed and could not offer aﬁsistaﬁce by
mounting a special Eecruitment effort for our benefit. We compromised,
therefore, by drawing the control group from the most recent additions
to the waiting list (predominantly persons referred duriné the month of
November), énd addihg'ta it new referrals réﬁeived during December.

The first round of 200 interviews begén in Navember 1969 and, ex-
cept for one or two stragglers, was'caﬁpieted in January. The second

round began in Hay 1970 and was completed in July,
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It should be noted that the practical constraints discussed above--
* the rate of influx into the program, budget and time requirements, and

consideration of the interests of respondents and administrators-- ruled
out any attempt at randomization or matching in sample selection, an ex= .
perience apparently not uncommon among manpower resea}thers.zg

Instead, it was reasoned, at each site the two groups represent wel-
Fére_mathers, living in the same locality , screened as eligible for WIN,
interviewed at the same points in time and thus subject to the same exo-
genous influences. The method used in sampling from tﬁis stream of per-
sons who were alike in the most relevant respects was considered akin to
a:cepfance sampling and the nearest approximization to randomization pos=

sible under the circumstances,

Attrition. In the first round of interviews, information was collected
from 121 WIN participants and 82 control mothers. It was anticipated that
the second interview would be more difficult to obtain since some sample
members waéid have sgvered their connection with WIN or Welfare, moved out
of the area, changed their names through marriage, been institutianalized,
or digdi‘ An attrition rate of approximately 20 percent had been expected.
In fact, sample losses proved extremely light-- three control group
members at each site; one WIN participant in Asbury and two in Paterson. S
Among tﬁesg nine individuals, one died, one was hospitalized, and one re-
turned to Puertg Rico. No infarmatian Qas avaiiabie on the others. 1In

the second raund of data callect1un, 118 WIN participants and 76 control

o mothers were interviewed.

, 9 j
3 Seeg fnr Example. the discussion of control groups by Cain and Hollister,
{ op. cit., pp. 125-218.
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CHAPTER 5

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS AND PROGR'M OPERATION

To provide descriptive information on participants and program
operation, office records at each study site were examined for all
active female enrollees wh§ were not interviewed. This population--
numbering 143 women én Asbury and 162 in Paterson-- had entered the
program between its inception in November 1968 and the cut-off date
for the interview sample; June 1, 1969. Information on these women
was recorded initially in November 1969, and then braﬁght up to date
in May 1970, yielding a view of their program experiences over a period
of 12 to 18 months following enrollment.

A. Characteristics, Welfare and Work History. At both sites,

more than half of the WIN women were between 25 and 35 years of age,
once married but now living apart from their husbends. Three was the
median number of dependents. (See Table 1, Part I11.) Negroes pre-
dominated at both sites comprising 60 percent of the Asbury enrollees
and about 72 percent of the Paterson papu]atiang The tenth grade marked
the median level of edutatién. The majority had been on the AFDC rolls
fa% a period no longer than tycryears duéiﬂg the five years preceding
enroliment (see Table 2), .

Better than three out of four had not worked in the last year,

although more than half had done at least casual work at some time during
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the three-year period preceding entry. (See Table 3). Hasf of those
who had worked had held only one job which lasted less than a year and
ended more than a.year before their enrollment. In general, that jab
had offered full-time year 'round employment but had paid no more than
$1.70 per hour. At bath locations, the last occupation was most likely
to have been an operative job, and was also the longest and the highest
paying job held during the three-year period.

8. Fragy§@709e6§;i§5

Benchmark Data. In November 1969, six to 12 months after they

entered WIN, 19.6 percent of the women in Asbury and 30.2 percent in
Paterson were employed and were receiving Fclignéup.zn The rest were
distributed through the training components as shown in Table 4. The
largest contingent, more than énegf%fth; were receiving formal educatiaﬁz
either adult basic education or preparation for a high schoo! equivalancy
éeﬁtiFiﬁatg, (GED). vHoaéver, more than one-quarter of the total at each
site were in holding status: be tween components, and rgcéiviﬁg no active
service at the time of listing.

Among past services received, formal education alsaxFigured heavily
with more fhén éne;half at Paterson and over L0 percent at Asbury having
attended classes at some time during their WIN enf@ilmént. (See Table §).
Among otherrsgrvices, testing and counseling had been dispensed on a wide
scale in Paterson but uséd relatively infrequently in Asbury. Vocational
training went to one-quarter of the Paterson waﬁgﬁ, while Asbury with fewer
Fa@ffit&&s.évailable had offered work experience as an alternative to one-

third of its enrollees. Job referrals had been more common at Asbury than

3DThi‘s service covered a 9C-d~y period after placement. It usually
consisted of a contact by letter or phone with the individual or her
employer, asking whether she was still employed, whether she had .
received any raises, and offering assistance with any diffic:’ties,
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at Paterson but most persons at both sites had received none, or at any
rate, had no form in their file indicating such action.

Six Months Later. By May 1970, 12 to 18 months after they entered

WIN, 24.5 of the women in Asbury and 39.5 in Paterson were listed as work-
ing and receiving follow-up, or as having completed the program through
employment lasting longer than the 90-day follow-up period. (See again
Table h); At Asbury, approximately four out of 10 had been terminated,
that is, had left without completing the program; and at Patersan about
three out of 10 were in tﬁe same category.

However, more than one-third in Asbury and three out of 10 in Paterson
were still in intermediate stages of the program. At b@th sites the largest.
number in this group were in_halding status (approximately two out of 10 in
Asbury and one out of 10 in Paterson), awaiting assignment to some component .
Although the proportion enrolled in formal education classes had shrunk to
less than one-half of its volume six months earlier, nevertheless, one per-
son in 10 at each sife was still enrolled in the ABE or GED courses. About
six percent of the Asbury participants and 12 percent of those in Paterson
were receiving training directly related to occupations.

By this date, the proportion who had been exposed to each service had
increased at each s%te; the largest change occurring in the percentage who
had received counseling.. (See again Table §).

Duration of Training. For most female participants, the duration of

the program from initial enrollment through completion or termination was

clearly much longer than the four to six months initially eétimatgd. By
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May 1970, six out of 10 participants at both sites had been in the program
13 months or longer. (See Table 6). Formal education, the most widely
utilized training component at both sites, was clearly a long-term endeavor.
Although at both sites most enrollees in either the ABE or GED courses stayed
there six months or less, GED often succeeded ABE, lengthening the span of
time devoted to traditional education. At Asbury h#iﬁ percent of those re-
ceiving formal education were in. class seven months or longer; at Paterson
(where more than one-half of all participants received it), 55.4 percent
were in class longer than six months. 1In Paterson also, institutional vo-
cational training kept most of its enrollees five months or longer with the
most FrequEﬁt_stay being nine months or longer. At Asbury Park, work
experience also usually lasted five monthe or longer.

However, anather factor contributing heavily to the Iength of the pro-
gram was the amount oF time most partic ipants spent in holding status --

that i » between components, awaiting resolution of some problem, or await-

o

ing referral to a job. Dnly approximately one-quarter of the participaﬁts
in Asbury and one-third of those in Fateréon spent less than one month in
th1s predicament during the course of their enrol Iment, énd at both sites
more than LO percent spent three months or longer.

Some of the delay, of course, was unavoidable: some training :Qmpﬂnents
did not offer individual 1n5truet1an, so enrollees had to enter by a pre-
scribed date or wait for the beginn 'g of the next class. In other cases,

illngss or the domestic prablems which are common in the dependent papuiation,

used a trainee to drop out of a component for varying lengths of time. And

n\

cyclical and seasonal movements in the local job market sometimes made it

n‘

impassible to place a job-r eady 1ﬁd1v1dual lﬁﬂEdiatEly. Whatever the cause,

hguever, the result was unFortunate more than one-third of the part1cipaﬂts
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spent a minimum of one-sixth to one-quarter of thei% total stay in the
program marking time,

Counseling. At both sites, counseling was the most widespread ser-
vice rendered. A counseling session, apart from the enrollment interview,
was recorded for about two-thirds of the Asbury population and for almost
all of the Paterson participants. Repeated counseling was also more fre-
quent in Paterson where 60.5 pgf:ent of the partiﬁipants‘had met with the
counselor four or more times, compared with only 8.4 percent of the Asbury
group. (See Table 7). At ba£h sites, however, about L0 percent of the
participants met with their counselor at.least once during the six-month
stﬁdy period.

Referrals and Placements. By May 1970, judging from the records,

the Asbury WIN unit had worked very hard at referrals--harder in fact than
Paterson--but with less lasting results. (See Table 7). According to the
files of Asbury enrollees, by May, 162 job referrals had been made, 80 per-
sans;-mare than half the study population (56 percent)--receiving at least
one. In Paterson the recorded volume of job referrals was 118 which went
to 61 persons, 37.7 percen. of the study pﬁpuiat%@n.

However, the rate of successful placement was higher in Paterson: of
the 61 per=zans reférred; 51 found jobs--that is, approximately B4 percent
of the referrals resulted in employment. In Asbury, of the B0 persons re-
ferred only 47 were emplaygd; i.e., about 59 percent of Eﬁe referrals re-
suited in placement., {See Table 8).

The difference in results could be due in part, to differences in pro-
gram operation, Paterson people, for example, could have been better pre-
pared for emp!aymeét by superior training facilities or better motivated
to wgrk:by more intensive caunsélingi Haﬁever, while this cannot be ruled

out as a passibility, it must be remembered that the two sites were selected
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because they represent different types of labor maréets--Patersgn reiativély
strong and stable; Asbury smaller, less diversified, and subject to seasonal
swings., If all else were equal, the Paterson program would still be expected
to show greater employment results than Asbury.

_Dther; data from this phase of the analysis tends to support the view
that the crucial difference lay in the nature of the local iab@? market., In
Paterson by May, L6 perscns had also found jobs through their own efforts
or througn the private vocational schools, while in Asbury only 12 managed
to do this. At each site, several persons had held more than one job since
enroliment and a number of these had been placed both by WIN and through

their own efforts. Again, as evidence of the difference in the labor markets,

six-month study period, for example, four persons in Paterson accounted for
11 jobs, one of them finding four successive employers. In Asbury, éniy
one person had held ﬁare than one job in this period and no cne had held
more than two.

In Paterson by May, 80 persons, almost haif of the study group (49.4 percent)
“had landed 113 jobs since enrollment in the program. In Asbury, for the same
period, 53 persons (37.1 percent of the study population) had landed 67 jobs.

The rate of job retention was also better in Paterson where 6l persons,

with 35 persons, 66 percent of those who found jobs, in Asbury; By May, 1970,
therefore, 12 to 18 months after enroliment, 24.5 percent of the Asb;ry
vp@pulatian and 39.5 percent of the Paterson population were employed. Both
programs had posted gains over the final six months--in November 1969, 19.6
percent héd been employed in Asbury, 30,2 percent in Paterson--and, again,

Paterson had shown the greater increase.
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It is apparent that, egpggiai{y in a weak lsbor market, a large
volume of job hunting is required to achieve relatively small results.
In Asbury less than 20 percent of the total jobs secured were found with-
out WIN assistance; in Paterson, approximately half were. And of the
total persons placed, about onz-third were out of work by May in Asbury,Bl

while in Paterson only 20 percent were unemployed by that date.

Job Characteristics. At both sites, most women who had found jobs

had worked only a few months by May 1970, with the Paterson employed
showing somewhat laﬁggr tenure. In Asbury, among those who had held at
least one job by that date, available information indicated that about
one-half had worked two months or less, In Paterson, one-half had worked
four months or less,

Median rate QF‘pay was slightly nigher in Patersaﬁ where more than
half whosz files showed wage data were making more than $1.90 per hour.
In Asbury, less than half fell in this pay category. (See Table 9). At
both sites clerical jobs constituted the biggest source of emplaymeﬁt
with service jobs running second. Among those for whom there were dété,
three persons in Asbury and 14 in Paterson found only part-time employment
iﬁ their first job. For a few additional persons (one in Asbury and two

in Paterson), the first job was known to be seasonal,

31n Asbury, among the 18 who had lost their jobs by M2y (970, eight
were subsequently terminated from the program because of health or
child-care problems, three returned to training components, and
seven were in holding awaiting referral either back to training
or on to future job prospects. Comparable information was not
collected in Paterson.
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Among the persons who had held more than one job since enrollment,
the second job did not appear markedly different from the first in pay
or occupation, but the one individual in Paterson who had found three
jobs increased her pay level substantially in the third job, moving from
a bracket of $1.91 - $2.10 per hour to $2.31 - $2.50 per hour.

C. Assessing Employment Gains.

At the end of the study period, the employment score of the two pro-
exceeded most pre-program estimates of the employability of weifére mothers,
in Paterson, the large divérsified market, the outcome was almost identical
with a forecast made by Hausman, on the basis of a New York City surveyg32

For those who got jobs, the program appeared to yieidla marked upgrad-
ing in occupations and some upward shift in pay. (See Table 9). For groups
Far whom data were available, the last job held before entering the pro-
gram was compared with the .first job secured after completing it. At both
sités, among those who found at least one job after completing the program,
the most prangunéed occupational change was the movement away from unskill=-
ed jobs as ape%atives (usually as assemblers or floor girls) and into cleri-
cal work. At Asbury, the proportion employed as clerks rose from 4,9 per-
cent in the last pre-program job to 41.5 percent in the first job after
completing the program. At Paterson, the change was from 17.7 percent
to 42;7 percent.

The significance of this change should not be underrated. Although
clerical work, in general, is relatively low paid, it is less sﬁbject to
seasonal and cyclical lay-offs, and usually offers more attractive and

comfortable working conditions than unskilled production work. For the

Sl
|

7 .
“See Chapter | for detailed discussion.
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large percentage of enrollees who were Black or Spanish-speaking,
movement into the white-collar ranks may also represent a real break-
through-- a widening of the cpportunity to do the clean, light, and
higher-prestige work vhich was formeriy reserved for native-born whites,
Since most clerical jobs require pre-training at the applicant's expense
(at the least, a relatively high degree of literacy; more often, specific

skills such as typing or key-punch abilities), it is unlikely that many

in the WIN population could have entered this occupation without the help:

of the program. In Asbury, where the gains in clerical employment were
the greatest, employment in private households and other casual work alse
disappeared, In Paterson, the rise in clerical and service occupations
was coupled with a sharp decline in factory work and a small drop in
household and casual employment. At both sites, there was some slight
ﬁavement out of seasonal jobs and into year-round work.

The increase in pay rates following WIN participation has to be
interpreted with caution since the last job held before entering the
prggfam might have occurred as long ago as 1965; hence, the secular
rise in pay rates during the last five years as well as changes in the
state and federal minimum wages undoubtedly account for some upward
movement,

In Asbury, almost one-half (46.7 percent) of those for whom pay
information was available had'éarned no wiie than the present state
minimum wage ($1.50 per'haur effective since January 1969) in their
last job before entering'the program; after training, the proportion
earning $1.50 per hour or igss had shrunk to 24 percent. About two-

thirds at this location had earned §1.70 per hour or less in their
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pre-dIN job; more than half had earniﬁgs above that figure in their
post-WIN job. At Paterson, there was a similar shrinkage in the pro-
portion earning no more than the minimum wage, from 23 percent in the
last job béfgre training to 12 percent in the first job after training.
Before training, 62.2 percent in Paterson had earned $1.70 per hour or
less; aFtér training, approximately the same percentage earned §1.91
per hour or more.

it seemed unlikely that many gkaduates could become self-sufficient through
their first job. The N. J. Department of Institutions and Agencies es-
timates thatka Lo-hour work week with earnings of $2,50 per hour would
yield a family of four approximately the same level of living as that
provided by welfare. Although this standard assumes that two of the
four persons are adults, the earnings of most of the employed mothers
fell far enough short of it to suggest that family independence was a
distant prospect. Only one=third of thase employed in Patersaﬁ and
one-fifth in Asbury had pay r;tes above $2.10 per hour; only 11 percent
in Paterson and none in Asbury were earning more than $2.50. Moreover,
18.7 percent=%ﬁ'Patersgn and 8.8 percent in Asbury were working less

than 35 hours per week.

Summary
To identify enrollee characteristics and to provide a long-run
look at program operation, the records were examined for all active

female enrcllees who were not interviewed-- 143 women in Asbury and

- 162 in- Paterson, -

At each site, the majority were Negroes, the median level of
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~ education was the tenth grade, anﬂrthe medfaﬁ numbef'af'dependEﬁts was
;fhreég Ab@ﬁt two-thirds. had not uarked.iﬁﬁger than six months in the
three-year periad'prgceding‘enralimenti éné in most casés evéﬁ tﬁis em-
r f§lnyment had eﬁded well over a year befare entry into HINi Ey May 1970,
-12 to 18 manths after th=1r entry, apprcximately gnguthlrd of the women
s f?at éath é\ie were st1ll in tFa1n1ng, 30 tu hD percent had been termlnatedr
'(1.e.,:1:Ft uithaut camplet1ng the pragram), and the rema1nder == about
T-  many cases still re¢31v1ng Fallaw—up attentlan.

‘ The empluym:nt Figurgs given abave ex;eed mcst preQ!aus egtlmates

: DF the :mplayab1lity of AFDC mothers. Hareaver, ampng thase whn were

--d

: wurking in Hay 1970 there was ev1d=nce of accupat1anal upgrad1ng--
largely frnm blue-cellar to uh1te-callar jnhs whnch generally offer

_ better praspects of stable employment. Payrrates alsa sh1FE=d up

', 'altheugh thg ggngral upuard dr\Ft af wages during the lang 1nterval since

f'.;the last jnb makgs thls a debatablg 1ndieatnr nf pragress a:tributable :

":3ﬂf¥ta thg prngraﬁ. And Far mast graduatas, earnings apPEiFEd iﬁsUff1CTE"t

T for fmﬂy support when judged 39“““ the New dersey welfare standards.

Thg training pra:ess pruved more lengthy than antic1pated.v Host

= - Enrallegs spent 13 months ar Ignger in the pr@gram. Fnrmal educatinn

'n: lt(ABE and/br GED :lasSES)USuallY toak six m@nths or IGHQEF‘ vgcat1§nal

'”5f'training or. HﬂFk EXPEFIEﬂEE, Fiv: mnnths or Ignger. In addition, few

"fw¢*enrallees spant less ‘than one manth 1n halding status.,

r‘5  Dingrgnces in uperatiun of the pragram at thg twn sites als@
L emerged in the aﬂBlysis Df recnrds. Formai :du:atinn was the most
)   wideiy utilized tra1ning campﬂnent at buth 5ites.» Apart fram this,'

w'hgwgver, Fater;@n rgligq hgavily anftgstingrand c@upse]ing.but,madg,
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: rélativéiyrfeﬁ’referrals or placements th%@ughwthe-HIN staff, 'Asbury

i”nffered less d1agnasis and Eaunsel1ng but ;ancentrated an prav1ding

: :many and repeated refarrals. e

. In addit1en ta its highér emplayment s:are, Patersoﬁ ilsn showed -

a mu:h higher prapurtian oF selF;pIa:ement, a better rate of jﬁb re-
tentinn, and mﬁre multipl: jnbif1ndiﬂg gmang its graduatas. The diFn

ﬂfferen:e appeared due chiefly tc P;tersoﬂ‘s larggr, mare divgrsified labor
market and greater aczess to private vacat1nnal training resnurces wh1:h

 ':suppIied their ﬂuﬂ placement SEFVTEES. Anathar Fa:tar which may have
:been inFluential, hﬂwever, was the mqrg intensive suppartivg preparatian

‘f-gf the :ﬁrnllge at that s1te, whigh may havg bgtter equipped her .to con-

:du:t her own joh hunt. .

et i o s e
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CHAPTER 6

THE EMPLOYED, THE DROPOUTS, AND THOSE STILL IN TRAINING

In this sect1an, analysis was guided by the quest1ﬁn: How da the

| - women uha heid Jabs at the end of the study perlad differ in their per-

sonal Eharacterjst1cs ané their pr@gram'expérienzes from those who remaingd
in training, and thﬂSE who drnppéd out? |

Te attempt an answer, enrollee files for the intervieu group at each
site were added to the papulatiaﬁ for whom nnly record data had been ava1|-

able; thus, the data in this section are based on all female partic1pant5

wha had been enrnlied in the program from its in;ept1an thraugh November

1969 and who Here actively cunneﬂted with it at the Iatter date-i a popula=

tion of 220 women in Fater;an and 203 in Asbury Park. This population was

divided into three groups on "the basis of their status in May 1970: the

- employed, thase*étill‘in.thélprngfém, and thase‘ﬁha had dropped out (see

Table 10). ’éhi;squéré teéfs_ﬁere_used*t@-idgntffy statistically significant

diffefeﬁees_amaﬁg the groups in respect to the factors discussed below

(see Table n) '

-Persaﬁal Characterlstiﬂs and Helfare H1st7;y

"As Table 12 ind1cates, the three grnups at each site did not differ

greatly in-the personal characterist1cs examlned. At Ashury,.termlnatlans

tended to beva llttle yﬁunger thanrthe ﬁther grﬂups and were more inclined

'ta'havg'very-largg families. At Paterson, the émpiﬁYEd group ﬁés least likely

to have one child and most- l1kely to have F1ve or mare.‘ Hewever, d\FFerenceg '

.among the three groups 1n these chara:teristics were not statistically signi-

fi:ant.
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Welfare histéryé- that is,‘the length of time on AFOC ﬂufing
the five years preceding enrc]lment-ﬁ was not a signiFicaﬁt discriminator
among the various groups in Asbury Fark (see Tablg 13). However, iﬁ Fater-
son, the d1fFerenzes be tween the three groups in regard to this ;haracterls-
tic were signif1¢ant at the SD percent level of probability, w1th the em-
ployed graﬁp, sﬁrpf%siﬁgly, hé?ing the Ia%gésf sﬁarg nfriﬁnégtgrm welfare
: réﬁipienfs, while‘thé graup still in training had the largest share of those
re¢enflf aéded tartheywelfafé FaIié; | | |

NIN Pragram Exper13ﬁce cf the Three Graups

Length DF Time in the Prngram. Number af manths in the WIN program uas

also related to prngram status but ﬂnt in the manner expected (see Table k).
A pr1nr1, one m1ght expect that drapouts as a class wnuld shnw the shnrtest
stay in the pragram, and thls, in fa;t, praved to be the case at bqth s1tes.
Further, une m1ght reason that those whn first. faﬁnd Jabs as a result of é
new program, prabably requ1red Iess preparatury wgrk and, therefnre, should
. 3159'5h§H a_relatlveiy,shart stay,1n‘the prggrami This appeared to be the.
‘case’ in Asbury where more than half of the employed- gruup had been in the
pfqgram For one yegr at thE'musfii_a conjecture later supparted by ather data,
.Hawéﬁer; in Faigrsén, thg'emﬁ[aygd.grﬁup*¢@ﬂ§tituted the class of longest-
'term'frainéesgiaimast threéaquartéré-haﬁing'feégived fkém 13jté;17:m§ﬁths §F o
tra1n1ng (see Table 14). |

At bath 51tes, numbergf\manth51n the program shawed a stat1st1caliy
s1gn1F1cant relat1nnsh1p With emplnyment status and in Paterson the . assn:1a-

tion between length of tra1n1ng aﬁd successful job hunt1ng ‘appeared extremely



A

strong. - In Paterson, of the-102 Eeapie who had spent 12 months or
longer in the WIN prggram, approximately one-half were employed in
May 1970.  In Asbury, of ‘the 95 persons who had spent that much time

in tha pragram, gnly 21 percent were employed. The difference, of

course, largely.reflects differences in employment opportunity-- a

~ stronger demand in the Paterson labor market which made possible pléée-

menf of tfainegé who were initially far from ''job-ready'. Coupled with
theriﬁférmétfen yﬁfch follows on type of services received-(and,.pre;
sdmably réqgired) by the employed group atveacﬁvsite, itialsa'stfgngly)
suggests a difference betHEEn,fhe two ﬁrégrams in‘theif-appraach to their
rﬁutuai goal. | | o

ngnseiiﬁg and Testihg. At Asbury;_caunseling=appeafed to have .no

relationship to the outcome of the program. ‘More than half of all groups
had received no more than one counseling session. As a class, termina-

tions received the least counseling (43.5 percent received none-- possibly

becausélrepéétéd failuré to answer call-in notices can serve as a cause
for termination) but the.difference was not statistically significant,
Testing was ‘a significant discriminator améng groups at the 90 percent 'level

~ of probability, with the most testing beiﬁg reaefvedfby_thase still in train=-

ing,
" In Paterson, counseling and testing showed strong association with pro-
gram status, both registering chi-square values which were significant at

the 99 percent level of prgbabiiify. At éhis,sitej as at,AstryI termina=
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tions were thg least-:auﬁseleﬁrgraup,rbut in Patérsaﬁ, only 10 persons

out of a total population af 220 eseapgﬂ counseling entireiy, and even

ameng the term1nat1ans, hh E percent received FEUF or more caunseling

sessions.

Formal Education. At both sites, adult basic education showed a

strong aséa:iatian uith pragraﬁ stétﬁsa Hﬂuever, at Asbury, it appeared
to havg an inverse relat1ansh1p ta emplnyment since the group holding jobs
were thg Ieast Iikely ta have receivgd 1t.'_In Patersan; on the_sther haﬁd;
almast»half the emplayed gr@up,had attendgd'ABE élaéses;’and the Buratinn
of their attendan:e was very similar to that' aF the terminatinns;

: General educatianal develapment (courses leading to a hxgh school
equ1yalency cgrtificgtg) was statistically s1gnifi:ant in dtscriminat1ng

betﬁeen!grguﬁsrintbath Asbury and Paterson. Hﬁwever, in Asbury, the record

of the emplayed graup was s1m1la? to that of the pragram drapeuts xn respec:

to th1s educatianal cnmpanent; in gther uards, the dev1ant graup consisted aF

th= persnns still 1ﬁ tra1ning. In Patersan, on the ath:r haﬁd term1naticns

V-wgre the graup that d1ffered. At bath 51tes, the number of manths in-the

'GED course was a statist1:ally s1gn1F1;ant d15cr1m1natar amnng graups, but - at

bnth lacat1ans the behaviar of the empluyed group and the drapauts were sim1lar§

both tended ta stay three mﬁﬁths or less in the course, whereas thase in train-

1ng tended ta stay langer.-_

Tatal time spent in Farmal educat1cn ;nmp@ﬁgnts was a s1gnif1;ant d1s-

kcr1minatnr at bath sitgs, but at Ashury su::essful jnb hunters were the least

likely to enter*these cﬂmpanents,and even'thgse who did; tEﬁﬁeﬂ_tg have a

shorter stay than memders ijathgr[grgups; At Paterson, an'fhe other hand,

‘the eﬁplgiedigrauﬁzﬁaé iiké the’terminatians in its rate of entry into the
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formal educatiaﬁal components but tended to stay considerably longer,
~ although not as long as those who remained in training at the end of

~the study period.

g;iegﬁatigﬁ agq_y§fk E;périencei Orientation was another variable
assa:iatéd with pfﬁgram-stéfﬁs at both locations, but again, at Asbury suc-
‘cessful jéb-hﬁnters ténééd,ﬁat to rgééive;it, Qhereas-in Paterson the em-
‘ployed and the tefminatiaﬁs had. similar patterns.

Work expeffence.uagr;é225§edibirtaa'feﬁ péaplg:iﬁ Paterson- to make
PéS§ible'aﬁ‘aﬁaiys%s, Eut in ASEQFY,HthEﬁit was frequently used, it was
strangly related w1th empiaym&nt status. About twa-th1rds of the success-
ful Jab-hunters spent same time in wark exper ience wh1le relat1Ver Few
members of the other two groups were exposed to this campanent.

Inst1;ut1anal Vncat1ﬂnai_Tra1n1ng At both 51tes, 1nst1tutianal voeca~’

tional train%ng wasra strang discr1m1natar amang the three groups and at
vAsbury the emplnyed were far mafe l1kely t@ have received it than the nther
_ tmn, whereas at’ Patersan, the term1nat1ans were the Except1anal group H1th
very few rEGEiang 1t.-

Job Referrals. At ‘both s1tes, job referrals and the ]Ength of L1me which

elapsed from enraliment to first Jab referral had a very strang relat1ﬂnsh1p
with pragram status. At Asbury, almﬂst all nf the emplayed group (ﬂs 5 percent)
had rece1ved Jab reFerrals, whereas less ‘than one-half of either of the other
two graups had beenrreferreé tﬁ praspectmve gmpiayers. Moreover, the emplayéd
group had been referred more quickly than the others, apprax1mately 60 percent
rece1v1ng their First Jab referral w1thin five months after enrollment., At

Paterscn,,the,emplcyed grdup'was alsg mueh'mare likely to have received re-
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ferrals, but more than half of those who did so spent six months or
longer in the pragramrbefafé‘theirbfirst referral,

Practice at the two sites also differed with regard to the num-
bef of reFefrais,-anﬁther factor strongly as;cciatgdeith program status

. at both iaéatians.' At_ASbury, more than 60 percentfaf the‘emplayed gioup
recéivéd two or more referrals while ﬁat maée than §neéquartér’af the other
twb‘graups were sent out to 3 praSFEQtiVé empioyér'mcfe thaﬁ once. At |
Patersnﬁ, only one=- th1rd of the su:cessful J@b hunters rece1ved more thaﬁ
one referral but th15 prapartian was alsa far greater than that exper1enced
by  the other two groups.

Holding. At both sites, more than half the terminations spent five
mapfhs or igngef in holding during their étay in the WIN pragram;;a record
ét ghafp'variahse'uith_the eiperienze.af the other two groups.
ngm§rz , -

V.In»suﬁmary; then,:the déta in. this éeétiaﬁ_suggesf that at Asbury thé
suc:essful JDb hunters moved thraugh the pragram rap1dly, were less in need
of nr1entat1anvand Farmal eduzat1gn than the other’ grcups, and uere.rguted
quickly tgward’the gémpgngnts Which-are cjearly'wgrkergjated;s institutional
training and,wark_eiﬁerienze. In addit%gn,;aﬁ&‘perhapsrmgst imﬁartéﬂt,rthey
received a lérger shafe afrinitiél“Fgferréis'anﬂ well-over half afrthe

- repeated refngéjs. Alfhﬂughbthgy3did not differ signiffcant]y from the
others in the ?eréénai‘eharactefistfés examined here, it seems likely
that fhey_wgrgvgn elite group, recognized as more job-ready when they en=

tered the program.
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In Paterson, on tha other hand, the employed group gave
fewer indications of requifiﬁg less preparation, In fact,
in many respectsjthair expérience in the program was cur-

iously similar to that of the drapéﬁfs. Siﬁiiar proportions

~ of the job-holders and the dropouts received orientation and

bagic education and the amount of time spent in the latter

* component was similar. Moreover, rather than moving through

the program in record time, the employed group tended to stay
with it longer than the others. |

| They diffsfsd from the drgﬁauts in that tﬁey rgééived a
much greéter exposure to instituticnal vocational training, but
in this regard they were much 1like thasa who remained in the
program at the end of the étudj pafiad; Tﬁe one factor in
w@ich'£h§T diffared_pércepﬁblviram the athar‘twa groups was
in expoéuﬁé to referral and multiéle‘féfefraisi This suggests
that thé=suéeessfu1 job hunter'in;PatafSQn was much.liké the

other enrollses at that site=-- distinguishad chiafly by her

perserverance.

The facﬁ that.ane—third of the Paterson Empiayed group
appeared to find.their.jqbslﬁhraugh sources other than the
WIN program or the Employment Saft13§ might indicate-that
this eroup alsé’diffared in iﬁitiativé from the others. vHaw-
evarjimaﬁ?,-if not most of thé placémants‘in Paterson in the

early days of the WIN program were made by the private vocational
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echeele and abont 40 pereent of the empleved group at that
site was enrelled in such echeels, hence, some caution is
iﬁ erder in 1nterpreting "self-placement" as evidence of
differing metivetien.

At beth 1eeetiene, howa ver, 1t seems fair iy «<lzav that
i

“the eempenente most eleeely releted to employmen. ..a those

directly eenneeted with work or labor market a etiVitv-—

vocational treining (and in Aeburv, werk experience) an
ebeve all, wide expeeure te pfeepeetive employers through

eferrel;
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CHAPTER 7

INTERVIEW DATA: THE LIFE OF A WELFARE MOTHER

InFarmatiﬁﬁrfram the interview groups was meant to serve two pur-
poses. In addition to testing hypnthgégs on the unteaﬁgs of WIN, it
would help set the program into its context in the life of a welfare
mother. B | _

Tgsting of hypotheses is disguss;d_fn Chapter 8. The present
éhagtar uses tﬁeyiﬁtgfviéw data to establish a picture of some of the
circumstinzgs of life on welfare at thé'tua study sites and to sketch
the concerns of the respﬂndgHESs— 121 WIN mothers and 82 cantrnls.

Fram the pﬂint of view of the actual or patent1al consumer of WIN's
services, thg interviews illustrate advantages and dranbacks gf pirtfcie
Jspatian, and 5ugge;t the Qppqrtunities and abstacles Facing admini;:ratﬁrs
nf this prﬁgram or its successor . Huuaver, it is h@ped that this. infarmas
tion may also prava useFu! to those seeking to perfeet tgchniqu;: of evalua-
ting manpcwgr pragrams. In cumhinatian with other studies of programs fﬁf ,
the disadvantigad, 1t miy help 1dent1fy elusive ﬂnsts or bengfits common to
all, which ﬂéﬂ]d thgn be systemati:ally mgasurgd and Heighted.

A, Persanal chlratterist1cs

As detailed in Ch;ptar h WIN and :nntrnl groups at each site were iden-
tical in the following rESchts- Both were welfare mothers screened as eli-
gible for WIN, both 1ived in the same cities, éﬂd;-_séntraii;a the purpose

of the study.. both faced the same market conditions over the same period.
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- Their other similarities aé well as their differences are discussed
WIN partieipants'Fﬂr comparison with all caﬁtr@is as is done in Chapter
8 eliminated differences due to location which are highlighted hes%;;

Age. In age, the WIN g%aupsvat each site were similar ﬁa eéchvather
and to the larger 'non=interview" population which had preceded them in
WIN enrollment (see Table 15): most women at each site were in their 20's
and 30's., Control groups atrbath'sifés:tended to be slightly older; never-
tﬁeless? evenréﬁﬁng these groups, well over half of the women were tunder 35.

'Hafjgaiugtatus and Number of Dependents. In marital statuég the WIN

interview graué at- Paterson did not differ much from either the control
group or thé larger WIN papuiétian- However, at Asbury both the WIN inter-
viéw éraup‘aﬁd the largér YIN population had unusually high pf@pﬁftians
recorded as marr%éd'aﬁd a relatively small proportion recorded as divorced
" or separated, This difference appears_é@rbe a matter of legal definition
rather thanrﬁf,Famiiy.zéhpésit%aﬂ% only three‘HIN interview respondenés
were living in the éamévhausehﬁids as their husbaﬁdé at the time af‘tﬁe
initiéi interview, although 29 of the gr;uﬁ were still legally married.
CIn Faterscﬁ}_tﬁree Has_théfme&ian number of dependents for ;he inter-
' vieﬁrgrnups as'it had beeﬁﬁfcr thekﬁan-interyiew population. at both sites.
In the Asbury control group, three was tﬁe m@dai number of depegdéﬁts, al-

i
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though the group was equally divided between those with two or less
end-these Hitn three or more. WIN reependents at that site_hed smaller
Fan1l1ee, twesthlrds hev1ng only one or two dependents-

gdgeetjeg. The tenth grade represented the median level of edu:es
tion in all interview groups as in the larger WIN enrollment at.each site.

Ethnic Composition. Negroes reereeented'ebeet two-thirds of the WIN

interview groups at each site and two-thirds of the Paterson control group--
eeprepertien comparable to their repreeentatien inthejarger’HINpepulatian
~at each site. Hewever, tﬁe Asbury control group was about equally divided
. between Negroes and nensSpanieh-epeeking whites, while in Petersen about
nne-querter of the control greup members were Spanish- epeak1ng whites.
The ehenge in the racial mix at both locations may reflect some gradual
ehenge-ueeurr1ng in the AFDC pepulat1en at each leeetien over time. The
group reFerred to as ''the lerger WIN pepuletinn” were those who enrelled in
the pregrem between 1ts 1neept1nn end May 1969, while the WIN. 1nterv1eumeample
represented enrollees’ eeeepted between June end Nevember 1969 and the eentreIA
groups were eempesed of wemen who were waiting entry to the program at the
_ latter date,

Welfare History. The welfare histories of the various groups lend some

weight to the speculation voiced above (see feble'ié); At both Ieeatiene,
the eerly WIN enrollees had a median stay on welfare of 2l months dur1ng
the five years preced1ng enrellment - Among the HIN 1nterv1ew groups at
both sites, at least half had been AFDC reeipients for 18 months or less,
while in bath eentrelagreups half or more had received this type of aid

:'!

i
b
+
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for 12 months or less. This would suggest that in Patersgn, 1ncreas1ng B
' prgpartluns of new employable AFDC re:iplents are Span1sh-speaking, uhlle
in Asbury the greup grau1ng at the time aF the study were the "gther whites" o .

Same Implicat1nns af Nanequ1valence.. The diFferance in thg’uglfaie

tenure QF HIH and caﬂtral graups prnbahly is a eanseqUEnte af prugram laglstics;'
Candidates at bath sites had ta wait for an npenlﬂg.A Therefarg, at any g1ven
patnt in time, thﬂse on the wait1ng list Hauld prabably tend to have a shor-

ter Helii?e h1stgry thaﬂ thase already enrulled. o .

The influence am gmpiuyabiiit; of Ianger tenure on uglfare is debatable,‘-

Popular speculatian suggests that a "hab1t" of dependen:y may be:ame entrenched.=* o

0n the nther “hand, some of thg intervieu data’ suggested that a persaﬁal a; well if

as an econqmic crisis often preceded a uaman's entry anto thg ueifarg rnlls.
“ In that :ase, the langer 1ntervai of at lgast m1nimal fxnanclal sgcurity, to= -
gether w1th the persana] caunseling recEived Frnm zaseubrk:rs, may prnvidg a
recuperative per1nd uhleh enhances her emplnyability. , |
The gmploym:nt effe:ts nf the - d1FFerence in ra:ial mix can be. gstimatid : _

Hith 5umeuhat mnre :erta1nty,, An analysis of statgu1dg data on the New J:r:ay!

portion of white women in the Asbury cuntral graup unuld tend to depress its
employment s:arg, giv:ng the WIN graup a cnmparat1ve advantage- Se:pnd 1ﬂter-“
views shﬁugd no signlficant diFFgrgnce in thg employment rates of HIN and con=

trol mthers (see Chapter 8 for di scussion),

33Hgma fram Nancy ngin Divisign of Planning and Rgsearch New Jersey Depart- fv“]=*
ment of Labof and Industry, to Robert White, State WIN Caardinatar, October-2,

1970. Comparing "'successful" terminations to total terminations, Mrs, Begin -
found that: "Black female trainees are more I1kely to be su:cessful thaﬁ are -
uhite females (significance level: .0001) 1




75

B. Sgcialwchara:terjstics and Behavior

The interviews yielded a great deal of detailed social and economic
information on WIN and control mothers. Social data are discussed in this
section, economic in the next.

ﬁgmi]iesigftggspﬁnd§ﬁ§§. The median household in three of the four

interview groups consisted of four members. Asbury WIN participants, how-
ever, regiséered a mgdianiaf three (see Table 17), There uas,ﬁa‘statistica!ly
- significant change inrhousehald size during the six months s;udiéd (see
Chapter 8).

In most cases, other members of the respondent's househo 1d were exclu-
"sively children, and more than halF of each group had some child &r children
under six years of age. Hhen anuther relat1ve was present, it was usually
the maternal grandmather or a yaunger brother or sister of the respondent.
Husbands were more Frequently members of the households of contro! groups,
Vbut either control group had more than five su:h intact families.

Among the yaungsters, aiéast all of those aged six to 17 were in school
at both locations, but a relatively iargé proportion of the Paterson children _
seemed to be haviﬁg school prabiemsi% possibly a reflection of the heavy re-
presentation of Spaniéh:speaking respondents at that lecation (SEe'Tabie 18).

In Paterson, about one ﬁut of five WIN partlcipaﬁts, and one out of three
chntrﬁl group members, had at least one child who Has two or more years older
than_the_usgallagg'fcr hjs“gr§d2'lgvg1_‘ Curiously enough, the group which ap-
- peared most aéarg nF‘schQIarship pégblgms was the Asbury control group which
showed Ehel]awgﬁt’pereéntégé éf “sinw learners'" as judged by the standard above.

.Tenrpercent of this graﬁp rated at least one child "a poor student''-- a view
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g:pressed'by a smaller fraction in every other group. This factor
'showed statistically significant change over the study period. Con-
trol groups as a whole increased their estimate of poor scholarship
among their children, while WIN groups remained unchanged (see Chaptef
8 for diséussinn)!- |
Asked: ‘'Have any of your children had problems in.school?", about
one-third of each Paterson group answered yes, a proportion almost twice
a; high as-that reported by the Asbury mothers. 1In Fater%ﬁn, fighting
was far. and awéy tﬁe mﬁst common behavior problem, with séhniafship second,
In Asbury, fighting was diFferen:fal]y less important and, among WIN par-
ticipants at that site, scholarship and health were the chief sources of
gﬁﬁsern.
More than 20 percent of each gruup had at least one Ehiid over 16 who
- was not in school, and for two groups-- the Asbury controls and the Pater-
son WIN group-- the prapartién was greater than 60 percent. Most of these
older children were mar}ied, At least 10 percent of the twqo control groups
also had children under 18 Qha were living away from home. in most cases,
these chﬁidfen were stay%%g with other relatives.

o

'ChildfggggsArréngements- More than twasthirds of the women in each

intervigw'grnup had worked out a child-care arrangement while holding some
past job, but-@nlyﬁfivg:amaﬁg the 2@3 fes;pnégntslﬁad ﬁanagedrtp obtain or-
gaﬁ{zed group day care. In most cases, reiaﬁivgs-and'nen;rélafives had been
about equalily used as baby sitters, a sefvizé for which respondents had paid
from $6.éD to SzﬂiDD per week, Most of those whe had made such arrangements

in the past said they were very satisfied with tha results.

s L. ==
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Among WIN respondents at the first interview most said that
the Bureau of Children's Service had not been required to make child-
care arrangements for them-- either the children were too old to require
such service or the n;!c'nther had made her own arrangements. Again, few had
placed children in an organized day-care program-- five in Paterson, one
in Asbury. Most were relying on neighbors and other non-relatives and said
they were very satisfied with the arrangement thus far. Few knew how much
the baby-sitters were being paid, |

Mobility. Asbury women appeared somewhat less mobile than Paterson
Arespandents- In Asbury more than four uuf of 10 had been born in New Jersey
and about half had lived in:their present area since childhood. In Pater-
son only two out of 10 WIN participants and less than cne in 10 among the
control groups had been born in this state; appr@ximéteiy one-third of each
group, however, had lived in their present area since childhood. In all
groups, the majority of the respondents had spent at least six years in their
present area (see Table 19).

Amaﬁg those wﬁn had come into the area from other locations, the single
reasaﬁ most frequently given in Asbury was to visit relatives or friends,
while in Paterson the impetus was most frequently economice- the desire t;
find work. More than aﬁgahalf of the women in all groups said they liked
their present location and, among the minority who would move, most would
merely relocate within the state; Asbury women most frequently zitiné‘better
.empiéjment déﬁartunfties‘elsewhére and ‘Paterson women most often mentioning

more attractive living conditions.
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Housing. Within their respective areas, however, respondents had
been quite mobile in the reéent past, At the time of the first inter-
view, at least four out of 10 in each group had spent one year ar=less
at their current address. Among both WIN and control mothers, the pro-
portion who had moved within the last six months dropped significantly in
the second interview-- probably because the school year coincided with the
study period (see Chapter 8 for discussian)-

In almost all cases, the last move was voluntary-- an attempt to ac-
.quire more adequate living quarters. For example, in answer to another
question, one Asbury woman saié ﬁer life was better these days because
she had recently moved into a tﬁreesbedrﬁam apartment in a public housing
project. With five zhiiﬁ}en, aged 15 to .19, she had been sleeping on a
living room couch for the last eight years.

Asbury respondents were less likely to live in public housing than
were Fatéfsan samplc members (see Table 20). Even in Paterson, however,
only one out of five of the WIN participants and one out of four of the
control group members lived in public hﬁﬁs%né. At both sites, approxi=
mately half of the respondents lived in apartments, the other half in
houses which were -usually also multi=family dwellings.

Home uwnet$hip was almost nanfexistent in Paterson where oniy two
rgspandents, both members of. the control group, were owners. In Astury
,abaut,lS:pereént of the HIN,gréup ané'abnét 13 percent uf,the control
graup.éuﬁeﬂ the houses they occupied. None of the ﬁuﬁers;had'camﬁlétgly"
paid for their héuses, and mortgage payments ranged from $80 to $180 per month

with payments most frequently falling SetﬂeenISIal and $160.
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Rents were somewhat higher in Asbury with approximately half of
both the WIN and control groups paying more than $100 per month. iﬁ‘
Paterson, well over half paid less than that amount. |

Less than 15 percent of any group <“ared living quarters and ex-
penses with another adult, and in these cases the other individual was
usually the respondent's mother.

About six out of 10 respondents at both sites said their housing
!units consisted of five or fewer rooms with two or less bedrooms. The
Asbury WIN group appeared most dissatisfied with its'haﬁsing conditions.,

~In this group, less than one-half of the respondents said that their pre-
sent housing was in good condition, In all other groups, théJﬁajﬂrity
rated their housing as good, and in the Paterson control group, that pro-
portion rose to 80 percent.

Among those who had housing prsﬁlems, the need for repair and paint
caused the greatest number of eamp!aints. About one out of 10 WIN parti-
cipants at both sites also cemplained about rodents or vermin, a few re-
lating harraw:ng 1nc1dents. One woisan, the gB-year old mother of three
youngsters under 11, said roaches had invaded her refrigerator and the con- ‘
stant feér of Finding them in Fasd‘uas driviﬁg her to dfstraetians

When 1 hear my F1ve-yearanld open the reFr1geratnr, |
I drop whatever 1'm doing and race to the kitchen.
. I have to :heak his milk before he drlnks 1ti
At least one in 10 said the1r l1v1ng quarters were paarly heated during the

i o : w1nter and, in the Paterson :gntrni group, the proportion rose to 20-percent,




80

Household Goods. One measure of the level of living which can be

expected to show changes over time is the ownership of household goods.
In order to provide some baseline data on this score, réspandents were
asked whether they had certain common household appliances, whether the
article was in working order, whether they had ever had one if they did
not at present, and whether they were currently making paymenis on it.
The list included a number of relatively expensive appliances: a washing
machine, dryer, refrigerator, sewing machine, and television set; and
sever$1 small appliances-- a rad{a, electrié iron, record player, mixer,
hair dryer.

For each specific item, ownership was fairly constant among all groups
at the first interview. Among the!hgavigr,appliaﬁcés, television setsen-
joyed the most wide-spread ownership with more than 90 percent of each
group possessing one-- in fact, the only good more widely held was the
_éleétric iron. At Table 21 indicates, more than twagthifds of the resp@n-
dents in all groups had television sets, electrlc irons, refrigeratars and
record players, About 30 to 40 percent in each group had washing machines,
sewing machines ‘and electric mixers. Tweaty to 30 percent owned: hair dryers.
Clothes dryers were the Ieast common item. Gwnershiﬁ of two appliances,
rad1as and recurd players, 1ncreased s1gn1ficantly for the HIN mothers during

the study per1od (see hapter B). ” { |
| For mnst 1tems, between Five and 10 percent of thnse wha had the appliance
said iL was not in working arder.' For 1tem af ter item, the Patersan WIN group

and the Asbury“Park control contained the highest proportion of persons saying
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that they had once owned a specific item but no longer did. Among goods

on which payments were being made, television sets exceeded all others

with 19 respondents in debt on this score. ReFEigeratDrs and record players
ranked second with 10 respondents paying on each, and washing machines were
third with nine persons making payments. However, 70 percent or more of the
respondents in all groups were makiﬁg no payments. Among those who were
purchasing an appliance on credit almost all were buying only one, with
payments generally ranging from §11 to $30 per month.

‘Cars and Telephones. In addition to representing conveniences which

verge upon being necessities, an automobile and a telephone can be an aid

ié securing aﬁd keeping a job. Two-thirds or more of all groups said they

had telephones in their homes at the initial iﬁtEFvieQS. At both sites the
proportion was higher among WIN participants-- prébabif reflecting the fact
:’that most were already receiving WIN incentive payments and training allowarces.,
Moreover, the proportion increased significantly during the study period

(see Chapter 8).

Conversely, car ownership was somewhat higher amuhg control groups,
and did not change signifiéantly duringIEHE'study. The ;nntralrmgthgrsf
more recent entry onto the welfare rolls ﬁii account for the fact that more
of them possessed this consumer durable. At the same time, the large initial
outlay required would prevent its being a fir;t purchase for most WIN enrollees.

"At any rate, in Paterson, Hﬁerg publiz—traﬁspértatian Haé»Fairiyrgéad,

less than 15 percéﬁt af*éfther gréﬁp a;ned ééf#Iand less thaﬁ lD*peréent.ﬁad
them in working order. In Asbury, where a car was a much mafe %mpartant ele-

ment in employability, ‘about one-third of the control group and one-fourth
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of the WIN participants were owners. However, only 25 percent and 18
percent, respectively, had cars in working condition at the first interview.
Health Care. In New Jersey, most medical care for recipients of -
AFDC is free and there was evidence that this service was important in the
lives of the welfare mothers. In all groups, more than 90 percent of the
respéﬂdgﬁts said thef could get to a doctor, or hospital or clinic for
themselves and their chiidren when necessary 'most of the time".
Moreover, this service was heavily utilized. Less than 20 percent
in any group said they had not taken one of their children to a doctor
during the last year (see Tablé 22). And more than one-fourth of the
Asbury groups and almost half ﬂ? both Paterson g%@ups had made more thax
six visits. In general, the groups had sought only slightly le;; medical
attention for themselves. with less than aﬁe—Faur;h in any group not having
visited a doctor during the last year on her own behalf, and more than one-
third of every group except the Paterson controls making more than six visits.
; Dental care, however, was much less widespread and less frequently utilized
by all gfﬁups. Only about ﬁEEsthird §F>th§ women iﬁ each group said they had
managed tﬁ get the children to a dentist regularly and, é;cept for the Pater-
son WIN members, mér; than one-third af'eaﬁhvgfauﬁ had not fakeﬁ any of their .
children to a dentist within the last iear.
For the Asbury WIN graup,'thé staﬁdard of dental care for themselves
was about the s ame as'FQr;Ehéir'ehiidreﬁ: for -all other groups, it was quite
a bit worse. ﬁa more than one in five in Paterson s%u a dentist regularfy
on her own account and more than one-half of each control group had not visited
a dentist within the last year. |

L
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Attention to children's eyesight-- vision tests and glasses-- was
somewhat more frequent among the WIN groups than amangvthe contrcl groups.
However, attention to their own sight problems was very markedly more fre-
quent among WIN participants, prabably because the physical examination
which preceded their entry into the program included a vision test and cor-
rection of any defects. |

The majority of res;éndents in each group said that welfare had paid
the total cost of their health care during the last year. H@Qever, about
one-third of the Paterson respondents and about one-fourth of those in
Asbury had paid some ngd1cal gxpenszs during that pef1ad In most cases,
the nut-nf-pn:ke* expense came to a total of §35 or less, but in the Asbury
control group approximately one out of five said they had spent more than
585, Oceasianaiiy these expenses occurred before the person had entered
the welfare rolls, but several respondents :ifed costs which were not covered
by welfare: laboratory tests in one case, the cost of a cansult1ng medical
ap1n1en in another, treatment of an allergy which required frequent visits
in a thirdi

Although the quantity of health care received by the respandents is
impress1ve, there were severgl cgmpla1nts about its quality. Paterson re-
dentists who would azcgpt welfare patients, sinég.many'refused to undertake
the pépernark'neeessary for ﬁayment. —Dther‘rgspgﬁdéﬁts told 'interviewers
that!weifare would pay the cost of only one pair of glasses a year, and if
a child broke his glasses before the‘year was out, replacement could create

a'budgetary crisis for the family. One Patersmn woman was also .vehemently
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bitter about the attitude of health care professionals toward rejief
recipients. After supporting her two sons through 1L years work as
a domestic with a single family, she had been forced onto the welfare
rolls by illness. She said:

On relief, sick people are treated like test tubes

or animals by doctors and druggists. . . In fact,

not as well as animals.

Social Activity. Initially, more than 60 percent of the Asbury

women were members of some club or organization, whereas in Paterson .
less than half of either panel belonged to any formal group. At both
locations, WIN participants tended to be more active than the control
groups. In all groups, church merbership was the most common activity
with PTA membership §=¢Qnd, and membership in a social or special interest
organization fhird (see Table 23). |

During the study period which included the winter months, both WIN
and control mzthers cut back on these activities, but the decrease was
statistically significant only for the controls.

C. Economic Characteristics and Behavior

Work History. At the time of the first interview, recent werk experience

in all groups was relatively sparse although less than one in 12 had never
worked.34 In each group at least three-quarters of the women who had been
employed had been factory operatives or service workers, including domestics,

in the last job (see Table 24). For both interview groups in Paterson, mgggg

facturing was the 'major émplnying’iﬁdustry with service second. In Asbury,

EkA Few women in each group were employed at the tlme of the first interview=-
a total of seven in Asbury including two members of the control group, and
three in Paterson, also including two controls. For all but faur, the jobs
offered only part-time employment. :

%
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" the service industry had employed the largest group among the WIN trainees,
while manufacturing and service industries employed equal proportions of the
control grégp, At both sites more than one-half QF=thE respcndents had held
their last job no longer than one year. For more than 10 percent of the
women at all locations in all groups, it had been a part-time job and for
more than 15 percent it offered only seasonal employment.

About one~third of the women in each group at each site had earned no
more than the present st%te minimum wage (31.50 per hour) in the last job.
Paterson women, on the whole, had Eétter past earnings than Asbury women.
Among those for whom wage %nFarmatian was available, more than two-thirds
of the Asbury-wamen had earned no more than $1,70 per hour in the last jab;
ﬁhergas about 40 pé}cent of Paterson WIN participants and almost one-half
of the control gréup had done bettgr than that. Perhaps because of this dis-
crepancy, most Paterson women who had ;arked considered their last jab a
good job, whereas most Asbury women rated it fair or poor.

Asbury WIN parti:iﬁants were most likely to have found the last job
through advgrtisgmenté, whereas in the other three groups, the largest pro=-
portion ngd the method Hhi:h‘usualiy rates most popular in studies of job
market behavior=- word-of-mouth inFarmiti@n Frnm-friends and relatives. By
tﬁ% end of the study period, both gfnuﬁs said they intended to rely more
heavily on the Employment Service in éeeking future jobs, but the Ehéﬁgg
was sigﬁifi:ant'anly for the WIN mntheés iseg Chapter 8).

| Job Hopes. fsked about the type of }ab they would like to get next,

WIN participants indicated their desire for change in the first interview
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while control respondents tended to cite the same occupation as the last
job (see Table 25). Both groups maintéined this difference throughout the
study period. Asbury WIN participants ranked clerical jobs as their first
preFergﬁcé with service*accupat%ans second, and operative jobs third. All
éther'graups placed operative jobs first and service occupations second.
Paterson women had expectations of higher pay rates, More than half
of the Paterson women who answered the question: 'What pay would you con-
sider? cited hourly rates of $1.91 or beftér; whereas more than half of the
Asbury women in both interview gfcuﬁg said that they would take less. All
groups shifted their pay ex#estatians upward dﬁring the study period (see
Chapter 8).
WIN pa%tieipaﬂts at both locations were less likely to say that they
would accept the same or lower pa} than in their last job. The majariéy
in each graup at both iaeagiﬁﬁs felt that jobs of the type they wanted were
currently'availablesa an opinion which did not change during the study period.
In discussing other characteristics of the jobs théy wanted, most women |
in all groups rated job security above high pay, and Paterson wameﬁ also rated
steadiness of employment above interesting work, while Asbury women were ébaut
evenly divided on this éactarj Most women in the two trainee groups as well
as most women in the Asbury control group said that they would prefer a job
with some vériety of activity'to one wiich was the same every day; the Pater-
son control group wa§vébaut evenly divided en thi§ issue,

Previous Training. Some women in each group (27.9 pevrant da the

largest case, the Asbury WIN group, 13.3 percent among Fat.vwun il parti-
cipants) had been enrolled in previous training programs, mos. commonly a

9 >prngrém run by the welfare board a:'the local :ﬂmmgnity’actian agency, which
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had lasted six months or less and ended shortly before their WIN enroll-
ment. These programs had usually paid a training allowance, but appafents
ly did not commonly provide child care. Among the women who had received
such prior training, most had been coached in clerical and 5ubaprafess{anai
skills. Five to 10 percent in each group had obtained jobs (since lost) as
a result.

At both sites, the initial distribution of income was similar fa?
the two WIN groups and higher than the control groups' distribution (see
Table 26). In both Asbury and Paterson, 60 percent of the WIN groups had a
total monthly income of §$350 or less, while. at both siEES;EQ percent of the
control group had incomes below $300. Income did not change significantly
for either WIN or control mothers during thé s tudy ﬁeriad (see Chapter 8),

The higher position of the WIN participants reflected the WIN iﬁceﬁtive
payments and training allowances which almasf all were receiving at the time
of the first interview. Only three out of 10 WIN participants at each site
(new enrollees who had not yet been as;igned’tg a component) said that last
months income came entirely from welfare; whereas, approximately seven aut;
of 10 of the control group members at‘each éite had been totally suéparted
bf welfare during the past month. However, eight out of 10 of all groups
said that more than haIFfaF last manth's'iﬁcame had caﬁe from welfare. This
also did not change during the study period.

In Asbury, welfare grants for almost 60 percent of the WIN sample ranged
from $201 to $300 per month. Among canérﬁi group mémbers at that site, more

than half had'grants between $201 and $350-- the same proportion and range
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shown by the Paterson WIN group. Paterson control groups memberz. however,
tended to receive smaller grants: about 60 percent had grants ranging be- ,
tween $151 and $300 per month. Income %ram uelférg did not change signifi;
cantly for either WIN or control mothers during the study period (see Chapter
8). | |
A few persons, but not more than 15 percent in any interview group, had
rece%vgd some income from their awﬁ;earﬁings in the month preceding the first
interview, but for not more than five percent of any sample had it amounted
to more than half of their total income for that menth. Income éram earhings
rose significantly for WIN mothers during the study (see Chaptef 8).
: About 20 percent of the control group members and more than half of the
WIN participants at each site also received some income from other sources--
- training allowances, support payments for children, gifté, and earnings of
other family members during the pé%t month, amounts which in most cases totalled
less than $100. Not more than seven individuals in any group, however, re-
ceived as much és half of the past month's income from such sources at the

" first interview; by the second interview, the maximum figure had dropped to

For most respondents, food constituted their biggest single Expenge
and inike more affiuent'graups,‘éhe waifarg.mathers in generaf, knew to
_the penny'hgu much they had spent on food during tﬁe pést ugeki E;EIQding
the few who could offer no information, the median expenditure for both
Paterson groups and the Asbury control group was $26 to $30 for the week pre-

ceding the first interview (see Table 27). The Asbury.HIN group man aged on
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a bit less, with a median of 521 to $25. However, at least 30 percent
of each group had a food bill of $35 or more and in the Paterson control
group this proportion rose to L0 percent.

In general, differences in food expenditures within groups reflected
differences in the number and age of children. However, some of the dif-
tion of food stamps. Hére than half of the Asbury WIN participants had
used food stamps in the week preceding the first interview, a proportion
twice as large as that in any other group. And in Paterson, differences
in the age of children, the number of children, and the presence of teen-
agers could not account for differences in food expenditures between WIN
and control graupsg( The significant factor for the Paterson control group
stamps. This under-utilization of stamps by control mothers persisted
throughout the study period.

In addition to food and rent, which were their two biggest expendi-
tures, about two-thirds of the Asbury women and about ons-hzlf of the
Paterson women also had to pay sepafatgly for gas and electricity. Among
those who knew tﬁe amount of the last monthly bill at the first interview,
Paterson :éntrai group; the Paterson WIN group had a median of $5 to $10
per month. Heating costs were an additional expense for mare‘than one-
third of all groups.

Among those who had to make separate payments for utilities, the median

cost of all utilities for both control groups was $21 to §30 in the month
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preceding. the interview. Asbury WIN participants had the heaviest
utility bills-- a medi;n of $31 to $40 in the last month, and Pater-
son WIN participants the lightest-- a median of $11 to $20. Since few
moved during the sﬁudy, these costs did not change.

Clothing Expenditures. More than 80 percent in all groups said

that they had purchased some clothing for the children in the three

months which preceded the first interview, a period which included

must replenish their wardrobes (see Table 28). In Paterson, the madian
expenditure for both groups was $81 to $90; in Asbury, it was considerably
less: $61 - $70 for the WIN participants and $51 - $60 for the control
group.

During the same period, more than half the Paterson women and about
twu-thirds of the AsSury WIN participants had bought some clothing for
themselves. In the Asbury controi group, however. seven out of ten said
that they had bought nothing. Among those who did makelclnthfng purchases,
most in the two control groups and the Asbury WIN group had spent $30 or
Igss; In the Paterson WIN group, however, the ﬁajnrity had spent more
than $40.

in the three months preceding the second interview, both HIH and con=
trol mothers sharply decreased clothing gxpgnéitures, probably reflecting
seasonal variation. MHowever, a significantly larger proportion of WIN
mothers made purchases (see Chapter 8), |

Qther Expenditures

unable to buy any household goods-- furniture or linens within the three
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months preceding the first interview. Among the few who did almost
all spent less than $40.

More than seven out of 10 in all groups said they had spent no
money at all during the last month on minor luxurié;—s movies, restau-
rant meals, or excursions. Among the few who had, WIN participantsltendgd
to spend a little more on this type of recreation than contro! members;
a maximum of $7 in Asbury as opposed to $5 or less for the control group,
and in Paterson, a maximum of $11 as opposed to 55 or less for the control
group. Neither household nor recreation expenditures changed significantly
during the study (see Chapteé 8.

Aspirations and Estimate of Progress

As the preceding sections suggest, despite New Jersey's relative
generasity in the level of welfare grants, ali respondents were experienc-
ing a very low level of living at the time of both interviews. Additi@na{
testimnﬁy on this point came when they were asked: 'What do you consider
your family's bigge;t need right now?" In other words, if you could get
your hSﬁdsAan §100 right now, whet need would you take care of first?

The iniéiai interviews were conducted early in winter, and in all
samples, the largest group named clothing-- particularfy warm clothing for
the“éhi1d$en;-'as their most pressing need (see Table 29). One Paterson
WIN participant raising four boys, aged 12 to 18, summarized the answers
of manyé |

I'd buy shoes, boots, pants and underwear -for the

boys. Anything left would go for bus fare and miik

money .
Among the WIN groups, haﬁsehald equipment ranked second; while with both
control groups, food was the second most frequently mentioned need. As

one Asbury mother of five put it
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First, I'd get enough food, for once--
especially fruit and meat. . .

Neither group changed its priorities significantly during the study period
(see Chapter 8).

lRespandgnts were asked to judge‘théir present situation against their
immediate past and future in two ways. First, they were asked% "Speaking
of income alone, would you say that you were better off last month than you .
were a year ago at this time?"

Among WIN participants at both site; at the first interview, the lar-

gest proportion felt that they were better off at present (L4L4.3 percent in

Asbury, 58.3 percent in Paterson). Control groups at both sites had a more

pessimistic estimate of their present income status; in Asbury, 40 percent
said they were worse off, and in Paterson, 38 percent said their position
was the same as a year ago. Neither WIN or control mothers changed fﬁis
estimate significantly during the study.

Looking into the future, the largest percentage in all groups said
initially that they expected to be better off financially a year hence. At
the second interview, WIN mothers registered a curious and statistically
siéniFi:ant change. A larger prapartianisaid they expected their income
would remain unchanged during the next year-- a change which perhaps re-
flected their growing realization of the length of the training process
(see Chapter 8).

The second estimate of present position provided by the interviews
took account of factors other than income and employed a more complicated
téchniqug-s the SglFsAﬁchuring Striving Scale developed by Hadley Cantril

for cross-cultural identification of human concerns and measurement of pro-

" gress toward aspirations.35

5 e e . oo - .
See Cantril's The Pattern of Human Concerns, Rutgers University Press,
New Brunswick, N.J., 1965,
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Respondents were asked to describe what they would consider the
worst possible life and then to visualize and describe the best possible
life. After this, they were shown a ladder with steps numbered from zero
to ten-- zero representing their personal version of the very worst that could
befall them, and ten, their view of the good life. They were asked where they
stood at present between these extremes, and where they ranked two years ago.
The avérage ladder ratings which resulted from the first interview were the

following:

Astury Park Paterson

WIN  Control WIN  Control
Life now: L, 47 L,32 k13 k.35
Life two years ago: 3.27 4,57 3.20 k.21

As the figures indicate, all groups took about the same view of their
pregeﬁt life. WIN groups, however, tended to feel that the present repre-
sented substantial improvement over the past; while among the controls, life
looked much the same as it had two years ago.

Among respondents who felt better off at present, the reasons most Fréa
quently given by WIMN participants were economic progress and personal achieve-
‘ment. As one woman explained it:

I have more money and more knowledge now. . .
I'm advancing.

Control group respondents at Ashury gave the same reasons in the same sequence.
‘At Paterson, control group members who felt better off werz more likely to
point to the resolution of family problems first, and eco:omic progress second.
One mother of four who had been married to én alcoholic said:

Two years ago ] was full of fear and bewilderment.

Now our lives are quiet-- rno more beatings=- and I
know how much money we'll have each week.,
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WIN participants who felt worse off at present cited economic setbacks
and family problems as the cause., Again, Asbury control respondents
mentioned the same reasons in the same sequence, while Paterson control
respondents pointed to family problems first and economic setbacks second.

In describing the ingredients of the best possible life, bgtﬁ WIN
groups appeared more economically-oriented than the control groups but the
difference was particularly pgrceptible in Paterson (see Table 3@); Two-
thirds or more of each group mentioned some personal economic concerns but
in Paterson, 80 percent of the WIN participants brought up economic matters
compared with 6l percent of the controls, whereas, in Asbury the difference
between WIN participants and control group members was relatf@é]y small,
Aspirations regarding jobs or work also were part of the "th? best possible
1ife'" Fer more than half of the Paterson WIN respondents but for less than
one=quarter of any other g%aup. Far all groups, however, personal economic
concerns ranked first, family concerns second. Only one person among the
two hundred intgrviewéd mentioned social concerns-- in this case, interna-
tional peace. |

Among the personal economic hopes figuring in respondents' visiaﬁs of
the good life, improved housing was the topic mentioned most frequently--
either owning a home or living in a better house or apartment. A generally
improved standard of living (more money, no debts) was the second most fre-
quent topic for both WIN groups while both control groups plzced higher em=
phasis on car ownership.

Aspirations regarding steady work or congenial work were voiced more
frequently by the WIN participants at both sites than by the control groups,

" ‘but in Paterson the emphasis was put on congenial work,
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In expressing non-economic hopes for themselves, WIN groups
were strikingly likely to mention furthering their own education.
The Paterson control group hoped merely for good health and the As-
bury control group had diversified aspirations (to have friends, Ee
free of problems, etc.).

In the prima:ylgiven to economic and family hopes in théir visions
of the best possible life, sample .nembers followed the national American
pattern of concerns reported by Cantril, but in somewnat exaggerated fashion.
The proportions mentioning personal economic hopes were, for most interview
groups, higher than those found in Cantril's study for all feamale Americans
and for lower-income Americans, and come closest to being matched by his
young and nonwhite respondents (see Table 31). The proportions citing
family hopes were also higher in general than those found in Cantril'g
cross-section of women and far exceeded those of lower-income groups and
nonwhite respondents, most closely approximating those found by him in the
younger age groups. In job and work ;éﬁcerﬁs, the WIN interview samples
for this study exceeded any comparable group analyzed by Cantril and came
closest to matching the young. Among persaﬁaf concerns, the samples' em-
phasis on housing coincided with the major personal. economic hope reported -
by Cantril's Negro respondents.

The fact that respondents for this study were already in a job training
program or knew that they would Shﬂrt]y.he entering one probably accounts’
for the extreme emphasis given to personal economic concerns and job and work
concerns. Their age concentration (in the 20's and 30's) and the fact that
almost all were female heads of families probably account for the strong
family emphasis. The absence of social and political concerns was not charac-

teristic of any American group in Cantril's study but appeared in the lower
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socio-economic groups in several of the under-developed countries he
surveyed. This was interpreted by him to mean that concern for others
is a luxury which only the affluent can aféard, an interpretation which
seems equally applicable here.

The fears of the interview groups were examined by asking them to
envision the worst possible life, It is apparent from their answers that
their hopes for economic improvement and family betterment were strongly
diluted by Fears.af reverses or no change in these areas (see Table 32).
In all groups except the Paterson control group, more than half the res-
pondents e:éressed at least one fear regarding their personal economic
future, and among the WIN grauﬁs large proportions expressed this worry
as a fear of the “étatus quo''-- a worry that their future would be the
same as their present. Among the Paterson WIN group, this fear was par=
ticularly strong, being expressed by more than ahg-thirdrgF its members.
In both control groups, although a sizeable segment was afraid of lack
of change, the major concern was a fear of siippiﬁg backward. In Asbury,
WIN respondents worried most about having no place to live.

Fears of possible future ailments were a major cause of concern for
both Asbury groups and the Paterson control group while the Paterson WIN
group had more diversified worries in regard to themsélves. In expressing
fears for their family's future, health concerns (often tEg fear that

‘their children would become drug addicts) was again the major worry with

about their possible future inability to take care of their family, and
Paterson control respondents feared family strife or unhappiness in the

future. Worries concerned with employment or jobs were more common again
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Paterson WIN participants.

In the fears they expressed, three of the samples again followed
the general pattern for all Americans discerned by Cantril by placing
personal economic worries first, other self-related fears second, and
family worries third (see again Table 31). 0Only the Paterson control
group deviated by ranking family worries second. However, again the
study sample responded in exaggerated fashion. In all groups, the per-
centage expressing family fears was far higher than that found in Cantril's
comparable groups, and in the Paterson control group, hopes and fears for
the family were equal in weight. Moreover, the fear that the future may
hold no change=- a worry particularly widespread among Paterson WIN par-
ticipants-- was apparently abient a%ﬂng Cantril's American respondents.

Freéiy interpreting this data, one might say thét the hopes engendered
by the WIN program were desjerate hopes. For a large proportion of the
women, a cant{nuaticn of their present life appeared intolerable. And yet,
the path to possible gain was haunted by doubt of their Qﬁn physical and
economic abilities, and by fear of family disaster,

One young black woman in Paterson, mother of two preschoo! children,
painted a picture much like that outlined above. The best possible life,
she said, would be:

To finish éﬂhagl and maybe cnl!egé; . + get a good
job and be able to take care of my children. . .
make them feel they're not ashamed, . . make them
feel they belong.

And the worst life:
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1f 1 finished and then didn't get a. job that
paid and that I liked. , . to be still on wel=
fare after all that.
As noted earlier, WIN mothers had been in the program from one to

five months at the time of the first interview, Therefore, as the in-

terpretation above implies, this interview undoubtedly registered some

intense concentration upon employment as the route to a better life

could reasonably be construed as evidence of WINS effect on motivation

to work. If this could be verified tﬁrgugh specific study using additional

tests and other sites, it would rank as an important achievement for the
_program. Further study appears warranted.

The six-month period used in this study éE;ved too short to register

the ultimate impact of the program since most participants were still in
training at the second interview, Hence, the meaning of the results of
the Cantril measurements in the latter interview was considered questionable
and they are not reported here. |

E. Advantages and Disadvantages of Working

Midway in the first interview, interviewers said: 'Working-- instead
of being on welfare-- has some advantages and some disadvantages. What would
you say are the main advantages of working? What are the disadvantages?'
Speaking of the advantages of warking; all groups cited independence and
a better income as the chief benefits and large numbers in each group added that
a weekly or a semi-monthly paycheck makeé for easier budgég%ﬁg thaﬁ a monthly
weiFare grant (see Table 33)i. One Paterson woman summéd up the reasons given

by many:
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When you're getting a paycheck every week you
don't have to budget so closely so the money
will last to the end of the month. And you can
earn more than you can get from welfare. But
the best thing is that you don't have to depend
on anyone else.
The psychological value of independence was mentioned by several.
An Asbury WIN par;1c1pant said-
When you have a job, you know you're not living
off someone else's hard work. Do it yourself
and you'll feel good,

Another mother of two teen-agers said:
You have the pride and respect of your children.

However, the idea of working appeared to be more enthusiastically
welcomed by the Paterson women than by the Asbury respondents. Asked about
the disadvantages of working, more than 4O percent of the women in the two
Paterson groups replied that there were none, and another 20 percent cited
child-care problems. In Asbury, WIN participants named child-care problems
as the largest single disadvantage, with 'no disadvantage'' ranking second,
and separation from children third. Control group members at this site
placed separation from children first, ''no disadvantage" second. One Asbury
mother expressed the qualmé of many:

Being away from the children will be hard.
Supposin' they got sick. . .7 Trying to
be a bread-winner and a fulltime mother is
very difficult,
. A Paterson control group member expressed a very realistic view of some of
the hazards of working:
It would be terrible to get a job without
good benefits, and then have nothing to fall

back on. And it will be hard to get used to
paying medical bills.
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This chapter discussed detailed persgnél, social and economic
characteristics of the WIN and control mothers at each site. It-
ended with a zgmpariscnxéf their views on their economic progress,
their future, and the aévantages and drawbacks of working.

Control groups had a shorter welfare history than WIN groups,
probably reflecting the rate of entry into WIN and the duration of
training. In Asbury, the control group also contained a higher pro-
portion of white women-- a factor which would tend to give the WIN group
an empla?ment advantage, according to state figures.. On thé other hand,
control group members at that site were more likely to have autcmobiles,
to some extent an offsetting advantage.

WIN and contrel mothers had similar work histories. WIN partici-
pants, however, had a higher level of income due to the program's incen~
tive payments and training allowances.

WIN groups tended to feel they were making progress taﬁa?d personal
goals; control groups inxgeneral felt they were marking time and in danger
unusually high among both hopes and fears for the futuré, suggesting that
the program may be having an important effect upon motivation to work. The
latter point warrants further investigation, |

All groups considered independence and better income the chief Eenefits
of working. Both Patersen groups, however, were mora likely than the Asbury .

women to see no disadvantages to employment.



101

CHAPTER 8

INTERVIEW DATA: TESTING HYPOTHESES

Initially the interviews with WIN and control mothers were meant.
to test hypﬂthéses related to employment and earnings, as well as atti-
tudinal and behavioral differences linked with the WIN Program, as ex-
plained in Chapter b.

It was reasoned that, at each site, during thé six:mantﬁ reéearch
period, the two groups of ﬂaméngs both welfare mothers, both living in
the same cities, both screened as eligible for WIN-- would face the same
changing market conditions and other unpredictable forces which might
strongly affect their ability or desire to get jobs. One graﬁp, the WIN
enrollees, would complete a program of services and training specifically
designed to move them into good jébs; the other would not.

Hence, it was hypothesized, by the end of the study period, WIN mothers
should show higher employment and pay rates than control méthers. And
whether actually employed or not, WIN mothers should show differences in
attitude and behavior which might reasanably be associated with WIN's pur-
pose-- improving participants' economic and sﬁeiai functioning.

| Contrary to expectations, however, the training praéess proved to take
much longer than six months. Although the WIN mothers had been enrolled in
the program from one to five months at the first interview, the majority
at both sites were still in training at the end of the study period=« an
experience which the analysis of files demonstrated was typical, rather than une

usual, Under these circumstances, it was impossible to consider that the




102

employment and pay figures fesu!tigé f}am the interviews were indica-
tive of WIN's impact. The intention of testing hypotheses concerning
ported in this chapter for the light cas® upon the apﬁartunity costs of
training-- the éafnings foregone by trainees. |

The hypotheses concerning behavioral and attitudinal differences be-
tween trainees and controls did receive some support from the interviews
and these findings are also reported in this chapter.

A, Egglgyment-gut:nme

Not more than 17 percent of the WIN respondents at either site were

employed at the time of the second interview. About 30 percent in Paterson

~and 15 percent in Asbury had been terminated; the rest-- more than half of

the respondents at each site-- were still in training.

During the six-month period under study, the WIN projects had to battle
the current of the nation’s economy. By the spring of 1970, both labor
markets under study were feeling the crunch of rising unemployment rates.
However, cyclical and seasonal fluctations were one of the factors the t@ﬁ—
trol groups were designed to offset, fher;farg, the deepeﬁiﬁg recession
can be assumed to have affected WIN and contro! respondents equally,

In their job market success, WIN mothers did not differ significantly
from control mothers during the six-month period. Among the 118 WIN par-
ticipants located for second interviews, 19 (16.] percent) were employed.
Among the 76 controls, 8 (10.5 percent) were working. A test of the difs
Ferén:g betwzen these proportions yielded the following 95 perceﬁt canfidenze
interval: =.036 <p;~ pp<.136. Therefore, the hypothesis Py ® Py was ac-
cepted at the 5 percent level of significance, indicating no significant dif-

ference,
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In view of the usual length of the training process, this re-
sult cannot be considered the measure of WIN's ultimate employment
impact. It daes,Ahaue§3f, have some interesting implications in re=
gard to the opportunity costs of training.

First, despite the length of training, WIN apparently does not keep
out of the labor market for a prolonged period welfare mothers who would
otherwise be wark%ng. The proportion empiayed at the end of six months
was approximately the same, whether or natrghey had enrolled in WIN.

Canversely, without special assistan:é, a larger number of welfare mothers
seek and find jobs than one might expect and at pay levels not much different
from those of the trained mothers. Data on the two siée; may be of interest
in this respect (see Table 34).

At first glance, the finding of no difference between the job market
suc¢ess of WIN and control! groups appeared iimitgd to Asbury'Park where
16,7 percent of the WIN participants and 13.5 percent of the contro! group
were employed at the end of the six-month period. In Paterson, the WIN par=
ticipants' record, while no better-- and, in fact, slightlf worse-- than
that of the Asbury people, was at least twice as high as the proportion of
control group members who found jobs. Looking behind the overall figures,
however, it was apparent that the Asbury WIN people did make one real gain
over their control graup; whereas the Paterson WIN group did not. In Asbury,
most of the WIN participants who found jobs were working full time, most of
the controls part time, while in Paterson the reverse was true;

In.dissussing characteristics of jobs held by respondents at the time

of the second interview; it must be recognized that the numbers of persons
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involved are very small. Among WIN participants, for example, only
10 were employed in Asbufy and only nine in Paterson. And for the
control group, the figures were five aad three at the respective sites.
Figures this small cannot bear much weight in regard to conclusions, and
are presented simply as a matter of interest.

In Asbury, most of thé WIN participants who were employed entered
the clerical occupations, while two of the five cantral_grnup members who .
found jobs at that site were working in private households. In Paterson,
the distribution of emplaymgnt'was about the same for WIN and control groups,
alﬁast all finding service or operative jobs. About half of those employed
among the Asbury WIN group were ngking in government offices--" a rare oc-
currence ‘among other groups.

In pay, Asbury control group members did slightly better than the
WIN group, while in Paterson the two groups were fairly evenly matched.
Control group members at both sites had been employed longer at the time of
‘the second interview, most having held their present job ét.least four months,
whereas mare’thééxhalf the WIN participants at both sites had been eméiayeﬂ
‘three months or less. Half of the WIN participants in Asbury had obtained
their present job through the program or the Employment Service, whereas in
Paterson the WIN éragram was matched by word-of-mouth help from friends
and relatives as the most frequent source of the job.

In each interview group, a number of other women (seven persons in
Asburyé 10 in Paterson) had held jobs at some time during the study period
but were not employed at the time of the second interview, boosting the

proportion of women who had worked at some time during the six-month period
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fa 20 percent or more for each group except the Paterson controls. A
few women in each graﬁp except the latter had also held more than one
job.

In Asbury, most women said they had left these past jobs voluntarily
because of the nature of the work or because they ha& received better offers,
whereas in Paterégn, most severance was involuntary-- due to illness or layoff.
The majority did not immediately look f@r other employment.

B. Changes in Attitudinal and Behavioral Factors

Although employment hypotheses could not be adequately tested within
the time span of the-study, other statistically significant changes did
occur among both WIN participants and control group members, and by the end
of the period, WIN frainees were markedly differeat from those who were still
awaiting their turn in the program.

Although program emphésis diFFeEed at the two sites, it was clear that
most participants at both sites spent most of their time in the same type of
component (formal education) and received the same monetary increment-- a
total of $80 per month. For the control groups at the two sites, the condi-
tions of life were also fairly similar, since AFDC grants were based on a
state-wide formula which considered the size of the Famiiy;.fhe age of its

members, and then added the actual rent paid.
! Therefore, in order to eliminate differences due to different locations,

for this analysis all WIN respondents were treated as a single group, all
control respondents as a second group. Then, data obtained from each group
in the first interview was compared with their respgnsés in the second in

order to estimate change. Finally, all WIN respondents were compared with
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all control respondents at the end of the period. Chi-square tests
were used to identify statistically significant differences. The re-
sults are summarized in Table 35 and discussed below,

Job Aspirations. The occupational goals of the WIN participants

did not change markedly during the study period, nor did those of the
centrol group (see Table 36). However, the array of ambitions found

in the two groups were evidently considerabty different from the start--
probably because the HIH-paréiéipaﬁts had already selected their goals at
the time gf the first interview. WIN participants strongly favored cleri-
cal work, control graﬁp members, factory work. Pay aspirations for the

" two groups did change radically during the study period-- both shifting
upward. Neither group showed any significant change in its opinion of

the availability of the jobs it sought. WIN participants began and ended
the period with more skepticism on this score than the control group mem-
bers. in seeking future jobs, both groups p]énned to rely more heavily on
the Empl@ymeﬁt'Sgrvice and for the WIN group this sh}Ft was a significant
change in their estimate of sources of job information.

Households. No significant changes occurred in either group in family
composition or age of children-- that is, there is no marked evidence of
children rejoining WIN families or leaving control group families nor of
birth in either group. The incidence ufgséhnal problems occurring in
each group remained relatively unchanged during the period. However, one

interesting change did occur; the proportion of 'poor' students reported
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by control group families rose. by an amount which was significant

at the 90 percent level of probability. The classification "poor!
was based upon tﬁe parent's astimate, 80 it may represent increasing
concern rather than actual revort card changes (see Table 7).

Housing Changes, In hoth groups, the proportion who had moved

in the last 'six months decreased significantly in the second inter-
#igwg a finding which strongly suggests a seasonal factor=- perhaps
a reluctance to relocate during the school year, Rents, the size
and the condition of the housing unit did not change radically

for éithé? group during the study period nor were there any sig-
nificant differances between them by the Spring of 1970 in this
resvect (ses Tahle 38);

Household Goods. A hint of the WIN group's relative affluence

is reflected in the roster of household equipment reported at the
beginning and end of the periad. For the WIN péfticiﬁaﬁtsj tele-
phones were the most significant addition and b# the end of the
period they differed sharply from the control group in the posses=
gion of this convenience. anarship of radios and record piavers
also increased among the WIN participants by proportions gienifi-
cant at the 50 percent level of probability. The proportion having
refrigerators also increased significantly in both groups, However,
some of this increase may have occurred through moving from a house
to an apartment rather than through purchase., Clothes dfyers ware
the only other household zood which distinguished the WIN paople.

However, ihese were not new acquisitions; the WIN participants had
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reported margz than control eroup mé¢bers at the initial interview
(s0a Table 319},

EgpgﬁQitgzeé; For both groups, not mich change occurred
durine the period in most expenditures=-- utility costs, medical
care, clothing, household goods, and recreation, ' The one exception
was the cost of children's clothing which decreased sharply for
hoth during the three-month period preceding the second interview--
again, probably a seasonal reaction since the first iﬁterview in
the fall took account of ﬁhe late summer Spendiﬁg for school ward=-
robes. However, although their spending habits did not change
during the period, the WIN people throughout the period bouzlit at
a significantly greatar rate than the control respondents--spanding on
utility gosts; children's clothing, and on clathiné for themselves-=-
apain a fefléctian of their relative affluance., They were also
much more likely to use food stamps, achieving an additional
expansion of their purchasing power (see Table L),

Income. Both groups experienced a slight upward shift in
income during the period but in éeither'casa was it statistically
significant-- probably because the WIN group was already receiving
allowances at the time of the first interview, However, there
was a significant difference betwéeﬁ the income levels of the WIN
group and thoss of tha controls due, for the most part, to the
training allowance, Welfare grants remained relatively unchanged
within each group throughout the period, However, there was a

significant difference between the groups since almost all control
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group members derived their total income from welfare while

On the other hand, the contribution of earnings.toward total
incomé rose during the six-month period for the WIN people,
producing a change which Hasésignificant at the 90 parcent
level of probability, while ramaininz relatively unchanged far
tha control group., However, a 1érger percentage of the control
grauﬁ was:dariving some income from earnings at the bezinning
of the period, so that the increase by the WIN group simply
broaght them to the lavel of the controls, and at the end of
the period there was little difference between the two groups
in the share of income derived from earnings (ses Table Ll).

Economic Expectations and Needs, Between interviews), ﬁéither

group changed its estimate of its economic progress durinz'therlast
year-- most WIN participants began and ended the pariod thinking
themselves better off in money matters, most control respondents
began and ended the period thirking themselves little changed or
worse off than last year, In thelr expectations of economic pro-
gress during the next year, however, the WIN groups underwent a
curious change, Durinz the study period, an increasinz proportion

began to helieve that they would be neither better nor worse off

attitude which was significant at the 90 percent lavel of proba~
bility, At the end of the study period, the difference between

WIN and control expsctations was also significant at the 90
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percent level of prébabilityg In estiﬁating its most pressing im-
mediate need, neither group changed its priorities much during'the
study. In identifying their most pressing need, however, the WIN
respondents emphasized househcld goods and Furﬁiture while the control
groups emphasized food bills and miscellaneous other needs, c%using a
difference significant at the 95 percent level of probability. For both
gfgups, however, clothing held the first priority (see Tabie &2{.

Social Ae;ivi:%z;. Betwaen intervigas, both the WIN and control

respondents decreasad their warbership in clubs and Qrganizatians; but
for the WIN group the drop was slight, while for the control group there
was a .significant cutback.iﬁ outside activities. By the end of the period,
about 70 percent of the control group belonged to no outside club or or-
ganization compared to less than half of the WIN group, a difference which
was significant at the 95 percent level of probability (see Table 43).
Sumary

Between interviews, several statfsticaliy significant changes occurred
in the WIN group which can be logically associated with the program. Al-
though both grbupsfcame to rate the Employment Service more highiyj'the
shift was significant only for the WIN péﬁplg; As WIN mothers became ac-
customed to the small regular increase in income att}ibutable mainly to
training allowances, they acquired é'FéuE}efatively low-cost a%enities;ﬂ

radios, record players-- and, in very pronounced fashion, increased
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their membership in the population of telephone suscribers.
Although more than 80 percent still received the bulk of their
income from welfare at the end of the period, the proportion of
total income contributed by earninegs rose significantly. Am
significant change also occurred in their expectations. While

as a eroup, they remained mﬂre-uptimisiic than the eonteols

ahout their economic future, an increasine proportion began to
realize that change would not come rapidly: rext vear's income
was likely to be ahont the same as this veaf‘sig

Other changes which may loslecally be associated with the

WIN program apparently took place before the initial interviey-=
that is, immediately upon admission to the program. WIN parti=
‘cipants were sharply different from control eroup members in
their égcupsticnal expectations. A far larger proportion wanted
to enter the whitescallar er1diwhi1e control group respondents
hoped instead for factory employment. The impact of the training
'éllawanéa evidently also preceded_the first interview, It was
put to work throughout the period to yiei& the WIN recipiegtg a
sharply higher level of living than the control group expéfienced.
Throughout the six=-month period WIN people cﬂnsistenﬁly enjoyed

a higher iﬁcamé, gpent more for utilities, hought more clothing
for their children and themselves, and ﬁegan to yearn more for
the deferable purchases-- household equipment and furniture,

In addition; fhay bolstered their incressed purchasing power gtill
further by using food staﬁps to a mdch greater extent than the

Q control group, a development which might be the result of either




112

increased information or a less stringent budget.

Heanwh1la, control group members gxhibltad only two
statistically significant changes which might ba linked with
the absence of the program-- or, possibly, with the absence
of £he extra margiﬂ'af budgetafy ease provided by the training
allowances. In the second interview, a significantly larger
proportion of control group respondents reported that one or
more children were doing very badly in school while for WIN
participants there was no change in this factor. Since the -
WIN pragram; particularly in Paterson, included a great deal
of cauﬁséling_an personal and'dnmastic‘pruhlema,‘and at both
sites emphasized formal education, it is possiﬁlg that it paid
some side benefits in at least stabilizing the class performance
of participants' children,36' he other significant change regis-
tered by.ﬁhe control group was a sharp cutback in social acti-
vities, as msasured by membership in clubs and organizations,
Since the study péfiad iﬂcluéed ﬁhe winter and spring months,
and since few respondents among either group owned cars, it ié
possible that tﬁs reduction in the outside activity of the
control group simply fepresents lack of carfare for travai‘in
bad weather. Hawever; WIN respondents thfaugﬁ their partici-
pation in the program were compelled to meet and interact daily
with persons outside their households, Hance, it is possible
thaﬁ the program itself sncouraged the maincenance of other

social contacts. Although WIN involvement in other organizations

iEWIN partlcipants wera also eligible for counseling from the
Bureau of Children's Services in regard to their youngsters'
school problems,
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also decreased slightly during the study period, at the time
of the second interview, more than half of the WIN group held
membership in at least one organization-- usually a church or
a PTA, while about 70 percent of the control respondents reported
none.,

A Feﬁ other signi%icaﬂt changes.accurred in both WIN and
control groups and are probably attributable to envircirental
influences which afFected both groups equally. Both WIN and con-
trol members made a significant upward shift in the level of pay
they wanted in their next job-- probably @ consequence of the general
rise in wages aﬁd price levels during the period. Both groups were
much less mobile during the study periods much smaller proportions
changed their address théﬁ had done so in the six months preceding the
first interview. Both groups also spent less for children's clothing.
Both of these Qcéurrences are probably traceable to se;seﬁai influences--

specifically, the start of the school year shortly before the first in-

increase in the acquisition of refrigerators, can probably be discounted

as resulting fraﬁ moves from a house to an apartment or, perhaps, simply
from differences in interpretation of the interview question.

A number of differences identified in the WIN group-- the widespread
clothing e;éenditures, increased télgphenn_subs:riptian, higher order of
material aspirations, and greater social activity-- can be reasonably viewed
as investments in employability, contributing either ta‘thg immediate likeli-
hood of finding a job or to eventual firmer attachment to the labor market

and tend to confirm the hypotheses on behavioral and attitudinal changes.
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CHAPTER 9

INTERVIEW DATA: REACTIONS TO THE PROGRAM

By the second interview, WIN mothers! experience with

- the program had been lengthy ez:mu_gh for them to offer several

reflections and comments upon it, At least 8even out of 10 at
both sites had received four or more services by that time,
with the iridést exposure being to counseling and formal educa-
tion. Asked to name the service they considered the most valu-
able, more than two-thirds of the respondents at each site
answered the question and at both locations, the largest mmber
ranked the formal education components first. (See Table LL),
In Asbury, most of those who praised gz service emphasized

its rélev-ange to employment:

In Paterson, the largest number who Pralsed a component, cited
1ts contribution towards their personal development;

"I can't go now to public school. I'd feel funny. .,
being a mother. This ig & good opportunity to
learn. This place you can €0 and not feel out of
Place or too old,"

"The counselor helped me get over ny discourage-
ment, kept me from quitting, and helped me
overcome in school."

Only about one in five respondents at either site slngled

| out a component gs "least valuable", but among the few who did,

five persons in Asbury mentionad the GED clasges and three the
Job referral system, while in Paﬁérsa:n, four mentioned coungel-

ing and the resi 6plit their votes fairly evenly among the
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other components., In criticizing a component, the most common
explanation given was that the quality of service was poor.,
School was called boring, job referrals inappropriate, and
counseling, particularly group counseling, was termed impersonal
by the few critics, Résp0ﬁdents also discussed each component
individually. Their comments are summarized in Table 4§ and
presented in detail below,

Counseling. Paterson respondents appeared to receive a

great deal more counseling than those in Asbury and to have more
favorable reactions toward it, All Paterson respondents were
aware that they had met with the counselor at least once, and
almost 80 percent of them had three or more counseling sessions,
Seven out of 10 said that the counselor helped them chose the
typs of job to aim for and in most cases this appeared to be

a job which suited their own desires. About one=third of the
Paterson respondents volunteered -faveorable gamﬁeﬁtg when speak-
ing of the counselors' assistance, most frequently emphasizing
the personal or job=related advice raceived:

"She built my confidence up and made me feel that
I had something to give when I go for a job,"
"They helped me see things I hadn't seen before
about my own problems; they encouraged me."

"I was afraid of school at first., They encouraged

me to stick it out. I was having trouble with
arithmetic.”

About nine out of 10 Paterson respondents also said that

counseling helped in their choice of training, most of them
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claiming that it helped a great deal, Unfavorable comments
in Paterson were relatively few in number; they came from
nine persons (15 percent of the sample), who most frequently
charged that counseling offered no real help.

In Asbury, most rgspandants claimed they had two or less
counseling sessions and only about one-quarter of the sample
felt that counseling had helped either in choice of job goals
or in choosing training, .About half the Awbury respondents
either stated that they had never met their counselor or
offered unfavorable comments on caunsaling;37 Almost all re=-
commendations for change in counseling were offered by the
Asbury people:

"They do not tell you about the Job openirzs for
the training chosen. They should have more
counseling for special types of problems,"

"They should have more counseling about job orien-
tation and jobs available, They don't encourage
you to go to certain kinds of training."

"We should have individual counseling, instead of
having five or six people in a room being talked
to in a group.”

Formal Education Components. Eight out of 10+Paterson re=

spondents and seven out of 10 in Asbury had bean enrolled in

one of the formal education components, adult basic education

or high school preparatory classes, at some point during their

stay in the program. Again, Paterson respondents seemed to

value this training more highly than those in Asbury. At both sites

most of those who received this training felt that it would help

37 A11 except those who repeatedly failed to report when called did,
in faect, meet a counselor at least once, Many, however, were not
- aware that the meeting constituted counseling.




117

them get Jobs, but Paterson people were far mora likely

to rate it a great help (L6.6 percent as compared to 28,8
percent in Asbury), while most Asbury racipients said it was
little or nc help. Favorable comments included the following:

'"What you learn will always help you even if the
application is not immediate (Asbury)

"I was way down in reading. Basic education taught
me to read. It was the only place I really learnad
anything." (Paterson)

"I learned a lot /in GED classes/. It gives you
more understanding and widens your ideas on
life," (Asbury)

The eritiecs aaid:

"They don't teach you anything. You have to try
to work by yourself," (Asbury)

"It /BED classes/ didn't help in the job I got."
(Paterson)

"I already have a high school degree, They sent
me here bescause they didn't know where to send
me." (Asbury)

"People in this program need job training, an
immediate goal /instead of ABE/. Some of the
classes are a waste of time. Women with many
problems should not be in this program."
(Asbury)

Work Experience. Work experience was used aﬁtengively by

the Asbury program and very 1littls by the Paterson program, As
a result, one=third of the Asbury'partieipants and only fivs
percent of the Paterson enrollees had received this component,
Most of those who entered work experience in Asbury were sta-
tioned in the Welfare or WIN offices, Those who received it

in Asbury seemed to esteem it very highly., Two out of three
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believed it would bhe a great help in getting a job.

Vocational Training, Institutional vocational training

was used more extensively in Paterson where approximately one=

privats commercial and business schools, Among those who had
received it at this loeation, the reaction was strongly approv=-
ing: almost all felt that it had helped greatly in preparing
them for the job market. In Asbury, only 13 percent had re-
ceived this component, and only five percent felt that it was
extremely helpful,

Job Referrals, Asbury respondents were much more likely

to have received one or more job refarrals than were Paterson
intervieweses, and about half of those who did receive referrals
in Asbury were also placed, whereas in Paterson, less than one-
third of those who were sent out to apply for a job actually
obtained it. At Ashury, most of those who did receive place=
ment wers still amployed at the time of interview amd rated
their job as good, although about half felt they could have
obtained the same job without the sssistance of the WIN program,
In Paterson, only three members of the interview sample were
placed through the WIN program during the study period.

At both sites a large proportion of those who said they
were told of Job openings claimed that the posliions were
not the type of work they were trained for,

Asbury pgaplé who were claérlf benefiting more from

Employmant Service referrals, also offered the most suggestions
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for improving the referral system, Among their comments
were the following: .

"They should go and see the place before they
send the people out... they have no system,"

"Job referrals are impersonal... not adjustad
to the training.® '

"There aren't enough decent jobs offered after
you finish school, I was hired for the minimum
vage. Then when they cut my allowance I hadn't
enough money to support the family. I was never
so glad as when I was laid off."

"We need more Job opportunities, People have to
stay too long in training or in work experience,

I spent too long waiting for a jJob., In training
you get paid $2,50 a day and you work eight hours."
"The WIN program was no help at all... I had to

find my own job," (Paterson)

Effects on Self and Family, Whatever its economic Qutegmé,'

fhs program apparently was providing a psychological boost to-
most participants. (See Table 46). At least 60 percent at each
site sald they had noticed some positive change in thelr general
outlook or hopes, in most cases, classing this effect a moderate
improvement :

"I know now that I'm able to work and support my-
gelf., This has given me self-confidencs,"

"I've lost interest in my old pastimes. I'm more
ambitiouas and more aware of the city and the
politics around now., I pay more attention to the
news," : .

"I feel different. I know more than I knew before,
and I'm curious and so are my children, When I
come to a word I don't know, I look it up, And
the children are beginning to do the same thing,"

"My whole outlook has picked up., You feel like
you'ra somebody instead of just nobody...down in
the dumps,"
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Among those who found a negative effect upon themselves (seven
peraons in Asbury and one in Paterson), a few related it to
their children:
"I'm getting more nervous and the children are
gatting more rowdy. I don't know what's going
on with the children like I used to,"

For most, howsver, the children's attitude toward the program
was a source of strength, More than two-thirds of the women at
both sites said their familins were interested in or strongly
supporting thair efforts:

"If it wasn't for the encouragement of my children,
I wouldn't be in the program."

"My daughter is very interested in what I'm doing
and encourages me. oShe says it's never too late
to learn,"

"The kids thought it was good I was going back
to school, They say: 'Mom 1s going to be a very
important lady,' "

Among the minority who said their families were opposed to the

program, a few clearly did not take the opposition very éerieusly.
"My sons are jJealous; it challenges them to do
work. I ask them to work some problems, When

they can't, I do it, The kids don't like that,"

Problem Areas, However, despite the general aporoval of

the program at both sites, more than half the respondents at each
location said that they had encountered some problams, (See
Table h?). In Asbury, transportation and child care were most
frequently mentioned as the source of difficulty. Third

mention at that site went to pfagram allowances (usually de-

ductions for absences), and the job-related aspacts of program
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operation, At Paterson, program allowances were most frequently
mentioned; program operation (this time, the training aspects)
ranked second; and miscellanaous prohlems (hours, language
problems, rudeness of others, etc.), third,

At both sites, also, more than half of the respondents made
some recommendations for program change. At both locations train-
ing techniques came in for the most comment, with respondents advis-
ing better teaching, better equipment, more challenge, more rela-
vance to work, and better adjustment +to the speed of learners.

One woman summarized points made by many others:

"School should be less babylsh, I was treated
like a child. They -should have mors vocational
training instead of basic education so that you
learn something useful, The stuff I was taught
I knew already. A lot of girls come just for
the money and they are disrupting influences,
They should take only those who want to do-
something."

Another asaid:

"Some people stay too long in training or work
experience, hay should have more job oppor=
tunities."

of recommendations, while at Paterson allowances took second

place.,

"We should know more about the job openings before
getting into training and they should tell you
about all the aspects of the job vou will get,"

"Counseling should take more care of the personal
wishes of enrollees,"

"Checks don't come on time. You're supposed to
~ get them in a seguence so that you have money
all month long."

"We need more money, Eighty dollars is not enough,
T couldn't afford to stay in the progam."
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At both training sites, the third most frequently mentioned
recomendation was an expansion of training cholces:

"They need a wider range of training. Let
people be sure of what they want before putting
them in training and then give them a guarantee
for a Job."

"] thought the program would help me get started
in nursing but they wanted me to go into the
clerical field because I could type. They did
not encourage me with a nursing job. I had to
find my own job in this fleld and now I know
that this is what I want to do permanently."

"Training should be more sulted to the people."

"] would rather have on-the-job training instead

of just going to school and not learning any-
thing that I could get a Job with."

Surmary

In sumary, compared with Asbury respondents, Paterson
people felt they were getting more service from the program and
more valusble service. However, few received referrals during
the study period and very few got full-time Jobs. Asbury people,
on the other hand, were getting more referrals and more jobs but
were relatively discontent with servicea. Thls informatlon,
coupled with the record data analyzed in an earlier section,
strongly suggested that each program had adjusted to the realitles
of its area. |

Paterson had a large diversified labor market and a :?élgi
tive wealth of private training resources. Its welfare popu-
lation, on the other hand, represented the big city pﬁcrn mobile,

isolated persons with a miscellany of cultural handicaps. Given
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this situatlon, the WIN staff had apparently concentrated upon
systematic supportlve and remedial work and had left place~
ment, for the most part, up to the market and the training
schools-- an approach which apparently had been effective in
the long run. As the analyels of record data showed earlier,
half of all enrollees who had been in the Paterson program

13 months or longer were working by May 1970,

Asbury, on the ‘other hand, was faced with a smaller market
and more limited training oppartmitias; Perhaps, partly az a
consequence of this, its welfare population contained many less
moblle persons who were well integra‘ed into the life of their
communlty and, among those who entered the WIN program, a large
segen% were fai;-ly Job-ready to start. with this eembinaﬁim
of plusges and minuses, the WIN staff had placed most of its
emphasis on referrals, leaning heavily on the public sector for
both work agerisncé and placements. This approach ylelded good
short-run results: although the gross employment score of the
Asbury program was not markedly better than that of its controls,
trainees were much more likely to find fiﬂiétime Jobs. But with
. this mda of operation, the majority got little suppertiva ssrﬁx
vice and the resulting level of dissatisfaction was high.

Each program wcn:ld undoubtedly benefit by borrowing some
techniques of the other. Even in a limited or declining labor
market, repeated exposure to prospective employers o’l:;vic’sﬁsly
pays off in placements, and Paterson could probsbly shorten

average training time by greatly increasing its volume of
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referrals. On the other hond, Asbury could make the program
more meaningful for most enrollees by copying Paterson's
nethod of maintaining much eloser contact with them through
raéeated and intencive @ms,&iing while they were enrolled
in various training components.

At both sites, it appeared, although most trainees felt
that formal adue‘atiaﬁ enhanced both thelr personal development
and their employability, many also felt it was a long, slow
detour on the wsy to the job markat:- The analysis of records
bore out that susplcion: the association between vocational
training and employment was very strong. Both programs needed
more training which was clearly job related, and a quicker
way of moving people into it-- pa;ha;s, by dividing school
days between vocational training and the fomal; education which

now takes so much time.
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TABLE 2

WELFARE HISTORY OF WIN PARTICIPANTS
(in percent)

Number of Months on AFDC
During Five Years Pre- : '
ceding WIN Enrollment _ Asbury Paterson

- (weIL3) Tn=162)

0~6 15.L 11,7
7 =12 91 1749
13 - 18 9.1 1.8
19 - 2l | 16,8 .2
25 = 30 5.6 8.0
N-% | 9.8 1.9
7 - L2 3.5 2.5
L3 = 48 7.0 3.7
L9 or longer 22,14 2hel
No data 1 1.2

Total 100,1 - 100.0

Source: See Tzule 3
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TABLE i

129

COMPARISON OF WIN STATUS, NOVEMRER 1969 AND MAY 1970

" Comoonents

Holding
Orientation
ABE or GED

Pre-vocational, work
experience

Vocational training
Regular follow=up
Employed = completed
Terminated i
No data

Total

(in percent)

Asbury

Nov, 1769 _May 1770

Nov, 1050 Vay 1570

291 18,9%

5-3 =

23.8 112

9.8 ’ L9
11.2 1
19.6 7.7

. 16,8

- 39,2

100.1 100,1

27.8 9,9**
5;6 -
22,2 9.3

1,2 3.7
9.9 8.6
30,2 1.8

- 2lia7

- 29.0

100,0 100,0

ﬂ'I'ndf].udas one persaﬁutOET percent of the total) awaiting job entry.

*%inaludes four persons (2,5 percent of the total) awaiting job entry

Sourcat See Table 1
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TABLE 5

| "SERVICES RECEIVED BY WIN PARTICIPANTS

NOVEMBER 1969 and MAY 1970

Service Asbury Pa.3rson
T Nov. T963  Hay 1970 Nov. 1965 Hay 1970
Testing = 28.7 51.0 , 77.2 85.8
Counseling 36.4 65.7 66.0 93.8
ABE and/or GED | 4.3 L7.6 53.7 56.8
Wark experience 32.9 33.6 i.7 5.6
Vocational training 16.1 21.7 24.7 29.0
Job feferfal . L2.0 55.9 32.1 37;?
Placement by WIN or |
Employment Service ‘25i3 32.9 16.0 3.4
Placement by self" 5.2 8.4 1.2 28.3

*The figure 1nd1:ates the number of persons placed, not the number of
placements made. Some individuals received several placements threugh
WIN, through their own efforts, or through other agencies.

Source; See Table 1
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TABLE 6

DURATION OF TEAINING OF WIN PARTICIPANTS, MAY 1970
(in percent)

Number of Months in the
WIN Program Asbur Paterson

8.0
8.6
11.7
9.3
27.8
10.5
21,8
0.6
100.0

6 or less *

7 -8

9 =10

11 - 12

13 - 14

15 - 16

17 or more

No data
Total

L]
IR WS D0 NI, T D W o)

mwrdmaw-nfr-qij

Yl e ) b

Number of Months in Formal 7
Education Components - Asbury Paterson

ABE or GED) — Tn=&7) ~n=92)

Less than one 11,9 he3
l1-13 22, - 27.2
L =6 20,9 13,0
7*‘ 9 19|h 31l5
10 - 12 9,0 16.3
13 - 15 69@ 7 Ejh )
16 - 18 10,k 11
19 or more B 1.1
Total 100,0 99,9

Paterson

Number of Months in ABE
o e

6(0
36,1
21.7
21.7

" Bk

6,0

99,9

Lass than one

gferscns employad afiterminated shortly after first listing.




132 TABLE 6 (continued)

DURATION QF 'I?ATNI'\F‘ OF WIN PARTIFIF’A'\TTS MEY 1970
(in percant)

Number of Months in GED Asbury Paterson
’ ] - [€SEE)) (=357

Less than one 6.1 8.6

l1-3 ha .3

L -6 33.3 3h.3

7 =9 15,2 8.6
Total 100,0 100.1

Number of Months in Work

Uxperience Asbury A Paterson
T ) n=11;3) n=1%373)
Lase “than one 2.8 3.1
3 -1 7.0 -
5 - 5 ' 7-0 -
7 or longer 10,5 -
Wo work experience 66,4 93.2
Total 100,0 100,0
Number of Months in Insti- ;
tutional Vocational Training Asbury Paterson
o ) ) o (niggg n=50)
Less than one 9,1 2.0
1-2 h2.h 8.0
3 -4 L2, 22.0
5=-6 3. 18.0
? - 8 - lh-D
9 or more . 3.0 _36,0
Total 999 100,0
Number of Months in Holding  Asbury ,Paterscn
o S - n=1L3) n=142
Less than one 2h.5 32.1
l1-2 ' ' 14,7 14.8
3 =-h ' 12,6 10.5
7 - 8 . 1@!5' 13;6
9 - 10 11,9 h.9
Mora than 10 13.3 he3
No data - 7.0
ol 99.9

Total 100.1

Source: See Table 1
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TABIE 7
INTENSITY OF COUNSELING, JOB REFERRAL, AND PLACEMENT

OF WIN PARTICIPANTS, MAY 1970
(in percent)

During Period

Number of Counseling Sessions# Since Enrollment . Nov. 1949 = May 1970
o Asbury Paterson Asbury Paterson

Tn=1L3) (n=1542) _ Tn=1L7) “(n=162

One 25. 8.6 26,6 20.4
Twa 2 - llil Blh 7Qh
Three 10, je5

13,6 Le9 LS
éQgS - 77:&
) 6,2 75Qg1 ' 59:?
100,90 100,0 100.0

Four or more
No connseling
Total

o
\F’UUFJ%Jul
rad Y -

-
o
o
3

P

]

‘Nunber of Job Referrals

One

21,7 749 22.h 8.0

Two 17:5 9:3 7;9 1;9
ThTEE 1@;5 5:6 h;? 1-9
‘Four or more 6.3 L9 2.8 1.2
None lili1 62,3 62,9 87,0
Total 100,1 100,0 : 100,0 100,0

Number of Months Fronm
Enrollment to First Job
Referral

13,

3.3
h.9
6.3
L.?
.9
0,5
1.2
0.7
L.l
0

Less than one
2 =3

o O
[/ ]
(o I RN |
- -
LI ] L ]

10 = 12

13 - 16

17 or more

No referral
Total

L
[ I I JNEEN e TR, R,

Eﬁu- [y
Jm
P
[ ]

[
! d
Si;
AN o

#* . , ,
Does not inelude enrollment interview.

(continued)
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TARLE 7 (continued)
INTENSITY OF CONSELING, JdE REFERRAL, ANT PLACEMENT
OF WIN PARTICIPANTS, MAY 1970 -
(in percent)

Number of Placements By WIN : Dﬁring Period
or State Employment Service Since Enrollment - Nov, 1969 - May 1970

o N Asbury Paterson Asbury ~  Paterson
Ons 7 3 29,0
Three or mnore 1,2
None 57-1 68.5

Total 00,0 9.9 One 1.7 26.5
\ Two 0.7 1.2
Three or
, : mor - 1.2
Nunber of Placements by Sel* None 86 %

. ) Total - 00,0 T99.5
One B 228 | ottt 7947
Two = Llig
Three or more T - 0.6
None _ 91.6 _T1.6

Total : ' 100,0 1 99.9

Saveral individuala who found jobs through their own efforts had also been
placed by WIN or the Employment Service in a previous or subsequent job,




TABLE §
VOLUME OF REFERRALS, PLACEMENTS, AND FMPLOYMENT, MAY 1970 .

o _Asbury _Paterson_
Number of Number of Percent of Number of Number of Percent of
Activities _Persons Enrollees Activities Persons Enrollees

Referrals 162 b 56.0 118 61 37.7
Placements: |
By WIN or ES 55 L7 | 32.9 | 57 51 31k
By selfi 12 12 8.4 56 Lhé 28,3
Total 67 CELCIE (4% B 113 BOwe L9l wx

Empiayed in ' , ’ -
May 1970 : - 35 2l,5 - 6l 39.5

*Includes all placements through sources other than the WIN program or the Employment
Service. 7

*¥These figures are not the sum of those above, Several persons at each site were
placed by WIN at least once and found other jobs through their own efforts,
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TABLE 9

COMPARISON OF JOBS HELD BEFORE AND AFTER WIN ENROLLMENT
(in percent)

~ Asbury Paterson
' Last Job First Job  Last dob First Job
Occupation Before WIN After WIN Before WIN After WIN

(a=B1)  ~(neL1) (n=79] — "(0*T5)

Technical, managerial - o= 5 -
Clerical ' L1.5 - 17, L

9

9 2.l
9 1.7
2 2h.)
5

5

Sales

Service 2

Operative L

Private household 1

Laborer, odd jobs 5
Total : 99,9 100,0 : 100,C

=
Lo it
.

Wy,
i " %0 OOk —3 P
[ ]

m B
LI
L B R RWE I

L 3
| fo e R R, T |

[ ]

o
o
O
L
D‘

Houwrly Pay Rate  (na75)  (neh2) (ne7h)  (n=T5)

$1g3@ or less - 25:@ ggL 668 2.7
$1i3l - $1i§o lBi? 21;& 16i2 9:3
$1.51 = $1,70 - 25,3 19,0 39,2 9.3
$1,71 - $1,90 ; 16,0 1.3 17.6 17.3
$1-?1 3,%2:10 : ! h D . 23;8 - 8 1
$Ei31 = $E-SD 1 3 llﬁg 257 1Di?
$2.51 or more 2.7 2.7
Total 100,0 99,9 0

Other Job Characteristics (n=69)  (n=d) ~ (n=75) °  (n=75)

Full time* 75l 91,2 9743 - B1.3

Part time 72&:6 ) B:B 2.7 1§i7

Total : IOOGG IDOQG iQD;D ’ iDDiD
(n=61) (n=3L) (n=75) (n=76)

Year 'round | 93,1 97,1 90,7 97,
2.9

Seasonal 6.6 2, 9.3 2,6
Total 100,0 100, 0 100,0 100,0

T o T
35 hours per week or more,




TABLE 10

DISTRIBUTION OF TRAINEES, JOB HOIDERS, AND TERMINATIONS, MAY 1970
_ (in percent)

Status . Asbury Paterson
i - Number Percent - Number ~ Percent

In training ' 97 17.8 93 2,3
Employed b 21.7 69 31.h
Terminated : _62 _30.5 58 26,k

Total 203 100,0 220 100.0

Source: Enrollee files at each site for all women who were actively participating
in the WIN program in November 1969, and who had entered between its
inception and the latter date,
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TABLE 11

FACTORS EXAMINED FOR SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEREN
TRAINEES JOB HOLDERS, AND TFRHINATIDNS MAY 1970
(Ghi—Squara Values)

Factors o df Asbury df  Paterson
Marital status 2 .86 2 022
‘Number of dependents 8 L.66 8 6eli7
Months on AFNC- 6 5.72 6 12,0L%
Months in program’ L 3142l L 6689
Number of counseling sessions .6 10,03 h 20,613%+
Testing : 2 Ly Bb 2 9,92
Adult Basic Education 2 254738 2 15,37%%
Months in ABE h 3738 h 29 .38
General Educatianal Davelcpment 2 8,076 h 5.NB*
‘ Months in formal education L 3,920 L 354563
Orientation 2 10,963 2 1,216
; Work experience 2 .29, TL#%¢ - -
i Months in work rxparlence L 31,20 - -
: Institutional training 2 1,103 2 23,68
; Number of referrals L 554 li23 L 56 4203
Months in holding 2 1y, 00%* 2 20,160

*Signifieant at 90 percent level of probability.
¥¥5ipnificant at 95 percent or greater level of probability,




139

TABLE 12
PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF TRAINEES, JOB HOLDERS

AND TERMINATIONS , MAY 1970
(in percent)

Characteristics_ Asbury Park . Paterson

\\H

Age (Yoars)

27.4 23,7 - 217

2Ly or younger ElBgL 18,2 7 1.7 27.6
25 = 29 30,9 22.7 22.6 o 30.1 3.8 3L.0
30 - 3l 2h.7 25,0 El;D 33.3 30.L 25.9
LﬂD or older 7;L87g§ 7ES;D 2110 7775:& 2-9 5:9
Total 100.0 00,0 166,1 T160.0 “99.9 100,0

Marital Status

Never married 29.9 - 22.7 25,8 32,3 29.0 29,8
Once-married#* 70,1 7743 The2 67,7 71io 70.
Number afﬁggpgndants (n‘l?B) | (n=211)

One ' 26,8 20,5 21,1 . 2y 12,1 .5
TH’Q 26;8 29-5 29-8 25-6 33!3 2713
Three 23,7 20,5 17.5 26,7 25,8 27.3
Four ' 12.4 13,6 10,5 10,0 9.1 1.5
Five or more I lO 3 ' 15-9 Elil l3.3 11937 7 léih

Wote: Unless otherwise indicated, for Asbury Park, ns203; for Patersgﬂ; n=220

#epgardless of their prasant lagal status, almost all once=married women were living
apart from their husbands; therefore, the married, widowed, divorced and lagally
separated were combined for this analysis.

7 ining Emplnyad Terminatgd f Training Emplaved Términated .
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TABLE 13

WELFARE HISTORY:
TRAINEES, JOB HOLDERS, AND TERMINATIONS , MAY 1970
(in percent)

Months on AFDC in Five
Years Preceding Enroll-

ment o ~ Asbury Park ‘ 7Pgtarsan,
' . In Training Toyed Terminated i Training Bmployed Terminated
— (n=199) ' ﬂ%ni ,
13 - 2} 21.3 30,2 29,0 2ua7 3044 23,2
25 ~ 36 106 14,0 16,1 8.6 116 1.3
37 or lenger _37.2 23,3 _22.6 23,7 39.1 _28.6

Total 100,0 100.1 100,0 100.0 - 99.9 100.0
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TABLE 1L

WIN PROGRAM EXPERIENCES OF TRAINEES, JOB HOLDERS
AND TERMINATIONS , MAY 1970 '
(in percent)

Number of Months i
In WIN Program Asbury "Park __Paterson
~ In Training Employed Terminated In T Trairu ng EmplDYBd Tminatgd

6 a 1355 3.1 11.h 279 2.2 - - 2.8

13 or 1cmger : 77@ j _L5.5 2k, 5 : 45.2 72.5 _17.5
Tat.al 100,0 100,0 100.1 100,1 100.0 99,9

Number of Coun=- _ : ,

seling Sessions _ : ‘ (n=219)

Nons # 27.8 22:7 LI-BQS 1.2 1-!1. 10,3

Two 2h.7 27.3 21,0 I3 13; 15.5

Three - 12,4 9.1 1.6 12,9 10,1 17.2

Four or more 7.2 2.3 645 79,6 63.8 - hh.8
Total 99,9  T00,0  100.0 T®.0 999  100.0

Tested | 639 . 52.3 6.8 95,7 88,1 7943
Total 100,0 . 100,0 100.0 100,0 100,0 : ;O@;E

Adult Basic Education* (n=l§1) (n=208)

Attended ABE classes 56,5 1L 6.l 7047 7.1 9.7

Not enrolled h3.5 88.6 _63.6 39,3 52,9 60.3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 166,0 10,0 100,0

Numbar of Months In

ABE

Nonse h2,3 88,6 58,0 - 25.8 52,2 6043

- Three or lsss ’ 23.7 9.1 32.3 15,1 20.3 19,0 -

Four months or longer 34,0 2,3 9.7 « 69,1 - 27.5 2.7
Total IPD-D 100,0 00,0 160,0 00,0 160,0

; *A’part “from enrollment interview.
*HE}Ecluding +hnoca wha warae anra) 1ead it Bd ot at+ternd dordine tha atudy neriﬂd.




L2

TABLE 14 (continued)

WIN PROGRAM EXFWRIENCES OF TRAINEES, JOB HOLDERS
AND TERMINATIONS , MAY 1970
(in percent)

General Educational
Development® Astury Park

N ‘ — _Paterson
In Training Employed Torminated In Training Fmployed ~Terminated

(n=198) (n=219)

2.8 20,3 8.6
7.2 79.7 - _91.k
0.0 100.0 100.C°

79.5
19,0 1o

Attended GED
Not enrolled
Total 10

I had

8]

L ]

3 Pl

OO
]
™

~J Had

3R

o
e |

L]
S|
2l
[

Number of Months ' ‘ ' : o
In GED

Yk
»
=
]
»

Three or less
Four months ar longer
No GED

Total

[ T D et
ad

O
-

el fo Yt
Qo
L o

o
o
-

f~3
O GO,
I -

ol Hnd

=
ol
»
Q
-
S
o
tﬂ
o)
(o]
S
L]
Q

[
O
[ ]

Total Months In
Educational Component

None 29.9 773 53.2
Six or less 5s1 18,2
Seven months a longer 3L.0 h.5 11,3

" Total " T00.0 160.0 100.0 -

ad WY,
P 1
L]

[ ]
M
-
=t
)
oo
L ]
o)
'
WP
-
WL
WL, DD
o ¥
L]
—) WO
.
= Co M

ARy

-
@]
o
gl by
Ol
e
i
L ]
)
. |
[

Orientation

Enrolled 57.7 29,5 L0.3 53, 26 f
Not enrolled 2.3 70,5 5947 L. 73,9 67,2

]
1 Ne .

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 160.0 100.0

Work Experience

Enrolleu
Not enrolled _ 7
Total 100, 0

-3

(o]

o

LI LS
L)} s
[
Ol O
OB
w | .
[ [WE
j

=2

O

»

Lo

bt

rﬁEielLﬁés those ;jm were enrollsd but did not attend.

[fRJj:‘ (ecntinuedj
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TABIE 1k (contimmed)

WIN PROGRAM EXPERIENCES OF TRAINEES, JOB HOLDERS

AND TERMINATIONS , MAY 1970
(in percent)

Number of Months )
In Work Experience , Astury Park @ o Paterson
- InTraining Employed Terminated In Training Emp;ay;d Terminated

Sqne Tcil 3&@1 83:9 90.1 ?Enﬁ le

Four ar less 1;51-% 10,9 947 3.2 -

Five or longer 15,5 25,0 6.5 6.5 7.2
Total 100,0 100.0 1oc,1 100.0 100,0

X

=]
S
N

Institutional Voca- : ,
tional Training* (n=201) ' (n=211)

Attéﬁdédr 11;5 3 g ' 31iO hoié 3 h
Not- enrolled 88.5 6 o5 : 69,0 59.h 96,6
Total 100.0 . 100,0 00,0 " T1060.0 100,0 100.0

Number of Months
From Enrollment To
First Job Referral

Five or less 19,6 - 59
Six or mors 28,9 36.
No referral 515

Total 100,0 100,0

S
~ e
N RE
-
o I

[
o
O

L]

[l K
o

(@] Lol

:

Number of Job
Referrals

(k%

-
"t

—~

Dhd

L)

Lo e

None

One _

Two or more
Total

3
=
" .
=~

T 2~

- Ie =
i W e
s 1
feoiw

L
Y
oo
[ BN RV ]

P P

Wi
-
—3 3\,
Ml
m 1
. .

& |
-
RE

L]
Lt IV s N

j
Q)
»
=
=
(.
L J
]
=
ol |
2 ra
L]
<
[y
2
p
L]
et
ol
<O
i
O
i
2
Lo
L]
jo

Number of Months - R
In Holding

Four or less _ 59.L 7
Five or more 106 - 22
0

Total 100,0 1
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TABIE 15

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF INTERVIEW SAMFLES, NOVEMBER 1949
(in percent)

Age Asbury Paterson
- WIN Group Control Group WIW Group Control Group
n=61) (n=lD) (n=60) (m=L2Y
2l or younger 1.1 35.0 2.0 19,0
L5 or older 3.3 ,}D- 8.3 16,6
Total 100.0 T00.0 - 10,0 99,9

Marital Status

Never married 26.2 20,0 3343 19.0
Married A L7.5% 17.5 5.0 9.5
Divorced, legally separated 19.7 52.5 56,7 61.9
No data 1.6 . 1,7 -
Total - 99.9 100,0 100,0 99,9
Number of Deperdents
Two ‘ 36.1 10,0 ?3.3 28,6
Four 1.6 7.5 13.3 1 -3
Fivé : ll- 5’ - 3- 3 ) ,J:
Six or more he 9 = 8.3 Te2
No data . - - 33 _ E-h
Total 100.0 100.0 99,9 160.1
Race
Spanish -Spﬁ,aking . 3.3 2.7 15,5 25,6
Other white 33.3 . LB8.6 13.8 10.3
Other - - 1.7 =

%Aflmcst all (L2.6 percent) were living apart from then- husbands, although not
legally separated, See text for discussion,

,- : MC : , ' (continued)
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TARIE 15 (continued)

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF INTERVIEW SAMPIES , NOVEMBFR 1949
(in percent)

Highest School Grade Completed  hsbury ~ Paterson
S WIN Group Control Group WIN Group Control Group
(n=61) (n=40) (n=60) ~  (n=k2)

0=l 1
5-8 18
9th 21,
10th - 2.
' 1.

19

3

.

[ TR BELL AL N o
L ]
L]
Pod Wl g ko T (0

11th

12th

13 or more e
Total 100.0 100.C

Tl P53 o ol

i b
R e N

594
L]

S
o)
ol LWh L
]

Source: WIN and Welfare office recards of respondents.
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TABLE 16

WELFARE HISTORY OF INTERVIEW SAMPLES s NOVEMBER 1969
(in percent)

Nunber of Months on AFDG in Five
Years Preceding WIN Enrollment ___Asbury . . Paterson
' ' o ~ WIN Group Control Group WIN Group Control Group

Tn61 Th=h0) (n=80) T=l2)
0 =12 19.1 7.0 h1.7 50,0
13 - 2) | 21.3 7.5 18.3 11.9
25 < 36 66 7.8 11,7 742
37 or more . 19,7 7.5 28.3. 26,2
No data 3.3 __7.5 - b8

. Total 100.0 100.0 100,0 109.1

Source: WIN and Weifars office records of respondents,
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TABLE 17
FAMILY CHA RAGTFH'[STTCS INTERVIEW SAMPIES, NOVEMBER 1969
(in percent)

Household Composition _ Asbury Paterson

- ' WIN G mup Control Graug WIN Croup Ccﬁtﬁ;l Sroup

(n=61) (n=40) ~(n=60) {(n=42) B
Husband, wife & children h;? 12.5 1.7 7.1
Husband, wife, children & ‘
other adults - - 2.1
Mother & children 83 6 65,0 : 81.7 71k
Mother, children & other relatives 11.5 17.5 13.3 11,9
Mother , children & unrelated
per sons : - 50 1.7 Lh.8

No data - - 1.7 _2.4

Total 100.0 100,0 100,1 100,0
Nurber of Persons In
Household
One 1,6 = - 2.1
Four 19.7 32:5 Eéi? 21 ih
Five 6.6 20,0 20,0 21,k
Six 9.8 7.5 5.0 L.B
Seven or mare 8.2 - 13.3 7.1
No data - - o - J-l-ia

Total 100,0 100.0 100,0 100,0
Number of Own Children
Ome 32.8 40.0 23 o3 19,0
Four 4,9 7.5 16,7 1k, 3
Five . 9;8 - 1-7 h-S
Six - 3.3 - 6.7 L. 8
Seven or more - - 3.3 2.4
No data - - 1.7 2.

(continued)
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TARIE 17 (continpsd)
FAMILY CHARAGTERISTICS - INTERVIFW SAMPLES, NOVEMBER 1969
(in percent)

__Astury - . __ Paterson
WIN OGroup Control Group WIN Group Comtrol Group
(n=61) (n=h0) (n=&)  ~ (n=k2)]

Age of Children_ Asbury

1.0
11,9
9.5
21.h
T.1
1.3
h,B

166.0

40,0
10,0
15,0

A1l under 6 7
7
5
8 745
3
6
5

37
A1l 6 - 11 19
Al11 12 = 17 : : 11
Uder 6; 6 = 11 _ 9
' 3

6

1

P
: "tr"IL [
L

[

Under 6; 12 = 17 5.0
Under 63 6 - 11; 12 - 17 6o 7.5

™Y

é ; 15.0
No data o = =
Total , 100.1 100,0

e hsd tad el O O
L]
3 e iy = 3 ud O O

:51
12
.

)
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TARLFE, 18

INTERVIFEW SAMPLE, NOVEMBER 1969
(in percent)

Number of Slow Learnerss _ Asbury _____Paterson
———— WIN Group Control Group  WIN Group Control Group
“Th=h1) n=L0Y (n=60) (n=L2)

None 85 2 92;5 ) cha ELQS
One child B,

7.5 16.7 238
Two children 6 -

————— _ . B 3!3 Ll-nr?
' 100.0 100.0 106,05

fel Realli)

Total 100,

School Wotified Parent of
Problem

YEé_ L-B 17-5 33;3 31;6
: 5,2 82,5 66,7 69,0
Total : 100,0 100.0 100,0 100.0

Fighting 3.3
Absence -
Scholarship .9
Health hi?
Not applicable 86,9 02
Total 100.0 100,

~] M~

|
5]m
| M

-
b,
a‘]m
!
.
|._.I

*Children who were tﬁu or more years older than the usual age for their erade,
"Usual" ages used as a guide ran from six for grade 1 to seventeen for grade 12,
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TARLE 19

BIRTHPLACE AND YRARS OF RESIDENCE IN THE PROGRAM AREA =
INTERVIEW SAMPLES, NDVEMEER_l?éQ
(in percent)

_ Asbury . Paterson _ ,
WIN Sroup CTontrol Group WIN Group Control Group

New Jersey L2.6 L7.5 2
New York 7 3.3 10.0
North Carolina, South Carolina,

.7 7.1
3 2.1

Georgia 2. 10,0 35.0 35,
Other continental Tnited States 23, 25,0 20,0 19,
5.0 1647 1
2.5 3

Foreign born
No data 1
Total E 100,

N0 N0 WL
L]
oo Yo RoNs,)

b

3

Puerto Rico - 3.
' 1

1

1
[

S
W
-
-
¥
3
»
i
j
of
|

Years of Residence in Program
Area :

Less than one

1=2

3=-5

6 - 10

11 - 15

16 - 20 . lie

21 or more
Total

W, T P D ~3 ) S,
-
3 WL WL A D O

[y
S R e
L [ ]
"o O O O D
el el =
oy

—
L]

D O O b vad s

] |l
[ RS s B« Wy o W+ TN
-
] » [ ] Ll ™
| B RV e, TSN

=
Q
it
Pt
o
i
ij
O
.
¥
w'
L]
O

|
|
|
[

lno
-2
-
SOl B s et




TABLE 20

HOMSING = INTERVIRW SAMPLES » NOVEMBER 1969
(in percent)

Length of Time at Present Address =~ Asbury o Paterson
S B o WIN Group Control Group ‘WIN Group Control Group
(n=61) (n=40) - (n=60) (n=L2)

Less than 6 months 23,0 L2.,5 16.7 28.6
7 = 12 months 18.0 20,0 26.7 11.9
13 = 2L months 18,0 10,0 21.7- 19.0
37 months or longer 22,9 . 175 23.3 33.
No data 1.6 - - -
Total : 99.9 100.0 100.1 109,0

Public Housing

6 0 80,0 73.8

No 8 3 . ot J Jai
o0 100,0 160,0

Total 160,06 10

Monthly Rent

[as]
-
R

T

pou’

"

$70 or less 9
71 - % 80 L.
81 - 90 11.
91 100 9

101 110 1k,

111 120 K 9.

3
1

[]
F

[
-
W
| e )
»
TN I

e

W

- .
wJ G, W
]

‘ [ 3 et
LA T o I s R L o RV R e B{
[ 1

121 130 1
131 or more - 11
No data, not applicable ’ ~1h.

Total 0

! ™
(PR e W e R N |

o 00D

. .
D00, O O3 Q0 N, N D
W
[ ]
lo]

L]
5 0 3 LWL SO s

E“

L]

L ]

ol

I,_]\

20 Mt

. O ;
L] o

|@]

i

o H
o

L]

2

o

=

i

.

Le.

(continued)
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TABLE 20 (continued)

HONUSING - INTERVIEW SAMPLES , NOVEMBER 1969
(in percent)

WIN Group Control Group  WIN Group Control Group
(n=6l)  (n=40) "~ {(n=60) (n=2)

Number of Rooms Asbury Pateraon

15,0 16,7 1.3
37.5 L3.3 L542
12,5 29,0 28,7
20,0 15.0 9.5

Three or lass
Four

Five

Six

Seven or more

WA

D O
L 3

D = PO TN Y

No data L9 _5.0 = -
Total 100,0 100,0 100.0 100,1

Number of Bedrooms
One

Two
Three

.
[ Iy VRN e

wad I Pl
Sl 50w

Four or more
No data . - - -
Total 100. 100, 100.0 100,1

Condition of Housing

Good W75 52,9 56.7 1.0
Some Problems L2.6 37.5 31.7 945
Poor 9.8 _10,0 11.7 245

99.9 100,0 100.1 100,0

Total
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TABLE 22

HEALTH CARE = INTERVIEW SAMPLES, NOVEMBER 1969
(in percent)

Times Saw Doctor With Children in

Year Praceding Interview o Asbury : Patarson
- - o ~ WIN Group Control Group WIN Or Group Control Group
“(n=h1) (n=L0) (ﬂﬁéG} -~ (n=42) B
One 6:5) ;ECQ 3;3 E-L
Four 13,1 7.5 8.3 16,7
Fivg 7 6;5 ?ig = ,4 5
No data 3e3 - 1.7 =
Total 100,2 100,0 100,0 109;1

Times Saw Doctor for Self in
Year Preceding Interview

Q - (continued)

One 6.6 22.5 10,0 L.8
Two 18, 20,0 18,3 11,9
Three 9;5 2-5 5'-9 19-()
Four 9.8 12.5 11,7 7.1
Fivé 1i6 - 5;0 Ech
Six or more L5.9 20,0 k1,7 L0.5
Not at all _ 9.8 22,5 - 8.3 143
Total 9?;9 ID@;D 166iD iﬂ@:@
_Visits to Dentist for Children
One 2L.6 15.0 18,3 9.5
Two 8.2 7.5 10,0 16.7
Three or more 21.3 10.0 - 33.3 31.0
Not at all 36.1 35.0 26,7 38.1
No data, not applicable 9,8 22.5 11,7 .8
Total 100,0 100,0 IDD. 00,0
ERIC
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TARLE 22 (continued)

HEALTH CARE - INTERVIEW SAMPLFS, NOVEMBFRR 1969
(in percent)

Visits to Dentist for Self ___ hsbury - -+ Paterson
S - WIN Group Control Group WIN Group Control Group
(n=61) (n=L0) - (n=60 (n=42)

One 16.4 17.5 21.7 16.7
Three or more 27.9 15.0 23.3 19.0
No data, not applicable - = 1.7 =

Total : 100,0 - 100.0 100.0 99,9

Eye Fxaminstion/Glasses for
Children in Year Preceding
Interview

Yes llia

No 5

No data, not applicable B )
Total . 100,.1 100,0

b=t O D
L ]
[ Naie

ke
L
-

po]
=i
el
Lo
»

fo
I

'Vision Tests for Self in Year
Preceding Interview

Yas ' _ \ 7
No 2

-
ol T,
P
.
-
1 il

Total : 100.0 100.0 T00.0 - 100.0

EE T e e e
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TABLE 23

L=y

MEMBERSHIP IN CLUBS AND ORGANIZATIONS - INTERVIEW SAMPLES, NOVEMBER 1969

Type of Organization Asbury ~ Paterson

WIN Group Control Group WIN Group Control Grﬁup
- (Pafcent Haldlng Hembership)

Labor union - - - -

PTA 2h6 17.5 16.7 7.1
Political cluba 3.3 - -
Church . 75nb 52 5 2§QG 3110
Church club or class ' 11.h 2.5 5.0 LB
Civic organization 1,6 - - -
Other 16,4 10.0 15.0 li.B

Number of Memberships

Claimed (in percent)
Qﬁé h?-é LQ;E BDCD ;1ih
Two 29.5 12,5 15,0 L.8 '
Three Be2 7.5 1.7 7.1
Four or mere 1A - - 1.7 2.4
None ' 18,0 37.5 51.7 6li.3
79949 10,0 1060.1 100,0

Total
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TABLE 2);

TAST JOR = INTERVIEW~SAMPLES, NOVEMBER . 1969
(in percent)

Last Job - Occupation i _Asbury o _Taterson
— WIN Group Control Group - WIN Group Control Group
n

n=61)  ~(n=L0) (n=60) n=02)

Professional, technical,
managerial =
Clerical 9.8
Seles 6.6

' Operative . g - 37,7
Privats household : 13,1

. 0dd jobs -
No data ' .9
Total

—

|
o ol [
O] ~3 P PO DG YL P
L]

-
Ol e~ oo,

»

I_I\
.
-
W
o

Lo Last Job - Industry

i)
-

PO AL ~3 3
L -

Manufacturing : 31.1
Retail, wholesale trade - 9.8
-~ Finance, insurance, real estate -

Public-administration
- Transportation, communication .
. Service o b
‘Agriculture’ B -
No data T 6,
Total 99,9

N = -
LS AN RN N
O
- | I
=
(55 ] -
- »
= (%]

L vuo e
[]
!

|
|~ ma =3

» |
WL O
el

160.0

=

D\

L]

Lo
-

g

"0‘

’LéEtVJQb %lﬁﬁfafian
. {number of months ) x,

‘6 or less L5.9
712 13.1

“ 13 - 2h A 14,8
17 - 48 ' : 6.6

. 149 or more : 6.6
. No data v 11.5
Total , 100,1

L ] [
O O O O WL

= PO

JJ:EWU1P1uauuuu
OO D O O vl o ad

:

ol ey 1

-
Lt wel L~

- .

Wl ST g e T e
-
WL IS = D O

=y

Ol NVOC N
L]

‘Ol
-

L T

(continued)
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TABLE 21 (continued)

LAST JOB - INTERVIEW SAMPLES , NOVEMBER 1969
(in percent )

Last Job - Hourly Wage . _ Astury _Paterson .
o S WIN Group Control Group WIN Group Control Group
“(n=255) (n=35) {n=53) (n=35) ‘

(™}
fos]
[ ]

3&-3 3).1:0 o 111Ll

28,6 17.0 20,0

2 2249

, 7.5 57

2,9 1.9 2.9
1.9

=
L]

| I I | H
i
e

gt el el
W A [t WO = ST o St
HiH o= O

-~

ﬂhl~lu1uwgifﬂun

-
oo b O o O

%1

L

\]

et

[}

L ]

i

or more
Total

o [w

100.1

-
5
i
=
g\
¥
§I
ol

Source of Last Job (n=61) (n=10) (n=60) (n=}42)

Friends, relatives ‘ 2h.6 L7.5 51,7 5.2
Advertisements 3,1 - 17.5 13.3 16.7
Applied at firm dirsctly 2L, £ 7.5 - 13.3 2l.l
State Employment Service _ 9 )
Other ‘ " , 1.
No data, not applicable 8,2 , , 1.

Total 99.9 I 00,0 - 99.9 99.9

EJ




3
T
5]

Occupation Wanted

Professional, technical,
managerial work
Cleriecal
Sales
Servicae
Operative
Private household
No data '
Total

Same Occupation as Last Job?

TABLE 25

{in percent)

Asbury

THE KIND OF WORK WANTED - INTERVIEW SAMPLES, NOVEMBER 1969

Paterson

WIN Group Comtrol Group

Yes

Vo

No data
Total

Pay Wanted

$1.30 or less
1.51 1.70
1.71 1.50
1,91 2.10
2.31 24,50
2.50 or more
Total

"
EHOOHIH
OO O = N O =3 O

= o
- L ] T AN 1

“il
oK
)

N
=4

|
|

o
-
.

L

31,1
5245
_16.h

o) (meh0)

]

PO —3 T, —F W, P
.

s Pl
L I ™

100,0 10

(n=56) : (n=39)

H oo
=l T e Snd sl e =3 v
-
=3 D = O

I

3

WLl
G
-

_(eantinugd)

2.6

35.9
25,6
15.h
10.3
Cal
5.1

1

00,0

(n=60)

R I ]

[ |
o OWPWM 1w
SR v S O D~

el

L™ 1
\HVF‘m
e B T

100,0

2

(n=51)

21.6

2345
2940
13.7
9.8
2.0
100.0

7.1

1hs3
h?ié
945
214
99,9

~ (n=1,2)
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' TABLE 95 (continued)

THE KIND OF WGRH WANTED-ﬂINTERVIEW SAMPLES, NOVEMBER 1969
(in percént) '

Would You Rather Have... ; Asbury . | , Paterson
. — - WIN Group Control Group WIN Group Control Group
“(n=b1) (fﬂlCD o (n=60) (n—h?f
A high paying, temporary job 2h.b 3745 25.0 23.8
A lower paying, steady job 65.6 62.5 75.0 73.8
Don't know _ 8. - S - - 244
Total - 150.5 100.0 166,96 160.0
Would You Rather Have,.. _
An interesting job Ll 3 55.0 1040 23,8
A steady job 7 ; 50.8 | h5.0 6040 73.8
Don't know ' _ by = = 2
Total 1DD 0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Would You Rather Have...
A job that is the same every day 21,3 20,0 28,3 L7.6
A job that is different every day 68,9 77.5 7.8 L7.6
Don't know - 9.8 _ 2.5 - k.8
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TABLE 26

INCOME OF INTERVIEW GROUPS, NOVEMBER 1969
(in percent)

Total Income Last Month ) __ Asbury . _ Paterson
- WIN Group Control Group WIN Group Control Group
(n=61) (n=0) " (n=60) (n=L2)

$100 or less -
101 - $150 : 1.6
251 = 300 26.2
301 = 350 13.1
351 = L0o ~ 16
i01 or more 23.0
No data 1.6 -
Total 100,060

2 ,Ill
19.0
16,7
21.L
21.h

7.1
11.9

st
Q foad P T

L | " -
N T T o b ] ] nd

v
V1R WAL O WL e
-
SO D D0 O WL

=t PH Do

|

b ‘
5]
el
-
P
OM
)
L]
W|
i
-
ple ]

_Share of Income From Welfare
Entire income ; 29.5 67.5
‘More than half 57.); :
Some, but less than half 9
1
1

L

n.._m

WL

L ]

=
[ L A
o

.
=1l =3

No income from welfare
Insufficient data .6 o 3 -

!
Yot
L] [
ondt
|

Amount of Welfare Grant

$ 1
101
151
201

$100
150
200
250
251 300
301 350
351 - hLoo

O oo, o, O 0 O
My
]
L ]
‘4

e T o )
L]

VO S0 N O N P

‘ g
O hd "0 b= O T N O
L -
LR e <PV e T e e T
=
"W,
L]
o
= PO D
=EOEREN

L0l or more . , 5.0 .
No data . - 3, 2, 3.3 -
Total 100, 100, I05.§ IDO.l

(continued)
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TARLE 26 (continued)

INCOME OF INTERVIEW GROUPS, WOVEMBER 1969
(in percent) S

Income From Earnings ‘ _ Asbury _____ Paterson _
) o - WIN Group Contrel Group WIN Group Control Group
(n=61) (n=L0) (n=60) (n=}2)

$100 4.9 2.5 1.7 9.5
150 1.6 7.5 - -
200 - 2-5 . 1!? Eih
ESD . hég - 1;7 -
251 or more ' - .
Not applicable 85,2 87.5 - 93.3

No data 3.3 - - 1.7 -
Total ' 99.9 100,0 100.1 ~ 100.0

$ 1
101
151
201

Income From Other Sources

$ 1
101
151
201

$100 _ .36,
150 9,
6
1

=

-

X tad
[

200
) 250
2651 300 ‘ -
301 350 1.6 -
351 or more 1.6 -
No data : L2,6 40 , 83,3
Tgtal : 9@;9 i@@iﬁ 99;? IG@;D
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TARLE 27

EXPENSES = INTERVIBWSAMPLES, NOVEMBER 1969
(in percent)

Food Expense in Week Preceding :
Interview = . ~ Asbury o ________Paterson
} o WIN Group Control. Group WIN Group Control Croup
(n=b1) (n=00} (n=60} - (n=L2)

ot
j@]
el e |
D _w TED T D =t

-
.
il el — I

. .
‘81: ad et
L i O oo
-

il
Lyt
]
|
B e
o )
o
1]
Pl
»
- L
=
-

M O~ v
P S RVRY Tt

L]

-
o
ol
S
IS
iJ

=3
o
i
]
[
o
O
L
Wil
|
o
-
)
L]

Used Food Stamps_

Yes 55.7 29
No : h1,0 72.
No data ) 3-3 B 2

Total 100.0 T100.0

-1’ M
o
O
W, =

L ]
~3

LCE T T |

|

W)
okl
]

i
3

Gas and Electric Bill in Month
Preceding Interview

e
Ll
i

$5.00 or less
5.01 - $10,00
10,01 - 15,00
15.01 = 20,00
20,01 = 25,00
25,01 or more .
Don't know
Not applicable
Total .

=t
M
.
%,
P
12 =
[ ]

EES
-

-
L LR T ol gl g

o

-

L ]

W, W,
wJL

-

]
Lo KN e ]

L] bW
-
G I I T N Y S,
W
-
L]
Sl on WO MW
‘ -
0~ O T AT Y b

S oo on

[ ] -

-

pa

o]

L ]

o

S

-

[

ol Fo R~ TR AT LW
pn

Total Utility Cost in Month
Preceding Interview

b

| B et et

~3 WL M 3 O T 3
L ]

Loy N IV B o i e T WY

None, no data , 26,
$10 or less 9
11 - $20 . - 16,
i 21 - 30 6
v 1 - ko , L
L

1

9.5
7.1

.

11.9
7,1

_2.l
9.9

P e PO N
VLD GRIL O
L]

= = ED
L = éD : p 1 »
51 or more 4 2]
Total 00,0

L ] L
T~ OO D DO

S
Eﬂ
ol
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TARLE- 28
CLOTHING AND OTH®R EXPENDIT/RES - INTERVI®W SAMPLES, NOVEMBER 1969

(in percent)

Amount Spent for Children's
Clothing During Three Months

Preceding Interview L Asbu;y Paterson
I - WIN Grauﬁ “Control Group WIN Group Gontrol Group
~(n=61) - (n=L0) (n=60) (n=l2)
Ll - $ 50 ~ 19.7 745 5.0 1k.3
51 - éD 3i3 “‘10;0 6-7 7119
61 - 70 a 3.3 540 8.3 2.
71 - B0 ' 7 8.2 2.5 10.0 L.B
81 - 90 8.2 2,5 5.0 h.8B
$101 er more 16, 10,0 38,3 Li0.5
Did net buy 13.1 17.5 5.0, LB
Total 100, 100.0 "99.9 100,1
‘Amount Spent for Own Clothing
During Three Months Preceding
Interview )
$10 or less 1 1.8 7.5 6.7 7.1
11 - $15 - B.2 2.5 1.7 7.1
?1 - 25 ' )-lg? - 3-3 ?Il
26 = 30 6.6 10,0 3.3 L8
31 - 35 - - - 2.l
$l41 or more , 13.1 7.5 36.7 9.5
Did not buy 3 70.0 L1.7 U7.6
Total ' 100.0 - 100,0 100.1 99,9
Amount Spent on Household Goods
During Three Months Preceding
Interviaw B
$LO or less 19.7 15,0 21.7 19.0
$L1 or more _ 6.5 2.5 11,7 7.2
Did not buy ‘ _73.8 _ 82,5 66.7 73.8
Total 100.0 —100,0 100.1 . 100.0

J;E(l(;‘ | . (continued)
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TARLE 28 (continued)

CLOTHING AND OTHER EXPENDITURES - INTERVIEW SAMPLES, NOVEMBER 1969
“ (in percent)

Racreation Expenditure During :

Month Preceding Interview ~ Asbury ____ Paterson -
B R - Group Control Group WIN Group Control Group
61) - (n=L0) ) (n=60)  (n=L2)

WIN
s

1
$5.00 or less 11.5 9.5
5,01 - $11.00 19 :
i b9 742
8.7 B3
100.0

$11,01 or more
Did not sperd T84T
, Total

~] pd el
At 'Cl W,
s D O

ﬂ
S
E;
EJ\
[
i%
:U |
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- TABLE 29
IMMEDIATE NEEDS AND ESTIMATE OF INCOME STATUS -
INTERVIEW GROMPS, NOVEMBER 1969
(in percent)

Family's Biggest Immediate

Need - o Asbury Paterson
- - o i WIN Graup Cantral C‘rreup WIN Grnup Control Gre Grnup
(n=61) (n=L0) m=60)  ~ (n=L2)
(jar' hl? - gyLl
Clothing 3747 - L2, 5 ~ 55,0 38,1
Food 3.3 . 12,5 6.7 23.8
Furniture _ 9.8 5.0 8.3 2.k
Household articles or eguipment 18,0 10,0 13.3 4.3
Pay debts 16.k 10,0 '5.0 9.5
Other 9.8 17,5 11,7 7.1
Don't know - 2:5 = 2-;1
Total 99. 100,0 . 100,0 00.0
"Speaking of income alone, would
you say you were better off
last month than you were a year
ago at this time?' )
Eﬂttéf off LILer BSED ,813 31-‘3
About the same 31,1 25.0 0.0 - 38,1
Worse off 2h.6 10,0 11,7 28.6
Don't know = - = 729&
Total v 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.1
"A year from now do you expect
to be better off, about the
samg or wcrsa of f than you are
ﬁgw'?"
Better off , 78.7 95.0 88,3 71,k
About. the same 6.6 - 3.3 .8
Worse off ; 343 - - L.8
| Don't know 11.5 50 8.3 _19.0
; Total 00.. 100.0 9949 100,0
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TABLE 30

PERSONAL HOPES - INTERVIEW SAMPLES, NOVEMBER 1969
(Percen+ Mentioning Tapic)

Summary of PEstnal Hapes - Asbury - Patersan

: WIN Group Control Gfaup WIN Group Cantral Grcup
(n=61) (n=L0) (n=60)  ~ (n=h2)

“Economic : 78.7 7245 : 80.0 6li.3

Job or work concerns - 21,3 10.0 53.3 21.L

Other hopes for self : 37.7 2745 33.3 214

Family 57.h LheO . 58,3 59.5

Hopes for sgociety - - 1,7 -

Ecanamlc Hcpss

Imprcved standard of 11?ing 29.5

15.0 31,7 . 11,9
Food or clothing 11,8 12,5 5.0 11,9
Better house or apartment 19.7 17.5 18.3 19.0
Household equipment - T B2 - 12,5 13,3 11 9
Wealth - 9.8 - 1.7 7.1
Other sconomic aspiratians 1.6 - 3.3 7.1
None ' 21.3 27.5 20,0 35.7
Employment Hopes
Congenial work , | 6.6 - 3,7 7.1
Steady job o s 13,1 10,0 18.3 9.5
Other . 1.6 T= 3.3 .8
NDHQ 7817 QQ:D . Lléi? 78I6

(continued)
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TABLE 30 (econtinued)

PERSONAL HOPES = INTERVIEW SAMFLES, NOVEMBER 1969
(Farcant Mentioning Tapie)

Other Self-Related Hopes Asbury ' ' ‘Paterson
- WIN Group ﬁantrﬁl Group WIN Group Control Grnup

(n=61) “(n=L0) (ﬁ3557ﬁ2 (n=12)

Haalth . 958 7-5 5;@ 19-0

Own education : 16.L 7.5 18,3 7.1

More pleasure ' © 66 2.5 ] 5.0 11.9

Dthgf . hg? 1@;0 SIG 7§l

None 62.3 b8

72,5 ‘ 66.7 sh

Family Hopes

Happy family life 8.2 Te5 1.7 9.5
Health 9.8 745 3.3 Tel
Education of children ' 21.3 10.0 7 18.3 - 1ha2
Remarriage 9.8 5.0 ' 11,7 16.7
General family hopes 6.6 15,0 3.7 19.0
None bzié ;5: hli? haag
Hopes Concerning Society
Social justice - - - -
Civil peace - - - -
- International peace - - 1.7 -
Other - - -

_ None | - 100.0 100.0 9843 100,0
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TABLE 31

COMPARISON OF CONCERNS OF INTERVIEW SAMPLES
WITH CONCERNS OF UNITED STATES SAMPLES'
(in percent)

Cencernt ~ United States ngple*7m7, , - Interview Sample
T ~ Lower o T KIT WIN A1l Control

- Income Ape ~ Parti- - Group

Femals Group Nonwhite 21-29 ¢ipants  Members

Personal Hopes _
Values/character 23,0
Economic 63.0
Job/work 6.0
Health 53,0

16,0 2743 23.2
7L.0 7943 6843
27,0 3742 15.9
33.0 7ok 13.h

—~l I—'

o
T~ d =T ad O O
L]

(o BejoloNeRaNeleNol

o)

=

L

L.

WL

—3
|

W

L]

BT e O

O‘O‘U"‘*-Hﬁ—'“:ﬂ"ﬁﬂm—"' T~
aRslojoNeoRoReloNe]

Family 5'2;(3 j 1] 8 5'2 :,4
Politieal 1.0 . . 2.0 - -

Social 6.0 . . L.0 - -

International 11,0 10, 10, 12,0 0.B

Status quo 11.0 10. . 6,0 - -

Value/character L0 2,0 1.0 - L,0 25.6 9.8
Economic LL.O L3.0 41,0  L8.O 57.0 18.9
Job/work 3.0 2,0 2,0 . 11,0 8.3 1,2
Political h!Q 1,0 Eio 5:0 - -

Soeclal 3.0 2.0 6,0 2,0 -

International 23.0 19.0 16,0 33.0 - -

No fears/worries ‘11,0 11.0 . 1L.0 640 - -

I

]

]

|
]
4
-
L%
-
(L]
»
=

Status quo

*Cantrii;iﬁadley, The Pattern of Human Concerns, Rutgers University Press,
New Brunswick, New Jersay, 1965, Table Lb, p. LO7.




TARLE 32

PERSONAL FFAR‘? = INTERVIEW SAMPLES NOVEMBER 1969
(Fercent Mentioning Taplc)

i Summafy of Personal Fears : o hsbury Paterson. - o
- WIN Grqup Control Group ~WIN Group Eéntfﬁl Group
(n=61)  ~ (n=LO) 7 (n=60) “(n=l2)

Economic 59.0 52,5 5k.0 h%
Job or work situation b9 . 2.5 11,7

Other self-related fears 5.1 - h7.5 38.3 18
?amily ’ hgg? hh;g 365? 35
Fears for society = - -

Economic Fears

Worse standard of living 13.1 20,0 16.7
Not enough . food 18,0 10,0 1.7 a2
Insufficient clothing 1.6 2.5 1.7 L.8
No place to live 23,0 17.5 : S 3.3 2.4
No change in status 19,7 12,5 35.0 1.2
Other 7 rhng Sio ) 6;7 Vhig
None L1.0 L7.5 5.0 5l 8
Job or. Work Fears ; S , "'{Aﬂf?i
" Heavy work | 17' 1.6 . - - -
Unemployment. , 3.3 2.5 8.3 -
Other = = 73:3 -
Nona 95.1 97.5 T B8.3 100,0
Dther _Self-Related Fbars
Dwnvillnass # 29,5 35.0 11.7 11,9
Dependency . 13,1 75 11,7 -
Other -~ 11.5 5.0 15,0 Tal
None . ' - bs.9 52,5 61.7 81.0
?amii*_?ears
Family strife and unhappiness 18,0 12,5 5.0 1.2
Family illness - “18,0 30,0 ' 6.7 9.5

Inadequate opportunities for  ~

‘children 1.9 - 5,0 8.3 -
1 Iﬁability to care for family: ﬂéEdE 9.8 2.5 15,0 L.8
Lol 55.0 . 63.3 67.7




171

TABLE =13
ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF WORKING -
INTERVIEW SAMPLES, NOVEMRER 1969
(in percent)

Advantages of Working - Asbury . Paterson
- WIN Group Control Group . WIN Group Control Group

40.5

Independence 32.8 60,0 ;0,0
Security : 2.5 8.3 -
Incoms 25,0 25.0 21.h
Easier budpeting 745 ' 18.3 - 21k
fble to get credit ¢ - - -
Other (meetine people, etel) - 2.5 - -y T
None - 2.
No data 7
Total

)

O E i i £ O
] L ]

O TN ndd DO e

. .
=

P

P

L ]

W
) waell
el
s KN e

L |
jv |
L ]

e
e L
&
i
)
[ ]
g
Ll

Disadvantages of Working é

[

Child=care problems

Loss of pay if ill

Separation from children

Increased expenses

Less welfare

Transportation problams

Other

None

No data o
Total 00,

Sof
»
=
)

[ ]
) PO MO
L ] -

AT~ g T3 W,
-

[ AN, RN BN, e
=
.

-
o

A0 ol I O O e
-

AP el T2 D T P T WY
]

ol
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TABLE 3}

EMPLOYMENT STATUS - INTERVIEW SAMPLES, MAY 1970
: (in percent)

Employment Status L Asbury = . - Paterson
S - WIN Group Control Group  WIN Group Control Group
Tn=60) =377 (n"58) (n=39)
Employed 16,7 13,5 15.5° Te7
Unemployed- but worked during
period 5.0
Did not work 78.3
0

10.3 10,3
[Oe) Thoa 82.1
99.9 100,1

Total ’ 100.0

of~a
Shn o
ol »

Eresanﬁrquf-iggcﬁpatién

Clerieal work 10

Sales 1

~ Service 3.

Operative 1

Private household - Selt

Not employed _ 84,3 86.5 8l.
Total 100.0 100,0

Present Job - Industry

Manufacturing 1
Retail/wholesale trade 1
Finance, insurance, real estate 1.
8
3
3

P

L]

—~
= N,
L 1
i ™
My
L]
L]

Public administration
Service ,
Not employed _B3. Os 3

Y Y RN R e It
]
¥

oo

M

-

1
Olco
by, e =y

hn]

=

L ]

i

Duration of Present Job

One month or less 8.3
Twe months : -
Three months 1.7
Four months or longer 6.6
Not employed 8343
Total 99,9

17
,_ , 92.3
0.0 99,9 1000

Q . (continued)
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TABLE 3 (continued)

EMPLOYMENT STATUS = INTERVIEW SAMPLES, MAY 1970
(in percent)

Method of Finding Present Job Asbury Paterson
- o WIN Graup Control Grnup WIN Group Control GrDQE
{n=60) " (n=37) (n=58) (ﬂg39)
Friends, relatives 3.3 2.7 5.2 -
Advertisements 1.7 5.4 1.7 -
Applied at firm - 1.7 - ' 1.7 2.6
WIN or Employment Service 8.3 5. 5.2 2.6
DthEI‘ = = 1-7 Eié
No data 1.7 = ‘ = =
Total 1 100,0- 100,0 _l@ﬂgﬁ 100,

Present Job, Hourly Pay Rate

$1,50 or less 3.3 2.7 - 2.6
1;;1 = %1-60 3!3 - 3:14 =
1.61 = 1-?@ 1;? = 1-7 -
1;?1 - 1:90 1:7 gl? 3-!1 Sll
1191 - 2-10 = 237 B-h -
2-11 = 2-30 5;7 E.? - -
2;31 - 2;';@ - - 1-7 -

No job 83,3 - 86.5 8L.5 92,3

Vo datas = 247 1.7

Pfesant Job - Huurs

Full timé ' 13.3 2.7 6.9 0.l

Part time ; 3.3 10,8 B.6 2.6

Not employed 83.3 B6.5 84.5 92,43

Total ~99.9 100,0 100.0 100,0
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TABLE 35

FACTORS TESTED FOR SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE - INTERVIEW SAMPLRS
(Chi-Square Values)

Difference Between Interviews - Difference Retween
A1 WIN A1l Control WIN and Control Groups
Factor df Participants Group Members at Second Tnterview

Future source of job

information 10,60% 6.0h 3.83
Fature occupation 7 ‘
wanted 7.6 3.57 . 15,37+ -

15,9 21,59 6.47

Future pay wanted
01 13- 91

Are such jobs available
Number of persons in
“household

Number of children

Aga of children
Children rated poor

Lol ¢ — =

1,75 89 3,18
.19 022 7.31
.60 2.3 .85

students _ «10 5,538 6olid*
Children having school ‘ ’
problems 1.58 «90 1,21

2,15 .27 .62
5,28% 9,39% - 1,22
.89 1,01 T 5,19
2,32 1,91 7.13
.08 1.69 1,17
H7 Jd1 ‘ .02
«l0 .57 6.10%
3! 55** 1Ll hs* gDLI
«71 o7l o1l
3.77% 03 1.6
.22 W17 .28
2,25 .22 L1
3429 1,11 .01
.68 07 .12
+93 69 U2
1,h5 202 .02

Type of school problem
Moved within six months

Rent

Number of rooms

Condition of house

Have washing machine

Have dryer

Have refrigerator

Have sewing machine

Have radio

Have television set

Have iron

Have record player

Have electiric mixer

Have hair dryer

Have car

Makine payments on items
abova

Have - phone

Use food stamps

Expenditure for utilities

Expenditure on health
services

Bought children's clothing
Expenditure on children's
clotkl. .z

O e Y R T R

026 3,06 1,5k
Ly, B5% 03 10,36%

L01 16 o 6,38%
2,62 95 1,59%*

WY

3,25 Le39 3.82
»19 1.67 6o23%

ek Y

17,32% 8.96% ho 73

L]

(continued) -
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TABLE 35 (continued)

FACTORS TESTED FOR ST GNIFICANT DIFFERENCE - INTERVIEW SAMPLES
(Chi=Square Values)

Difference Between Interviews Difference Betwaen
All WIN A1l Control WIN and Control Groups
Factor ~df Participants Group Members __at Second Interview_

1.86° 02 16,66%

Bought clothes for self 7
53 60 1,93

Bought household goods
Expenditure for
recreation
- Total income
Income from welfare
Share of income from
welfare
Share of income from
earnings 2 5,06 43 .02
Income progress since
last year 2 1,12 2,90 ~ 1,70
Income expectations for -
5,16 3496 : 53638

next year .
Most pressing need now 3,97 3.59 9,87
3.35 17,78+ _ 16,15%

Organization membership

Ll o

o0l 62 * +02
6.95 2,37 11.52%
o7Th . 3.85 3.58

1,01 ) .06 1148l *

L N N

M

had =

~ *Significant at the 95 percent level of probability.
*Significant at the 90 percent level of probability.
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TABLE 36
CHANGE IN JOB ASPIRATIONS,
WIN AND CONTROL SAMPLES
(in percent)

M

Occupation Wanted All WIN Respondents A1l Control Respondents
— Nov. 1969 Fay 1570 “Nov. 1969 May 1970

Clerical 28.1 39.8 14.8 1917
Sales | 3.3 6.8 2.5 7.9
Service ’ 25.6 25.4 21.0 18.4

Operative 23.1 16.1 . k2.0 - 3h.2

[l
| oo
 —
W
od

Other _ o 19.8 11.9

160.0 100.0 100,

L]
=
=
=
L

Lo

Pay Wanted - Hourly Wags °

$1.60 or less 5.6 1.7 1.4 16.7
1.61 = 1.70 21.5 8.7 W3 8.3

1,91 - 2.10 26.2 4.3 27.0 29,2
2.11 - 2.30 e 21  10.8 8.3

2.31 - 2,50 - 10,3 9.7 b1 13.9

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

2.51 or more 4.7 7.8 6.8 8.3

Note: Unless otherwise indicated, for Navgmb%r 1969, n = 121 for WIN group,
82 for controls. For May 1970, n = 118 for WIN, 7¢ for controls.
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TABLE 36 (continued)

CHANGE IN JOB ASPIRATIONS
WIN AND CONTROL SAMPLES
(in percent)

Do you think jobs like . )
that are available? All WIN Respondents All Control Respondents
B Nov. 1969 May 1970 .  Nov. T969 ~ May T970

Yes 57.9 57.6 61.7 64.5

No k2.1 k2.4 _38 3 35.5
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

How would you go about
finding it?

Through friends, relatives 17.4 16 1 16.0 10,5
Advertisements 43.0 41.5 - h2.0 ' 36.8
Application at firms 15.7 5.1 ; 17.3 18.1

WIN or Employment Service 19.0 32.2 19.8 26.6

Other 5.0 5.1 k.9 7.9

Note: Unless otherwise indicated, for November 1969, n = 121 for WIN group,
82 for controls. For May 1970, n = 118 for WIN, 76 for controls.
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TABLE 37

CHANGE IN FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS,
WIN AND CONTROL SAMPLES
(in percent)

Number of Persons
inrﬁéu§ehai§

Two or less
Three
Four
Five

Six or more

Number of Own Children

One
Two
Three
Four

Five or more

Ages of Children

All under 6
All 6 - 11

Al 12 - 17
Under 6; 6 -11

 Under 6; some 12-17

6 - 11 and 12 = 17

ﬁgte=' Unless otharwiss

All WIN ﬁesp@ndents

Nov. 1969 May 1970

20,7 26.3
24.8 25.4
23.1 18.6
3.2 lh.b

18,2 15.3
100.0  100.0

28,1  28.8
264 26.3
21.3 19.5
0.7 1.0

13,2 _lh.4
100.0  100.0

28.9 26.3
9.9 10,2
18.2 16.1

7.4 7.6
18.2 20.3
10¢.0 100.0

All Control Respondents

Nov. 1969  Hay 1970

21,0 23.7
19.8 18.4
25.9 28.9
21.0 15.8

12.3 = 13.2

100.0 100.0

29.6 28.9
21.0 19,7
30.9 34,2
11.1 10.5
7.4 6.6

——— ———

100.0 100.0

35.8 27.6
1.1 : 15.8

12.3 ; 13.2
4.8 7.1
_16.0 9.7
100.0 ~ 100.0

indicated, for November 1969, n = 121 for WIN group,

82 for controls. For May 1970, n = 18 for WIN, 76 for controls.
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TABLE 37 (continued)

CHANGE IN FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS
WIN AND CONTREOL GROUPS
(in percent)

‘One or More Children
Rated a Poor Student A1l WIN Respondents All Contrc! Respondents
' T Nov. 1969 May 1970 Nov. 1969  May 1970

Yes . 7.4 7.6 6.2 18.4

Not applicable, no data 28.1 26.3 34.6 30.3
100.0 160.0 100.0 100.0

School Notified
Parcnt of Problem

Yes 21.5 3z.2.
No 48.8 Lo.7

Not applicable, no data 29.8 ~27.1
100.0 100.0

Type of Problem

Other (absence, scholarship, ,
health) 8.3 11.0 11.1 9.2

Not aﬁplieabie; no data 79.3 )
. 160.0 100.0

T00.0

Note: Unless otherwise indicated, for November 1969, n = 121 for WIN group,
82 for controls. For May 1970, n = 118 for WIN, 76 for centrols,
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TABLE 38

CHANGES IN HOUSING,
WIN AND CONTROL SAMPLES
(in percent)

Moved in Last 7 o :
Six Months All WIN Respondents All Control Respondents
- Nov. 1969 May 1970 Nov. 1969  May 1970

Yes 19.8 9.3 35.8 14,5

No o 80,2 90.7 6l.2 85.5_
100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0

Honthly Rent

5 80 or less 26;4 16.9 17.1 9.2
81 = 100 | 24,0 23.7 23.2 19.7
101 - 120 : 19.0 22.9 | 19.5 21.1
121 - 130 | 10.7 8,5 15.9 15.8

131 or more 12.4 .17.8 12,2 21.1

—
Tt
[
]
| —
Yon
»
T

Not applicable, no data 7.k 10,2 2.2
‘ : 106.0 ~ 100.0 100.0 100.0

. Number of Rooms 7
(including kitchen and bathroom)

Four or less 22.3 2%.6 21.0 - 23.7 .
Five - W7 33 40.7  32.9
Six | 23 17.8 PTR: 26.3
Seven ' 10.7 16,1 1.1 ':ggz

Eight or more : 9.1 8.5 _6.2 1.9
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

ﬁbté{f’ﬂﬁiess otherwise indicated, for November 1969, n = 121 for WIN group,
Qo 82 for controls. For May 1970, n = 118 for WIN, 76 for controls.
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TABLE 38

CHANGES IN HOUSING,
WIN AND CONTROL SAMPLES
(in percent)

Condition of House “All WIN Respondents All Control Respondents
o Nov. 1969 May 1970 Nov. 1969  May 1970
Some problems 37.2 36.4 22.2 28.9
Poor 10.7 11.9 9.9 13.2
100.0 IDD .0 100.0 100.0

Note: Unless otherwise indicated, for ‘November 1969, n= 121 Far HIN graup,
82 for controls. -For May 1970, n = 118 for WIN, 76 for controls.
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CHANGE IN HOUSEHOLD GOODS,

WIN AND CONTROL SAMPLES
(in percent)

Have Washing Machine All WIN Respondents All Control Respondents
S Nov. 1969 May 1970 ‘Nov. 1969 May 1970

g, 42,1

Yes 38.0 k3.2

bl
WL
L ] "y

[ o
=

No ' 62.0 56.8 ) 57.9
' 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0

ﬁgverclgtheé Dryer

Yes na 10,5 2.5 b,2

g™l
-
o

No 88.0  _85.5 _97.5 9

Yes 86.8 9k, 1 72.0 9ly,

No | 3.2 _5.9 28,0 5.3
’ 100.0 100.0 I

Have Sewing Machine

No | 67.8  _61.9 - 65.9 59.2
‘ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Have Radio
Yes 84.3 92.4 87.8 86.8

No 15,7 _1.6 2.2 1302

100.0 100.0 1100.0 100.0

Have Teievi;jgg Set

Yes | : 92,6 94,1 Qi -92-1

No | . 7-“ 75;i§ 777?;? 777:3
-, 100.0 100.0 : _1@0;0. : 100.0

©  Note: Unless otherwise indicated, for November 1969, n = 121 for WIN group,
ERIC 82 for controls. For May i970, n = 118 for WIN, 76 for controls,




TABLE 39 (continued) 183
CHANGE IN HOUSEHOLD GOODS,
WIN AND CONTROL SAMPLES
(in percent)

All WIN Respondents A1l Control Respondents

Have Electric Iron

Yes

No

Have Record Player

Yes

No

Have Electric Mixer

Yes

No

Have Hair Dryer

Yes

No

Have Car
Yes

No

Yes

No

Nov. 1969 May 1970

90.9
9.1

95.8

100.0

69.4
_30.6

79.7

_20.3

100.0

29.8

_70.2

100.0

34.7
65.3

100.0

28.9

100.0

34.7

71.1

100.0

65.3
100.,0

24,6

75.4

75.2
_24.8

100.0

86.4
13:6

100.0

100.0

:ﬁéQ.r)QEQ

- May 1970

96.3

241

156
100.0

|

'
-

Nl

|

—
=N
=
-

L]

65.9

34,1
100.0

94.7

_ 5.3
100.0

78.9

100.0

Lo.8

Note: Unless otherwise indicated, for November 1969, n = 121 for WIN group,
82 for controls. For May 1970, n =

118 for WIN, 76 for controls.
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TABLE 40

CHANGES IN EXPENDITURES,
WIN AND CONTROL - SAMPLES
(in percent)

Total Cost of Utilities ,
In Preceding Month ‘ All WIN Respondents All Control Respondents
' - o Nov. 1969 May 1970 Nov, 1969 May 1370

No cost 22.7 21.2 38.7 L2.7

$10 or less : 176 20.4 8.7 6.7

11 = 20 : 17.6 22.1 11,2 17.3

21 - 30 8.4 L 12.5 L.o
31 - Lo 9.2 7.1 | 12.5 10.7
k1 or more L2244 24.8 16.2 W[S.T
’ 100,0 100.0 TZE:E TSETE

Health Care Cost
in Last Six Months

No cost 68.6 76.3 59.3 75.0
$ 1«15 _ 19.0 17.8 19.8 11.8

36 or more | 12.4 5;9 21.0 13.2
©100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Bought Clothing for
QQildren,iana;t_gfﬂgnths

{

Yes S 91.7 93.2 88.9 81.6
No ; 8.3 6.8 1.1~ _18.4

e

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Unless otherwise indicated, for November 1969, n = 121 for WIN grnupp
82 for controls. For May 1970, n = 118 for WIN, 76 for controls,

Note:




Cost of Children's
Clothing

570 or less
71 or more

Not applicable, no daia

Bought Clothing for
Self in Last 3 Months

‘Yes

No

Bought Household Goods
in Last 3 Moiiths

Yes

No

Recreation Expenditure
in Preceding Month

Yes

No

Used Food Stamps
in_Preceding Month

Yes

No

TABLE 4O (continued)
CHANGES IN EXPENDITURES,

WIN ANDO CONTROL SAMPLES
(in percent)

All WIN Respondents

Nov. 1969 May 1970

35.5
55.4
9.1

6]-()
29.7
9.3

100.0

62.0

38.0

100.0

70.3

_29.7

100.0

31.4
8.6

100.0

27.1

~di
i

-
4]

100.0

24.8

752

—
=]
=
-

Lan

25.4
Th.6

100.0

39.7
60,3

106,0 -

39.8
60,2

100.0

100.0

All Control Respondents

Nov. 7509

May T970

Ul Ly
bl by

bz.0

_58.0
100.0

23.5

18.5
81,5

100.0

57.9
22 -‘4

22,4

- 71.6

100.0

Note: Unless otherwise indicated, for November 1969, n = 121 for WIN group,

82 for controls. For May 1970, n = 118 for WIN, 76 for controls.
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TABLE L1

CHANGES IN INCOME,
WIN AND CONTROL SAMPLES
(in percent)

Total Income :
Preceding Month A1l WIN Respondents All Control Respondents
- Nov. 1963 Way T970  "Mov. T969 Ray To70°

$200 or less 12.5 6.9 22.2 16.0

251 - 300  22.5 164 18.5 16.0
301 - 350 17.5 19.0 23.5 21.3
351 - kLoo ' 21.7 18.1 8.6 12.0

Lol or more 18.3 27.6 ~ B.6 - 13.3

= ]

100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Amount of Welfare Grant

$150 or less 13.7 1.6 20.0 15.3
151 - 200 1.1 12.5 1642 8.3
201 - 250 | 26,5  2b,] 18.8 23.6
251 - 300 17.9 17.0 16.2 22,2
301 - 350 17.1 19.6 - 18.8 22,2

=
[2a]
-

Mad

351 or more 13;7. 15,2 10.0

100.0  100,0 100.0 100.0

Share of Income from Welfare

‘More than half 56,8 57.8 16.0 14,7

One-half or less ‘ 1.9  15.5 13,6 13.3
100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0

Note: linless otherwise indicated, for November 1969, n = 121 for WIN group,
82 for controls. For May 1970, n = 118 for WIN, 76 for <ontrols.




Share of Income
From Earnings_

More than half
One=half or less

None

Note: U
82 for controls.
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TABLE 41 (continued)

_CHANGES IN INCOME,
WIN AN?!CGNTRDL %AHPLES
[in percent)

All WIN Respondents

All Control Respond

Nov, 969 May T970

‘Nov, 1969

May 13

LhZ 619 L‘-S

L.z 11.2 8.6

86.4

100.0

91.5 81.9

= —— B ]

100.0 100.0

=

For May 1970, n = 118 for WIN, 76 for controls,

6.7
]0-7

82.7

100,0

“Unless otherwise indicated, for November 1969, n = 121 for WIN group,

ents
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TABLE 42

CHANGES IN ECONOMIC EXPECTATIONS AND NEEDS,
WIN AND CONTROL SAMPLES

(in percent)

Family's Biggest
Immedi ate Need All WIN Respondents All Control Respondents
Nov. 1969 ~May 1970 Nov. 1969 ~ May 1970

Clothes ‘ - 7.5 42.6 1.0 39.7
Food 5.1 6.5 .  19.2 9.6
Furniture or household goods 25.4 3308 16.7 15.1

Pay bills L0 1.1 10.3 19.2

_ ] 16.4

100.0 100.0 100.0

Other 1.0 5.6 _12.8

"Speaking of income alone,
were you better off last
month than a year ago at
this time?"

Better , 51.2 £0.6 333 L, 7

Same 30.6 33.1 32,1 31.6

Worse ; = 18.2 _16.4 _34.6 7;3;f
100.0 100.0 _ 100.0 100.0

"A year from now, do you ex-
pect to be better off, about
the same, or worse off?"

Better 83.5 79.7 . 82.7 72.4
Same | 5.0 12,7 2.5 9.2

Worse : L Y 14,8 _18.4
100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0
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TABLE 43

CHANGE IN SOCIAL ACTIVITIES,
WIN AND CONTROL SAMPLES
(in percent)

Number of Club or

Organization _ :
Memberships Reported Ali WIN Respondents All Control Respondents
S S Nov. 1969 May 1970 Nov. 1969 May 1970

None 34.7 L5.8 51.2 69.7
One 36.4 28.0 31.7 13.2

Two = . 22.3 19.5 7.3 11.8

Three or more 6.6 6.8 9.8 _5.3
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TABLE L)

OPINIONS OF THE WIN PROGRAM - INTERVIFW SAMPLES, MAY 197@

"Which was the moat valuable
_service you rec51ved§"

Counseling ,
Basic Fducation
15D

Work experience
Vocational training
Job referral
Other *
No data

Total

"Why was that the most valuable
service?!

Improved employability
Upgraded skills
Aided personal development
Other
No data

Total

"Which was the least.valuable
service?",

Counseling
Basie Education
GED
Work experiencas
Vocation tralning
Job referral
Other ¥
No data

Total

"Why was it the least valuable
_gervice?"

Not job related

Quality of service poor

Duplicated previous training

Inappropriate for interests,ability

Other % .

No data '
Tatal

(in percent)

Asbury WIN Particivants

Faters@n WTN Participants
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L ] - -
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e .
E%Dmcnuu~wxuhﬂa O™
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17,2
.5

310
99.9
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v ’ TARLE LS

OPINIONS OF WIN COMPONENTS = INTERVIEW SAMPLES, MAY 1970
(in parcent)

Counseling Asbury WIN Participants Paterson WIN Participants

Received counseling 71.7 100,0
Three or more connseling sesslions 21,7 79.3
Helped in choice of job goal 26,7 69,0
Job goal approximates own clioice 10,0 62,1
Offered favorable comment 15.0 29.3
Offered unfavorable comment 50.0 _ . 15.5
Helped in choice of training 26,7 - 88,0

Helped a great deal 11,7 L6, 5

Helped a little 15,0 L1.L

No help 26,7 3k
Changes suggested 16.7 1.7

F

N

-~

Formal Education (ABE or GED)

Received component 1.7 82,8
Will help in obtaining job h8.3 63.58
A great deal 2843 16,5
A little ¥ - 25.0 17.2
Not at all : 13.3 12,1

Yocational Training

—
-

[

Received component
In private institution
In public institution
Will help in obtaining job
A great deal
A little
Not at all

[l
-

=
0 S o

f—t

Aod LWL OO B
- -

R v e S v S T

L] ] [
RURS N PR, Y, R

-*Scméféf thaéé who said the component would not help :at all, concedsd in answer to
to a second question that it would help "a little", -

(continued)




TABLE 485 (continued)

OPINIONS OF WIN COMPONFNTS = INTERVIEW SAMPLES,, MAY 1970
(in percent)

Work Experiencs Asbury WIN Participants Paterson WIN Participants

]

Received component 33.73 5
Will help obtain job 26,7 Se
A great deal: 20,0 5
A little : 10.0 -
Not at all 3.3 -

P

(]

Job Referrals

Told of openings 31.7 2L.1
Ralevant to training 16.7 ,
Received one or more referrals
(WIN/ES) : 30
Obtained job through referral 15,
5till emplnyed 10
Could find job without WIN

Note: Categories are not mitually exclusive; will 1+ add to 100 percent.
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TABLE L6

PROGRAM'S EFFECT ON SELF AND FAMILY = INTERVIEW éAMFﬂES, MAY 1970
(in percent)

"Have you noticed any effect
upon yourself== on your own
_ontlook, hopes, or abilities?" Agbury WIN Participants Paterson WIN Participants

Strong, positive effect 15.0 19,0

Moderate, positive effect L1.7 39,7

Weak, positive effect 3.3 8.6

"No effect 21,7 15,5
Nepative effect : 11,7 A 1.7

No data ~ 6.7 ' 15.5

Total 100,1 100,

p

"How does your family feel
_about the program?"

Indifferent 16,7 13,8
Opposed : 5.0 1.7
Interested 58.3 65,5
Stronely supportive 8.3 12,1
No data 11,7 6.9
Total 100,0 - 100,0
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TABLE L7
PROBLEMS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF PARTICTPANTS =
INTFRVIFY SAMPLES, MAY 1970
(in percent) -
"Have you run into any problems
in the program?' ..~ Aghury WIN Participants Paterson WIN Participants

Yes : 66.7 5645
No 31.7 37.9
No data | 1.7 5.2

Total - Too.l Ton.0 -
Problems DESGPled (as percent
of all pr‘oblems mentioned-- g2 for
Asbury, L2 for Paterson)
Transportation 25.0 11.9
Child=-care =-- payments 11.5 -
Child-care =-‘other aspects 15.h 9.5
Program allowanca 13,5 26.2
Program content 1.9 9.5
Program operation-training components 11,5 23.8
Program operation-counseling,raferral 13.5 LB
Other 7.7 143

Total 100,0 100,0
"What changes would you recommend
_in the program? .
None 28,3 29,3
One or more recommendstions 61.7 c1.7
No data 10.0 19,0

Total 10n,0 100,0

Changes Suggestad (as péfé?ht
of all suggestions= 54 for Asbury,
15 for Paterson)

Increass program allowances
Expand training choice
Improve trainine techniques
Improve counseling
Improve referral system
Sereen applicants better

| ERIC G!Esxﬂngl‘ :m%%:

fodt fmd P
LI B e o S T
M WY et o T P

APRY 1973 2

Other i 2. Y.
! E%otsl 100.0 on Adult Educatigd

e;"Hudeness, unfrlendllnsss, hours, etc,
3 **Iengthen/sharten classes, speed[?lmw pace, prcvlde fraﬁ%partatlan, ete,




