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PREFACE

This report culminates a research program undertaken by

InterStudy for the Employment and Training and Administration of

the Department of Labor under Grant Number 51-27-73-09. The

intent of the research was to identify and measure various employ-

ment-related incentives and disincentives in the Work Incentive

Program. The study ,..)nsidered both the original MIN I Program

implemented in 1969, and the revised WIN IT. Program commenced in

1972.

The study procedure collected information through personal

interviews with over 800 former and current WIN participants in

Ramsey County (St. Paul), Minnesota. The results of the analysis

of the data thus obtained are presented in this final report.

4
iii

InterSiudy/123 East Grant Street /Minneapolis, Minnesota 55403



ACKNOWLEDMENTS

Many people in federal, state, and local government provided

significant contributions and cooperation in this project and we

wish to acknowledge this important and much appreciated support.

Ms. Louise Scott of the Employment and Training Administra-

tion, Department of Labor, served as the project officer for this

work. We wish to acknowledge that Ms. Scott's assistance and

cooperation was significantly beyond the quality and quantity

usually anticipated or received in a project of this nature.

Mr. Thomas Hogan, Director of the Ramsey County WIN Program,'

was extremely cooperative, helpful, and informative in assisting

in the data collection effort in this study, as well as providing

important insights into the practical operations of the WIN

Program. Numerous other officials and personnel at the state and

local level were also very courteous and helpful in enabling

InterStudy to undertake and complete this project.

In addition, a number of past and Present InterStudy employ-

ees were not actively involved in the final analysis and report

writing of this project, but nevertheless, made substantial con-

tributions to it. We particularly wish to note the contributions

of Dr. Lois Anderson, Dr. Gary L. Appel, Dr. Leonard J. Bower,

Mr. Ronald Fine, and M. Laurie Lockwood.

5

iv

Inte,Study/123 East Grant Street/Minneapolis, Minnesota 55403



The Transition to an Empirical Model:
Specification of Empirical Variables
and Hypotheses 113

Linking the Model to the Ouestionnaire 132

PART D. FIELD WORK PROCEDURES AND DATA
COLLECTION RESULTS

Field Work Procedures

Data Collection Results

143

143

159

PART E. STATISTICAL TABLES 167

SECTION 1. Personal Characteristics 168

SECTION 2. Components of the WIN Program . . 187

SECTION 3. Financial Incentives

SECTION 4. Attitudinal Variables

201

227

SECTION 5. Outcome Variables 301

PART F. RESULTS OF THE REGRESSION ANALYSIS 313

Socio-Economic Characteristics 314

WIN Program Components 318

Attitudinal Variables 320

WIN Termination Status 323

6
vi

interStuciyi123 East Grant Street/Minneapolis, Minnesota 55403



TABLE OF CONTENTS

PREFACE

Page,

iii

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS iv

HIGHLIGHTS OF FINDINGS AND STATEMENT
OF POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 11

Purpose and Content of This Report 11

The Issues and Objectives of This Study . . . 12

Summary of Conceptual and Empirical Model . . 14

Research Methodology. 21

CHAPTER II. THE RESULTS OF THE STUDY 25

Description of the Analysis 25

Personal and Family Characteristics 29

Components of the WIN Program .. 38

Knowledge of Financial Incentives
and Related Policies 45

Non-Monetary and Attitudinal Variables 52

Follow-up Outcomes: Employment Earnings
and AFDC Status as Related to WIN Termination
Status 68

APPENDIX

PART A. A BRIEF HISTORY OF THE WORK INCENTIVE
(WIN) PROGRAM 77

PART B. WIN PROGRAM VARIABLES 85

Budget Constraint WIN Variables 85

Utility-Related WIN Variables 91

Analysis of Variables Leading to Improvement
of the WIN Program 96

PART C. MODEL OF WIN EMPLOYMENT 97

Introduction 97

Essential Concepts of the Model 98

The General Conceptual Model 100

7
v

interSiudy/123 East Grant Street/Minneapolis, Minnesota 55403



HIGHLIGHTS OF FINDINGS AND

STATEMENT OF POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

This research sought to identify and measure incentives and

disincentives in the Work Incentive (WIN) Program; and, to measure

and explain the impact of WIN upon its desired or intended goals

of increased employment and self-sufficiency for that portion of

the welfare population supported by the Aid to Families with

Dependent Children (AFDC) Program.

While the study focused on the impact of WIN and its various

components on the employment of current and former AFDC recipients,

the inquiry could not be limited to a consideration of the WIN

Program features in isolation. Rather, it was important to con-

sider, to measure and control for, the influence of a variety of

other things which impact upon employment. Therefore, this study

considered the importance of the socio-economic and demographic

characteristics of WIN recipients, the attitudes of WIN recipients

towards work and welfare, and the knowledge and understanding of

WIN clients Xegarding penalties and rewards associated with WIN

and related AFDC policies and programs.

We believe this study is unique in the breadth of the various

possible influences on employment behavior of WIN clients con-

sidered here. It is also important to understand that this study

from its inception and initial design has been limited to WIN

clients. The entire sample studied here has participated, at

lease to some extent, in the WIN Program. The goal of this study,

from its beginning, has been to identify the differences, and the

relative importance of those differences, between successful and

unsuccessful participants in the WIN Program --- in terms of both

successful employment at termination from WIN and employment after

WIN participation.

The rolicy or programmatic purposes and implications of such

an approach are clear. We did not seek to evaluate the advisabil-

ity of the establishment and maintenance of an employment-related

8
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program such as WIN by contrasting the employment success of WIN

clients vis-a-vis the general AFDC population. Rather, we

accepted the existence of such a program. The purpose of this

study, accepting and assuming the existence of the WIN Program,

was to determine the most efficient and effective manner in which

such a program can operate by determining the types of clients

and the types of services best alligned with the achievement of

the WIN Program goals of increased employment and increased self-

sufficiency for AFDC recipients.

Therefore, we sought to identify and measure the relative

impact cf all the various perscnal characteristics, program experi-

ences, and exogenous influences upon eventual employment success,

or lack of success, for a WIN client. The findings and conclusions

of this study present WIN policy makers and program administrators

with three general recommendations or alternatives.

First, they may choose, through the WIN Program, to develop

in WIN clients those capabilities which apparently significantly

impact upon current and future success in the world of work. For

example, they may choose to concentrate upon the development of

work experience, job placements, self-confidence, etc., which

appear to relate to eventual employment success.

Second, decision makers may choose to concentrate the WIN

Program on individuals already possessing the requisite quantity

of the needed attributes to achieve employment success. This

latter process essentially amounts to what has been termed

"creaming", or selecting into the program those people most likely

to succeed with the assistance of the services provided through

the program.

Third, as we will explain in a moment, decision makers

should choose to concentrate on activities which result in actual

job placements for WIN participants.

The purpose of this study was not to make value judgments

regarding which of these paths to choose. Rather, the purpose of

this study was to provide information and analysis which will

-2
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assist decision makers in their choice. With these provisos in

mind, we now turn to a summary of the substantive findings, con-.

clusions, and policy implications of this study.

The substantive results of this study have two important

aspects. Some findings and conclusions relate to specific inde-

pendent variables which seemed to show an important impact upon

employment outcomes either at WIN termination or at follow-up.

Other findings and conclusions, perhaps of more intriguing

interest, seemed to indicate that the success of the client in

WIN itself, as measured by employment at termination from WIN,

related very strongly to future employment success at follow-up.

In general, our conclusion is that somehow, the whole is more

than the sum of its parts in that, besides the various objective

characteristics which we identified as relating to employment,

there was something important in the very success of a client in

the WIN Program in terms of predicting his evenutal employment

success at follow-up. In this summary we deal with this latter

finding first.

People with successful WIN termination outcomes were signif-

icantly more successful at follow-up in several measures:

Seventy-eight percent of the successful WIN terminees

were employed at follow-up;

One-half of the successful WIN I clients were still

employed in their WIN jobs two to four years after

termination; 73% of the successful WIN II females and

807 of the successful WIN II males were employed on

their WIN jobs a year after termination;

If employed at follow-up, the earnings of successful

terminees were larger than those of unsuccessful

clients employed at follow-up;

Successful terminees who were employed at follow-up

experienced earnings increases between employment prior

to wrl and follow-up which were larger, in both absolute

and relative terms, than those of the unsuccessful WIN

' 310
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terminees employed at followup;

Successful WIN terminees were about two times more

likely to be off AFDC at follow-up than unsuccessful

terminees.

The reason we mention these particular findings toward the

beginning of this summary is that we believe that this particular

aspect of our research into the WIN Program has significant policy

implications. Assuming that the program does not devise a system

of accomplishing very superficially successful outcomes by placing

people in short-term jobs, one of our general conclusions is that

whatever the WIN Program does to influence success at termination

positively affects employment success at follow-up and, therefore,

should be' encouraged.

The possible reasons for this success, seeming to influence

future success, are several. As we will note in a moment, the

impact of a previously successful employment history was in itself

a good indicator of future employment success. The very fact of

having a job was a substantial practical advantage related to

future employment success. That is, having a job at WIN termina-

tion eased the problem of finding a job sometime between WIN

termination and follow-up significantly since many of the success-

ful WIN terminees held the same job until the tire of our follow-

up interview.

We can only speculate on other reasons for this relation-

ship between successful terminations and successful follow-ups.

Perhaps the individual level of personal efficacy and/or self-

confidence increased along with successful development of an

employment history; or, perhaps, those who fail to get jobs in

the WIN Program have feelings of inadequacy reinforced.

In sum, whatever it was that the WIN Program accepted or

generated in individual clients leading to job success at WIN

termination seemed to bear a strong relationship to the employment

success of WIN clients at follow-up. The policy lesson thus

prescribed is that the WIN Program should follow through with

4
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clients, as much as possible, to achieve successful terminations.

These findings indicate something more than a restatement

of tl'e obvious, and declared, goal of the WIN Program --- to get

people into jobs --- or a simplistic conclusion that "success

breeds success." As noted earlier, the potential here is three-

fold: first, the WIN Program can work to develop successful

terminations through the development of those characteristics in

WIN clients that seem to be related to employment success; second,

the program can operate by focusing upon clients and potential

clients already possessing the greatest quantities of the requisite

abilities which seem to relate to employment; third, the WIN

Program can more consciously, or "operationally", focus on the

goal of getting people into jobs by keeping clients in the pro-

gram until actually employed, by emphasizing job placement, and

seeking greater knowledge and understanding of the job market to

facilitate finding (and, possibly, creating) jobs and matching

clients with jobs. Of course, the program can simultaneously

focus on all of these possibilities.

Now we turn to a brief description of the variables in our

study which related,either positively or negatively, to employ-

ment success either at termination or at follow-up. In this

discussion we follow the general outline of the more detailed

explanation of our'study results in the main report by presenting

in sequence: personal socio-economic and demographic characteris-

tics, WIN experience, understanding of incentives and disincentives

in WIN and related AFDC policies, personal attitudes toward work

and welfare while noting that the sequence is out of step only in

that we have already related the apparent importance of the tran-

sition status of WIN success in relation to future employment

success. The reader must turn to the detailed explanation of our

substantive results for an in-depth analysis of the findings and

conclusions of this study.

Several items appeared to be significantly related to em-

ployment success in terms of the personal socio-economic and

12
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demographic characteristics of clients. The major elements

connected with successful employment outcomes were: a prior

successful work history; the absence of a child under three years

of age for female-headed households; the absence of a significant

perceived health problem; and, the presence of a spouse in the

home. Most of these impacts are self-explanatory. We have

assumed that a prior work history related to the acquisition of a

variety of abilities and traits which, in turn, generally related

to employment success. The once-assumed distinction of the pre-

sence of a child of pre-school age, under six, seems to have been

replaced by the impact of the presence of a child under three

years of age, apparently representing an age when child care is,

relatively, easier to obtain. This finding suggests that an

appropriate WIN exemption from work registration would be for

mothers with a child under three years of age --- in terms of

program success and, perhaps, in consideration of what will best

serve mothers and children. While a health criterion was not

terribly significant, generally, perceived health problems related

to less employment. We assume that the presence of another adult

in the home, as represented by marital status, represents a poten-

tial for the elimination of certain employment-related problems

such as child care and the need to accomplish a certain minimal

amount of "homework" --- and, therefore, is consistent with

greater employment.

Interestingly, the results of our study show little in the

way of impact of most WIN Program components. The major impact

we found resulting exclusively from the WIN Program itself was in

the area of vocational education. This particular aspect of WIN

participation related very significantly in all groups to eventual

employment success either at termination or at follow-up. The

policy or program implication here, consistent with earlier state-

ments, is that this program component deserved emphasis because

it very directly related to the principal goal of getting people

into jobs. 13
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The adult basic education component of WIN showed less

influence. We assume that this result relates to the fact that

people in need of basic adult education are representative of a

group in need of a substantial amount of additional assistance to

overcome their employment barriers. Our, obvious, conclusion is

that the adult education program cannot, in itself, overcome the

basic deficiencies for these individuals in regard to employment-

related abilities, but is most likely a necessary program compo-

nent working toward greater job potential.

Ano.ther AFDC policy directly related to the WIN Program is

the positive financial incentive to work, represented by what is

known as the "$30 + 1/3" income disregard provision of the AFDC

program. While the specific focus of this study was not upon the

"$30 + 1/3" disregard, we paid substantial attention to this AFDC

provision because of its obvious relationship to the impact of

another employment-related policy --- the WIN Program.

In general, WIN clients were aware of the "$30 + 1/3" income

disregard in terms of its general impact of allowing work and

earned income to influence the total amount of dollars available

to the AFDC recipient. On the other hand, WIN clients were con-

fused about the specifics of the influence of the "$30 + 1/3"

income disregard provision. In addition, those who were aware

and who did understand the "$30 + 1/3" income disregard provision

generally suggested that it had little to do with their incentive

to work.

While most of the males were aware of the fact that they

could work and that earned income would increase their general

level of spendable income, they were not aware of the specifics of

the "$30 + 1/3" disregard, nor were they aware of the fact of the

one hundred hour maximum work rule which limited the amount of

work males could undertake while still benefiting from the "$30 +

1/3" income disregard provision.

Thus, awareness of the income disregard was limited. In

addition, those WIN clients who were aware of the disregard

14
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considered it to be either too complicated to influence their work

decision or too little, in the way of a financial incentive, to

have a substantial impact upon their decision to seek employment.

This study does not purport to definitively analyze the im-

pact or the effectiveness of the "t30 + 1/3" income disregard.

However, it seems apparent that a greater knowledge and understand-

ing among AFDC and WIN clients is required if the policy is to

have a chance of achieving its intended goals related to greater

employment and self-sufficiency for AFDC families.

The obvious policy or program implication is that more stress

should be placed upon informing the AFDC population about this

policy and its potential benefits for them. This function can be

accomplished partially through the WIN Program, even though that

program does not reach all AFDC clients. Further consideration by

policy makers should be given to more adequate study of the actual

impact of the income disregard in terms of its adequacy in light

of the substantial response from WIN clients that the 434 + 1/3"

formula was insufficient to influence their work behavior.

Another aspect of this study which concentrated upon the

impact of the WIN Program related to the attitudes of WIN clients

toward working in general, the WIN Program in particular, and wel-

fare status. Of particular interest in this regard were the

mandatory aspects of the WIN II Program in contrast to the volun-

tary aspects of the WIN I Program. One of the major new concepts

in the WIN II Program was mandatory WIN registration as a pre-

requisite to entitlement of AFDC benefits.

Our results showed that this mandatory registration require-

ment had little, if any, impact. Our analysis of the lack of any

impact in this area indicated several reasons.

In fact, other than the particular emphasis upon unemployed

fathers, the priorities in the WIN II Program essentially prefer

volunteers. In addition, our study results found that 857 of the

entire WIN II population indicated that they either did or would

have volunteered for the program. Hence, it was not surprising

8 10
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to find that the perceived voluntary nature of the commitment to

WIN differed little between WIN I and WIN II clients.

We also considered various other attitudinal aspects of

participation in and positive results from the WIN Program.

Several attitudinal variables turned out to be interesting. First,

we found that such items as the willingness to overcome the hassles

or barriers to employment were significant indicators of future

employment success. We also discovered that a person's feelings

of personal efficacy, in the sense of their perceptions of their

abilities to control their liws by their own actions, were

significant in terms of their willingness and ability to find work

and move toward self-sufficiency.

In addition, we discovered that the attitudes of families

and friends towards their work and/or welfare status, more impor-

tantly than their own feelings about the stigma of being on

welfare, were related to the ability to achieve employment either

at WIN termination or at the time of our follow-up interviews.

None of these results are surprising and, indeed, fulfill our

general expectations regarding the psychological motivations of

individuals toward employment, whether or not they be AFDC recip-

ients.

Generally, we found that people were relatively evenly dis-

tributed in terms of their work ethic regardless of whether they

were successful or unsuccessful in eventual employment outcomes.

We also found that those people who were generally dissatisfied

with the welfare program tended to be those people who were

generally dissatisfied with work prospects and their individual

potential, economically. The stigma of being on welfare was also

closely related to the perceived problems with the welfare program.

In general, these findings indicate that while most WIN clients

were possessed with a relatively strong work ethic, there was

a certain portion of the WIN population which was dissatisfied

with the whole range of prospects available on the work/welfare

continuum.
16
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The policy implications of these findings regarding the

attitudes of WIN clients are several. In a couple of important

ways, the WIN I and the WIN II Programs tended to attract a rather

homogeneous group.

The vast majority of participants consider themselves to be

volunteers for the work program. The vast majority of the partici-

pants expressed a strong work ethic, whether or not they eventually

succeeded in the program and future employment. Thus, the manda-

tory requirements of the WIN II Program had little visible impact.

The high level of work ethic among both successful and unsuccess-

ful WIN clients reinforces our conclusion that little return. will

result from forcing AFDC recipients to register for work programs

or take employment opportunities. However, to the extent these

mandatory provisions do not consume resources which could be better

used in the program, the mandatory registration requirement may

provide a useful tool to program operators working occasionally

with recalcitrant WIN participants.

Another finding with important policy implication was that

those people with positive attitudes towards themselves and their

abilities, as well as those indicating a willingness to overcome

the barriers and hassles of employment, have greater employment

success. To some extent, a program can be focused to.do something

about these attitudes, such as instilling self confidence and

feelings of personal efficacy in individuals. Consistent with

our previous statements of policy implications or recommendations,

we conclude that the best way of instilling this confidence and a

feeling of greater control over ones own life in relation to

employment is through actual work experience itself, hence the

need once again to accomplish actual job placements for WIN clients.

We suggest that consideration be given to further study of pro-

grams in which clients themselves play a greater role in determin-

ing their own future. Perhaps such an approach is a key to

instilling feelings of personal efficacy and perceptions of an

ability to better control ones own life by ones own actions, which

have appeared to be significant indicators of eventual employment

success in this study.

10 17
InierStudy/123 East Grant Street/Minneapolis, Minnesota 55403



CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

PURPOSE AND CONTENT OF THIS REPORT

The report is the culmination of more than two years of

research effort encompassed by this project. The function of

this document is two-fold; to describe the study and its find-

ings, conclusions, and recommendations in a summary fashion for

the non-technical readers; and, to present a comprehensive tech-

nical treatment of the study data for readers interested in a

more in-depth understanding of the project and its findings. To

achieve this goal, the main text of the report contains a descrip-

tion of the major substantive results, as well as the process of

the study while more detailed information and all statistical

tables are located in the Appendix.

Chapter / focuses on objectives of the study in terms of

relevant policy issues addressed, the conceptual and empirical

framework underlying the research, and a description in most

general terms of the methodology employed in the research.

Chapter II reports the findings and conclusions of the study.

18
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THE ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES OF THIS STUDY

The Work Incentive Program (WIN), enacted by Congress in

1968, established a program of work incentives and earnings ex-

emptions aimed specifically at the AFDC population. Some legis-

lative history pertaining to the enactment of the WIN I and WIN

II Programs is presented in the Appendix. The original WIN

Program focused on referral to skill training and supportive

services for any welfare client who volunteered to participate.

WIN I attempted to decrease welfare dependency through employment.

The implicit assumption in the program was that proper monetary

and fiscal policies would provide employment opportunities and

wages for welfare clients who were able to work, while education

and training programs would assist others in their effort to

become employable.

The Talmadge amendments of December, 1971, enacted what is

currently known as WIN II, adding another dimension to the policy

geared toward employment of the welfare population. WIN II re-

quires that a significant portion of the welfare population

register for work and training as a condition of their receipt of

welfare benefits. As we will note in our findings, both WIN I

and WIN II principally served AFDC recipients desiring or volun-

teering to work or to prepare themselves for employment.

Both WIN I and WIN II have existed within the context of a

positive monetary work incentive which allows AFDC women to retain

the first $30 of their monthly earnings plus one third of the

remainder without reduction in AFDC benefits. (Men with fulltime

jobs were taxed 100% of earnings in Minnesota where this study

took place).

Within the limitations placed on the WIN Program by the

nature of the economy and job demand, WIN seeks to aid its clients

in achieving greater quantity and quality of employment. Finan-

cial incentives have been built into the program to increase

program effectiveness but there are other non-financial incentives
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which have an effect on a participant's attitudes toward WIN

and employment.

The objective of this study has been to identify and

measure the impact of important employment related incentives

and disincentives in the WIN Program. We focused upon elements

of WIN but also sought to measure the relative impact of other

variables, such as personal characteristics or attitudes that

might also explain employment behavior. We sought to measure

the relative importance to employment outcomes that various WIN

Program components and features seem to have in relation to the

personal characteristics of the AFDC population -- over which

policymakers have less, if any, control. Finally, we attempted

to translate our findings into policy relevant statements, des-

cribing the impacts of various aspects of the WIN Program upon

various types of clients, and suggesting various alternatives

policymakers may wish to consider to improve the program.
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SUMMARY OF CONCEPTUAL AND EMPIRICAL MODEL

This section is designed to introduce the model of MTN

employment underlying this study and to present the major con-

cepts of the theoretical framework in general terms. A summary

of the relationships between elements of the WIN Program and

the conceptual variables is presented in the Appendix along with

a detailed presentation of the WIN employment model.

The Conceptual Model

At the most general level we can think of the WIN partici-

pant as having to decide on an allocation of his available time

between three types of activities: 1) market work; 2) home work;

and 3) leisure. The individual will choose .to engage in an

activity because it yields utility -- utility being defined as

the value or satisfaction of the final product of performing an

activity, as perceived by the individual. An activity may yield

utility either because the activity itself satisfies needs of

the individual or because the activity yields income which per-

mits the consumption of goods and services that yield utility.

Market work, for example, may yield utility because the person

gets satisfaction from performing a job and because of the income

from the job which permits greater consumption of goods and

services that also yield satisfaction.

Our basic behavioral assumption is that WIN participants,

like all other people, seek to maximize their utility, in allocat-

ing their time between market work, home work and leisure. In
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this context the WIN participant makes a commitment to market

work when employment on a job will yield greater utility for

those hours than either home work or leisure.

The total utility a person can gain depends on his liking

(or tastes) for activities and goods and services as well as

the quantity that he can obtain.* In a world with no constraints

the individual would maximize utility by engaging in each activity

and consuming goods and services until their marginal utility

(the utility of one more unit) was zero. Decisions are not made

in such an unconstrained world, however. Thus the individual

must seek to maximize utility taking into account his own tastes

and his own "budget constraint." The budget constraint is the

total amount of real income that the individual can obtain by

alternative allocations of his time; the budget constraint

includes both earned income and unearned income, such as the

welfare grant. The budget constraint actually incorporates

both time and income as factors which impinge on the decision

making process.

Thus, at the conceptual level our model has the individual

maximizing utility by allocating his time between market work,

home work and leisure. This allocation is accompanied by taking

into account his tastes for these activities as well as tastes

for goods and services and is subject to his budget constraint.

The end result of this maximization process is the allocation of

time between market work, home work and leisure. Since our

particular concern in this project is with the allocation of

time to market work, we solve the system for the hours devoted

to market work, in terms of alJ other variables in the system.

*It is convenient conceptually to thin* of activities and goods
and services as separate. In reality the consumption of goods
and services occurs in conjunction with the performance of
activities over time.
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Conceptual and Empirical Relationships

Solving the model in this manner establishes hours devoted

to market work as a dependent variable that is influenced by

the other (independent) variables in the system. It is possible

at the conceptual level to treat market work as though it were

a continuum of hours and that persons could choose the exact

number of hours they want to work. In the real world institutional

arrangements do not allow such a wide choice. Thus, our major

empirical dependent variable for the model is whether the person

is employed or not employed at various points Lim time and the

duration of employment during the time intervals we are studying.

Since we had the advantage of conducting personal interviews in

this study we also obtained other measures closely related to

employment status that were utilized as dependent variables,

the main ones being earnings and completion of WIN. While these

other outcome variables were important and provided depth to

our analysis, our focus was on employment, explaining why some

WIN clients become successfully emoloved and why some do not.

Our dependent variable of employment is, at the most

general level, a function of the budget constraint and tastes

of the individual. The explanation of employment in market

work outcomes, then, depends on the budget constraint and

tastes. In our model we subdivided these two concepts into

a series of more detailed conceptual variables that are

measurable in principle.

The budget constraint depends on the following three

variables:

1. Expected income from market work;

2. Expected income from home work;

3. Expected income if no work is performed.

The essence of these three variables is that they will

tell the individual what his total available budget will be for

any possible allocation of his time. We would expect these
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PREFACE

This report culminates a research program undertaken by

InterStudy for the Employment and Training and Administration of

the Department'of Labor under Crant Number 51-27-73-09. The

intent of the research was to identify and measure various employ-

ment-related incentives and disincentives in the Work Incentive

Program. The study considered both the original WIN I Program

implemented in 1969, and the revised WIN II Program commenced in

1972.

The study procedure collected information through personal

interviews with over 800 former and current WIN participants in

Ramsey County (St. Paul), Minnesota. The results of the analysis

of the data thus obtained are presented in this final report.
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HIGHLIGHTS OF FINDINGS AND

STATEMENT OF POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

This research sought to identify and measure incentives and

disincentives in the Work Incentive (WIN) Program; and, to measure

and explain the impact of WIN upon its desired or intended goals

of increased employment and self-sufficiency for that portion of

the welfare population supported by the Aid to Families with

Dependent Children (AFDC) Program.

While the study focused on the impact of WIN and its various

components on the employment of current and former AFDC recipients,

the inquiry could not be limited to a consideration of the WIN

Program features in isolation. Rather, it was important to con-

sider, to measure and control for, the influence of a variety of

other things which impact upon employment. Therefore, this study

considered the importance of the socio-economic and demographic

characteristics of WIN recipients, the attitudes of WIN recipients

towards work and welfare, and the knowledge and understanding of

WIN clients regarding penalties and rewards associated with WIN

and related AFDC policies and programs.

We believe this study is unique in the breadth of the various

possible influences on employment behavior of WIN clients con-

sidered here. It is also important to understand that this study

from its inception and initial design has been limited to WIN

clients. The entire sample studied here has participated, at

lease to some extent, in the WIN Program. The goal of this study,

from its beginning, has been to identify the differences, and the

relative importance of those differences, between successful and

unsuccessful participants in the WIN Program ---.in terms of both

successful employment at termination from WIN and employment after

WIN participation.

The policy or programmatic purposes and implications of such

an approach are clear. We did not seek to evaluate the advisabil-

ity of the establishment and maintenance of an employment-related
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program such as WIN by contrasting the employment success of WIN

clients vis-a-vis the general AFDC population. Rather, we

accepted the existence of such a program. The purpose of this

study, accepting and assuming the existence of the WIN Program,

was to determine the most efficient and effective manner in which

such a program can operate by determining the types of clients

and the types of services best alligned with the achievement of

the WIN Program goals of increased employment and increased self-

sufficiency for AFDC recipients.

Therefore, we sought to identify and measure the relative

impact of all the various personal characteristics, program experi-

ences, and exogenous influences upon eventual employment success,

or lack of success, for a WIN client. The findings and conclusions

of this study present WIN policy makers and program administrators

with three general recommendations or alternatives.

First, they may choose, through the WIN Program, to develop

in WIN clients those capabilities which apparently significantly

impact upon current and future success in the world of work. For

example, they may choose to concentrate upon the development of

work experience, job placements, self-confidence, etc., which

appear to relate to eventual employment success.

Second, decision makers may choose to concentrate the WIN

Program on individuals already possessing the requisite quantity

of the needed attributes to achieve employment success. This

latter process essentially amounts to what has been termed

"creaming ", or selecting into the program those people most likely

to succeed with the assistance of the services provided through

the program.

Third, as we will explain in a moment, decision makers

should choose to concentrate on activities which result in actual

job placements for WIN participants.

The purpose of this study was not to make value judgments

regarding which of these path's to choose. Rather, the purpose of

this study was to provide information and analysis which will

31
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assist decision makers in their choice. With these provisos in

mind, we now turn to a summary of the substantive findings, con,

elusions, and policy implications of this study.

The substantive results of this study have two important

aspects. Some findings and conclusions relate to specific inde-

pendent variables which seemed to show an important impact upon

employment outcomes either at WIN termination or at follow-up.

Other findings and conclusions, perhaps of more intriguing

interest, seemed to indicate that the success of the client in

WIN itself, as measured by employment at termination from WIN,

related very strongly to future employment success at follow-up.

In general, our conclusion is that somehow, the whole is more

than the sum of its parts in that, besides the various objective

characteristics which we identified as relating to employment,

there was something important in the very success of a client in

the WIN Program in terms of predicting his evenutal employment

success at follow-up. In this summary we deal with this latter

finding first.

People with successful WIN termination outcomes were signif-

icantly more successful at follow-up in several measures:

Seventy-eight percent of the successful WIN terminees

were employed at follow-up;

One-half of the successful WIN I clients were still

employed in their WIN jobs two to four years after

termination; 73% of the successful WIN II females and

80Z of the successful WIN II males were employed on

their WIN jobs a year after termination;

If employed at follow-up, the earnings of successful

terminees were larger than those of unsuccessful

clients employed at follow-up;

'uccessful terminees who were employed at follow-up

experienced earnings increases between employment prior

to WIN and follow-up which were larger, in both absolute

and relative terms, than those of the unsuccessful WIN

32
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terminees employed at follow-up;

Successful WIN terminees were about two times more

likely to be off AFDC at follow-up than unsuccessful

terminees.

The reason we mention these particular findings toward the

beginning of this summary is that we believe that this particular

aspect of our research into the WIN Program has significant policy

implications. Assuming that the program does not devise a system

of accomplishing very superficially successful outcomes by placing

people in short-term jobs, one of our general conclusions is that

whatever the WIN Program does to influence success at termination

positively affects employment success at follow-up and, therefore,

should be encouraged.

The possible reasons for this success, seeming to influence

future success, are several. As we will note in a moment, the

impact of a previously successful employment history was in itself

a good indicator of future employment success. The very fact of

having a job was a substantial practical advantage related to

future employment success. That is, having a job at WIN termina-

tion eased the problem of finding a job sometime between WIN

termination and follow-up significantly since many of the success-

ful WIN terminees held the same job until the time of our follow-

up interview.

We can only speculate on other reasons for this relation-

ship between successful terminations and successful follow-ups.

Perhaps the individual level of personal efficacy and/or self-

confidence increased along with successful development of an

employment history; or, perhaps, those who fail to get jobs in

the WIN Program have feelings of inadequacy reinforced.

In sum, whatever it was that the WIN Program accepted or

generated in individual clients leading to job success at WIN

termination seemed to bear a strong relationship to the employment

success of WIN clients at follow-up. The policy lesson thus

prescribed is that the WIN Program should follow through with
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clients, as much as possible, to achieve successful terminations.

These findings indicate something more than a restatement

of the obvious, and declared, goal of the WIN Program --- to get

people into jobs --- or a simplistic conclusion that "success

breeds success." As noted earlier, the potential here is three-

fold: first, the WIN Program can work to develop successful

terminations through the development of those characteristics in

WIN clients that seem to be related to employment success; second,

the program can operate by focusing upon clients and potential

clients already possessing the greatest quantities of the requisite

abilities which seem to relate to employment; third, the WIN

Program can more consciously, or "operationally", focus on the

goal of getting people into jobs by keeping clients in the pro-

gram until actually employed, by emphasizing job placement, and

seeking greater knowledge and understanding of the job market to

facilitate finding (and, possibly, creating) jobs and matching

clients with jobs. Of course, the program can simultaneously

focus on all of these possibilities.

Now we turn to a brief description of the variables in our

study which related,.either positively or negatively, to employ-

ment success either at termination or at follow-up. In this

discussion we follow the general outline of the more detailed

explanation of our study results in the main report by presenting

in sequence: personal socio-economic and demographic characteris-

tics, WIN experience, understanding of incentives and disincentives

in WIN and related AFDC policies, personal attitudes toward work

and welfare while noting that the sequence is out of step only in

that we have already related the apparent importance of the tran-

sition status of WIN success in relation to future employment

success. The reader must turn to the detailed explanation of our

substantive resu]ts for an in-depth analysis of the findings and

conclusions of this study.

Several items appeared to be significantly related to em-

ployment success in terms of the personal socio-economic and
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demographic characteristics of clients. The major elements

connected with successful employment outcomes were: a prior

successful work history; the absence of a child under three years

of age for female-headed households; the absence of a significant

perceived health problem; and, the presence of a spouse in the

home. Most of these impacts are self-explanatory. We have

assumed that a prior work history related to the acquisition of a

variety of abilities and traits which, in turn, generally related

to employment success. The once-assumed distinction of the pre-

sence of a child of pre-school age, under six, seems to have been

replaced by the impact of the presence of a child under three

years of age, apparently representing an age when child care is,

relatively, easier to obtain. This finding suggests that an

appropriate WIN exemption from work registration would be for

mothers with a child under three years of age --- in terms of

program success and, perhaps, in consideration of what will best

serve mothers and children. While a health criterion was not

terribly significant, generally, perceived health problems related

to less employment. We assume that the presence of another adult

in the home, as represented by marital status, represents a poten-

tial for the elimination of certain employment-related problems

such as child care and the need to accomplish a certain minimal

amount of "homework" --- and, therefore, is consistent with

greater employment.

Interestingly, the results of our study show little in the

way of impact of most WIN Program components. The major impact

we found resulting exclusively from the WIN Program itself was in

the area of vocational education. This particular aspect of WIN

participation related very significantly in all groups to eventual

employment success either at termination or at follow-up. The

policy or program implication here, consistent with earlier state-

ments, is that this program component deserved emphasis because

it very directly related to the principal goal of getting people

into jobs.
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The adult basic education component of WIN showed less

influence. We assume that this result relates to the fact that

people in need of basic adult education are representative of a

group in need of a substantial amount of additional assistance to

overcome their employment barriers. Our, obvious, conclusion is

that the adult education program cannot, in itself, overcome the

basic deficiencies for these individuals in regard to employment-

related abilities, but is most likely a necessary program compo-

nent working toward greater job potential.

Another AFDC policy directly related to the WIN Program is

the positive financial incentive to work, represented by what is

known as the "$30 + 1/3" income disregard provision of the AFDC

program. While the specific focus of this study was not upon the

"$30 + 1/3" disregard, we paid substantial attention to this AFDC

provision because of its obvious relationship to the impact of

another employment-related policy --- the WIN Program.

In general, WIN clients were aware of the "S30 + 1/3" income

disregard in terms of its general impact of allowing work and

earned income to influence the total amount of dollars available

to the AFDC recipient. On the other hand, WIN clients were con-

fused about the specifics of the influence of the "$30 + 1/3"

income disregard provision. In addition, those who were aware

and who did understand the "$30 + 1/3" income disregard provision

generally suggested that it had little to do with their incentive

to work.

While most of the males were aware of the fact that they

could work and that earned income would increase their general

level of spendable income, they were not aware of the specifics of

the "S30 + 1/3" disregard, nor were they aware of the fact of the

one hundred hour maximum work rule which limited the amount of

work males could undertake while still benefiting from the "S30 +

1/3" income disregard provision.

Thus, awareness of the income disregard was limited. In

addition, those WIN clients who were aware of the disregard
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considered it to be either too complicated to influence their work

decision or too little, in the way of a financial incentive, to

have a substantial impact upon their decision to seek employment.

This study does not purport to definitively analyze the im-

pact or the effectiveness of the "$30 + 1/3" income disregard.

However, it seems apparent that a greater knowledge and understand-

ing among AFDC and WIN clients is required if the policy is to

have a chance of achieving its intended goals related to greater

employment and self-sufficiency for AFDC families.

The obvious policy or program implication is that more stress

should be placed upon informing the AFDC population about this

policy and its potential benefits for them. This function can be

acc,wplished partially through the WIN Program, even though that

program does not reach all AFDC clients. Further consideration by

policy makers should be given to more adequate study of the actual

impact of the income disregard in terms of its adequacy in light

of the substantial response from WIN clients that the "t30 + 1/3"

formula was insufficient to influence their work behavior.

Another aspect of this study which concentrated upon the

impact of the WIN Program related to the attitudes of WIN clients

toward working in general, the WIN Program in particular, and wel-

fare status. Of particular interest in this regard were the

mandatory aspects of the WIN II Program in contrast to the volun-

tary aspects of the WIN I Program. One of the major new concepts

in the WIN II Program was mandatory WIN registration as a pre-

requisite to entitlement of AFDC benefits.

Our results showed that this mandatory registration require-

ment had little, if any, impact. Our analysis of the lack of any

impact in this area indicated several reasons.

In fact, other than the particular emphasis upon unemployed

fathers, the priorities in the WIN II Program essentially prefer

volunteers. In addition, our study results found that 857f of the

entire WIN II population indicated that they either did or would

have volunteered for the program. Hence, it was not surprising
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to find that the perceived voluntary nature of the commitment to

WIN differed little between WIN I and WIN II clients.

We also considered various other attitudinal aspects of

participation in and positive results from the WIN Program.

Several attitudinal variables turned out to be interesting. First,

we found that such items as the willingness to overcome the hassles

or barriers to employment were significant indicators of future

employment success. We also discovered that a person's feelings

of personal efficacy, in the sense of their perceptions of their

abilities to control their lives by their own actions, were

significant in terms of their willingness and ability to find work

and move toward self-sufficiency.

In addition, we discovered that the attitudes of families

and friends towards their work and/or welfare status, more impor-

tantly than their own feelings about the stigma of being on

welfare, were related to the ability to achieve employment either

at WIN termination or at the time of our follow-up interviews.

None of these results are surprising and, indeed, fulfill our

general expectations regarding the psychological motivations of

individuals toward employment, whether or not they be AFDC recip-

ients.

Generally, we found that people were relatively evenly dis-

tributed in terms of their work ethic regardless of whether they

were successful or unsuccessful in eventual employment outcomes.

We also found that those people who were generally dissatisfied

with the welfare program tended to be those people who were

generally dissatisfied with work prospects and their individual

potential, economically. The stigma of being on welfare was also

closely related to the perceived problems with the welfare program.

In general, these findings indicate that while most WIN clients

were possessed with a relatively strong work ethic, there was

a certain portion of the WIN population which was dissatisfied

with the whole range of prospects available on the work/welfare

continuum.
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The policy implications of these findings regarding the

attitudes of WIN clients are several. In a couple of important

ways, the WIN I and the WIN II Programs tended to attract a rather

homogeneous group.

The vast majority of participants consider themselves to be

volunteers for the work program. The vast majority of the partici-

pants expressed a strong work ethic, whether or not they eventually

succeeded in the program and future employment. Thus, the manda-

tory requirements of the WIN II Program had little visible impact.

The high level of work ethic among both successful and unsuccess-

ful WIN clients reinforces our conclusion that little return will

result from forcing AFDC recipients to register for work programs

or take employment opportunities. However, to the extent these

mandatory provisions do not consume resources which could be better

used in the program, the mandatory registration requirement may

provide a useful tool to program operators working occasionally

with recalcitrant WIN participants.

Another finding with important policy implication was that

those people with positive attitudes towards themselves and their

abilities, as well as those indicating a willingness to overcome

the barriers and hassles of employment, have greater employment

success. To some extent, a program can be focused to.do something

about these attitudes, such as instilling self confidence and

feelings of personal efficacy in individuals. Consistent with

our previous statements of policy implications or recommendations,

we conclude that the best way of instilling this confidence and a

feeling of greater control over ones own life in relation to

employment is through actual work experience itself, hence the

need once again to accomplish actual job placements for WIN clients.

We suggest that consideration be given to further study of pro-

grams in which clients themselves play a greater role in determin-

ing their own future. Perhaps such an approach is a key to

instilling feelings of personal efficacy and perceptions of an

ability to better control ones own life by ones own actions, which

have appeared to be significant indicators of eventual employment

success in this study.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

PURPOSE AND CONTENT OF THIS REPORT

The report is the culmination of more, than two years of

research effort encompassed by this project. The function of

this document is two-fold: to describe the study and its find-

ings, conclusions, and recommendations in a summary fashion for

the non-technical readers; and, to present a comprehensive tech-

nical treatment of the study data for readers interested in a

more in-depth understanding of the project and its findings. To

achieve this goal, the main text of the report contains a descrip-

tion of the major substantive results, as well as the process of

the study while more detailed information and all statistical

tables are located in the Appendix.

Chapter I focuses on objectives of the study in terms of

relevant policy issues addressed, the conceptual and empirical '

framework underlying the research, and a description in most

general terms of the methodology employed in the research.

Chapter II reports the findings and conclusions of the study.

40
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THE ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES OF THIS STUDY

The Work Incentive Program (WIN), enacted by Congress in

1968, established a program of work incentives and earnings ex-

emptions aimed specifically at the AFDC population. Some legis-

lative history pertaining to the enactment of the WIN I and WIN

II Programs is presented in the Appendix. The original WIN

Program focused on referral to skill training and supportive

services for any welfare client who volunteered to participate.

WIN I attempted to decrease welfare dependency through employment.

The implicit assumption in the program was that proper monetary

and fiscal policies would provide employment opportunities and

wages for welfare clients who were able to work, while education

and training programs would assist others in their effort to

become employable.

The Talmadge amendments of December, 1971, enacted what is

currently known as WIN II, adding another dimension to the policy

geared toward employment of the welfare population. WIN II re-

quires that a significant portion of the welfare population

register for work and training as a condition of their receipt of

welfare benefits. As we will note in our findings, both WIN I

and WIN II principally served AFDC recipients desiring or volun-

teering to work or to prepare themselves for employment.

Both WIN I and WIN II have existed within the context of a

positive monetary work incentive which allows AFDC women to retain

the first $30 of their monthly earnings plus one third of the

remainder without reduction in AFDC benefits. (Men with fulltime

jobs were taxed 100% of earnings in Minnesota where this study

took place).

Within the limitations placed on the WIN Program by the

nature of the economy and job demand, WIN seeks to aid its clients

in achieving greater quantity and quality of employment. Finan-

cial incentives have been built into the program to increase

program effectiveness but there are other non-financial incentives
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which have an effect on a participant's attitudes toward WIN

and employment.

The objective of this study has been to identify and

measure the impact of important employment related incentives

and disincentives in the WIN Program. We focused upon elements

of WIN but also sought to measure the relative impact of other

variables, such as personal characteristics or attitudes that

might also explain employment behavior. We sought to measure

the relative importance to employment outcomes that various WIN

Program components and features seem to have in relation to the

personal characteristics of the AFDC population -- over which

policymakers have less, if any, control. Finally, we attempted

to translate our findings into policy relevant statements, des-

cribing the impacts of various aspects of the WIN Program upon

various types of clients, and suggesting various alternatives

policymakers may wish to consider to improve the program.

42
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SUMMARY OF CONCEPTUAL AMA EMPIRICAL WEL

This section is designed to introduce the model of WIN

employment underlying this study and to present the major con-

cepts of the theoretical framework in general terms. A summary

of the relationships between elements of the WIN Program and

the conceptual variables is presented in the Appendix along with

a detailed presentation of the WIN employment model.

The Conceptual Model

At the most general level we can think of the WIN partici-

pant as having to decide on an allocation of his available time

between three types of activities: 1) market work; 2) home work;

and 3) leisure. The individual will chooseto engage in an

activity because it yields utility -- utility being defined as

the value or satisfaction of the final product of performing an

activity, as perceived by the individual. An activity may yield

utility either because the activity itself satisfies needs of

the individual or because the activity yields income which per-

mits the consumption of goods and services that yield utility.

Market work, for example, may yield utility because the person

gets satisfaction from performing a job and because of the income

from the job which permits greater consumption of goods and

services that also yield satisfaction.

Our basic behavioral assumption is that WIN participants,

like all other people, seek to maximize their utility in allocat-

ing their time between market work, home work and leisure. In
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this context the WIN participant makes a commitment to market

work when employment on a job will yield greater utility for

those hours than either home work or leisure.

The total utility a person can gain depends on his liking

(or tastes) for activities and goods and services as well as

the quantity that he can obtain.* In a world with no constraints

the individual would maximize utility by engaging in each activity

and consuming goods and services until their marginal utility

(the utility of one more unit) was zero. Decisions are not made

in such an unconstrained world, however. Thus the individual

must seek to maximize utility taking into account his own tastes

and his own "budget constraint." The budget constraint is the

total amount of real income that the individual can obtain by

alternative allocations of his time; the budget constraint

includes both earned income and unearned income, such as the

welfare grant. The budget constraint actually incorporates

both time and income as factors which impinge on the decision

making process.

Thus, at the conceptual level our model has the individual

maximizing utility by allocating his time between market work,

home work and leisure. This allocation is accompanied by taking

into account his tastes for these activities as well as tastes

for goods and services and is subject to his budget constraint.

The end result of this maximization process is the allocation of

time between market work, home work and leisure. Since our

particular concern in this project is with the allocation of

time to market work, we solve the system for the hours devoted

to market work, in terms of all other variables in the system.

*It is convenient concepts ally to think of activities and goons
and services as separate. In reality the consumption of goods
and services occurs in conjunction with the performance of
activities over time. 4,I
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Conceptual and Empirical Relationships

Solving the model in this manner establishes hours devoted

to market work as a dependent variable that is influenced by

the other (independent) variables in the system. It is possible

at the conceptual level to treat market work as though it were

a continuum of hours and that persons could choose the exact

number of hours they want to work. In the real world institutional

arrangements do not allow such a wide choice. Thus, our major

empirical dependent variable for the model is whether the person

is employed or not employed at various points in time and the

duration of employment during the time intervals we are studying.

Since we had the advantage of conducting personal interviews in

this study we also obtained other measures closely related to

employment status that were utilized as dependent variables,

the main ones being earnings and completion of WIN. While these

'other outcome variables were important and provided depth to

our analysis, our focus was on employment, explaining why some

WIN clients become successfully employed and why some do not.

Our dependent variable of employment is, at the most

general level, a function of the budget constraint and tastes

of the individual. The explanation of employment in market

work outcomes, then, depends on the budget constraint and

tastes. In our model we subdivided these two concepts into

a series of more detailed conceptual variables that are

measurable in principle.

The budget constraint depends on the following three

variables:

1. Expected income from market work;

2. Expected income from home work;

3. Expected income if no work is performed.

The essence of these three variables is that they will

tell the individual what his total available budget will be for

any possible allocation of his time. We would expect these
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three variables to affect the time allocated to market work

in the following way. The greater the expected wage from market

work, the greater the time allocated to market work. The greater

the expected return from home work, the less the time allocated

to market work. And, the greater the unearned income (income if

no work is performed) the less time will be allocated to market

work.

The tastes of the individual determine the utility that be'

can receive from goods and services or activities.* Total

utility, of course, depends not only on his tastes but also the

quantity of goods and services or activities the individual has

avaliable to him. Thus we define four separate taste variables

upon which utility will depend.

1. Taste for goods and services.

2. Taste for market work.

3. Taste for home work.

4. Taste for leisure.

These taste variables tell the individual that his utility

will be with any given combination of activities and goods and

services. It must be remembered that the taste variables for

the three activities, market work, home work, and leisure refer

to the utility of performing the activity and not to the income

that can be derived from the activity. The income that can be

derived from activities has already been accounted for in the

budget constraint.**

We would expect the four taste variables to affect the

allocation of time to market work in the following ways. The

greater the taste for goods and services and the greater the

taste for market work, the greater the allocation of time to

market work. The greater the taste for home work and the

Conceptually, a utility function can be posited with "tastes"
as one determinant of utility.
**This income is translated into utility through the taste for

goods and services variable in the utility function.
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greater the taste for leisure, the less the allocation of time

to market work.

While these budget constraint variables and taste variables

are measurable in principle, they cannot, in fact, be measured

empirically. Thus, we specified empirical variables as proxies

for these concepts. In most cases we used several empirical

variables that we believe measure separate dimensions of a

concept and are important explanatory variables of employment

outcomes. All of these empirical variables are detailed in

our full model development. In this summary we emphasize how

the WIN-related independent variables fit into our overall

model framework.

The WIN Program

The employment model which we utilized in this project

could actually be manipulated to study segments of the population

other than the WIN population. What is different about the WIN

population is the fact that they are receiving a specific type

of unearned income, the welfare grant, and they enter the WIN

Program as an intermediate step between being unemployed and,

hopefully, becoming employed. Thus, the WIN Program can be

viewed on a general level as a "bridging" variable that affects

employment outcomes of clients. Our objective in this study was

to determine what incentives or disincentives exist in the WIN

Program thac affect employment outcomes and what changes in

these incentives might increase the number of successful out-

comes of WIN clients. Rather than treat the WIN Program as a

completely separate "black box" affecting employment, we related

specific incentive features of the WIN Program to the major con-

ceptual variables that affect the decision to seek market work.*

*As noted, the specific WIN elements considered in this study, a
as well as other conceptual and empirical variables of this study's
model, are discussed in the Appendix to this report.

18
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It is useful to define the term incentive operationally

for this project. The definition of incentives presented here

expresses a refinement from those used in related studies which

we reviewed and which formed the basis of the definition ex-

pressed in our proposal preceding this study. Many definitions

of any concept, of course, are always possible. From these

possibilities we selected the particular definition set forth in

this report because it most closely satisfies the operational

needs of this study.

We define a WIN incentive as any policy or act of the WIN

Program which tends to enhance for a participant the perceived

desirability of employment as a means of satisfying his particu-

lar package of needs.* This definition has comprehensive appli-

cation in that it describes both program elements which provide

a positive pull towards employment, such as the prospect of

increased earnings due to an income disregard, and program ele-

ments designed to overcome negative barriers to employment, such

as job interview training designed to overcome the fear and

anxiety that an individual might experience in job interviews.

The definition also includes acts of policies which decrease the

desirability of the alternatives of "home work" or leisure.

Note the inclusion of the phrase "tends to" in our defini-

tion. We defined incentives as those policy variables or program

features which would "tend to increase the employment of WIN

participants as a group -- though some incentives are significant

for only some of the WIN participants. This phrase "tends to"

indicates our awareness that a given incentive may be insuffi-

cient in some situations. For example, a $100 reward for per-

forming a particular act may be insufficient to motivate a

wealthy man while clearly adequate to motivate a man of no means.

*We discuss here only our definition of incentive. A WIN disin-
centive can easily be defined, of course, as any policy or act
of the WIN Program which tends to decrease for a participant the
perceived desirability of employment as a means of satisfying
his particular package of needs.
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In terms of our operational definition, however, it remains an

incentive.

One purpose of our study is to understand the adequacy of

incentives in various situations. Indeed, some of the WIN Pro-

gram features which we identified for study as "incentives" may

not affect employment at all or, conceivably, may have a negative

impact. Nevertheless, it is fundamental to a conceptual study

design of "incentives" that an a priori selection be made of

those program features and policies which are "supposed" to be or

could be incentives toward employment.ft

Our definition also includes the qualifier "perceived".

The inclusion of this term indicates acknowledgment that an

activity is motivated by the perceived consequences of the activ-

ity, and that such perceptions may or may not accord with reality.

Employment outcomes can be substantially altered, in either

positive or negative directions, by affecting these perceptions.

Thus, our approach to this study dealt not only with the actual

program features and their impacts, but also with the client's

perceptions of these features which finally' determine the nature

of the client's motivation. In sum, this research sought to

analyze the relative importance of variables related to WIN

Program features, related welfare program features, and oersonal

characteristics in explaining employment related behe7ior.

*The selection process in our study approach also acknowledged
that we could not, within the confines of this project, study
every possible act or policy which WIN does or could undertake.
Hence, we used the WIN Program incentives and disincentives which
we, through a priori selection, considered most significant.
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RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This study was based upon data collected through interviews

with a sample of AFDC clients enrolled in the WIN I and WIN II

Programs in Ramsey County (St. Paul) Minnesota. The data collec-

tion portion of this project consisted of two parts: a first

wave of interviews with a sample of WIN I and WIN II clients was

conducted in Spring 1974; a second wave of interviews with WIN II

clients selected for follow-up from the first wave of WIN II

interviews was conducted in Spring 1975.

This section describes the sampling procedure, including a

definition of the sampling stratification between successful and

unsuccessful groups and enumeration of the sampling universe.

Other phases of the field work, such as interviewing, question-

naire pretesting, supervision, quality control, and data

collection statistics are detailed in the Appendix.

Sample Selection

The selection of persons to be interviewed in this project

can be thought of a series of logical steps, some of which had

been accomplished in Phase I of the project, and some of which

it was necessary to do as data collection began. As the project

proposal and Phase I Report had already indicated, the sample

would consist of both WIN I and WIN II clients.

For the WIN I Program sample we defined employment success

as a client who was employed at the time of termination from the

WIN Program. For the WIN II Program, employment success was

defined as a client who was employed at termination from WIN or

who was employed when "recycled" back to the registrant pool.

Persons who became employed and earned sufficient income to leave

the AFDC rolls were tvz-minated from WIN and de-registered.

Persons who became employed but did not earn enough to leave the

AFDC rolls were "recycled" to the registrant poot after the
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job-entry follow-up was complete. These persons remained in the

registrant pool, even though employed, because all AFDC payment

recipients were required to be registered for WIN II unless they

fell into one of the exempt categories.

These definitions were reasonable and workable. They were

reasonable because clients who became employed and stayed employ-

ed through the WIN follow-up period were regarded as employment

successes from the point of view of the program; thus, our pro-

cedure was designed to select these clients into our sample of

employment successes. The definitions were workable for sampling

purposes because there were official records to record the

clients' status at these points in time. This approach allowed

us to utilize official records to prepare sampling frames from

which the actual samples were selected.

To enumerate the WIN I universe, we used the Ramsey County

WIN files containing records for all of their clients terminated

since the beginning of the WIN Program. Each record was checked

and those terminated within the study's proposed two-year time

frame (July 1970 to June 1972) were included in our WIN I sampl-

ing universe.* Information from individual.case records was

recorded on cards with pre-assigned code numbers (see the

Appendix). Copies of the Applicant Information Record (MA-101),

Individual TErmination Record (MA-104), and WIN Termination

Summary, with names removed, were also made for all of these

individuals. The Individual Termination Record vas used to

determine whether WIN I clients had been successfully employed

when terminated from the Program, and this information was

included on our cards.

To enumerate the WIN II universe, we used a card file of

current WIN clients maintained by the Ramsey County WIN staff.

This card file contained only name, address, welfare case number,

*Because of the relatively small number of males in the Program
in 1970 and 1972, it was necessary to include males who termi-
nated through October, 1972.
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and case worker's name for each current client. Occasionally,

the address or case number was missing. Because we did not want

to go through current case files that were largely in the posses-

sion of various case workers, we supplemented the information

available from the card file with information from current Ramsey

County Welfare Department records and recorded it on our card

for each current WIN client.*

The sample for WIN II, Wave II was selected from among

those WIN II clients we had interviewed during the first wave of

interviews. Ramsey County WIN case records were checked just

prior to the second wave of interviews for each client interview-

ed to ascertain either their employment status at termination or

their current WIN status. Clients who had terminated WIN employ-

ed or those who had not yet been terminated but were currently

in the WIN 90-day employment follow-up period, were in an on-the-

job-training (OJT) contract job, or had a public service employ-

ment (PSE) job were selected into our "successful" group.

Clients not employed who were either terminated from WIN, or had

not been terminated and were still either active participants or

recycled, to the registrant pool were selected into our

"unsuccessful" group.

It was determined from case records that some WIN II

clients we had interviewed during the first wave of interviews

had moved from the area, and they were not selected into our

Wave II sample. A number of other people were eliminated from

possible selection into our sample because they had never receiv-

ed any WIN services. These people had been registered in WIN but

never actively participated because: some women married or re-

married and were either no longer eligible or not required to

participate in WIN; some clients were exempted because of health

reasons; a few began receiving unemployment compensation benefits

*Ramsey County Welfare Department gave InterStudy permission to
use its on-line computer information system to verify or update
addresses and other data on all clients in the sample.
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and were no longer eligible; some volunteers requested deregis-

tration; and, a few others were transferred from WIN to the

Department of Vocational Rehabilitation.

All client cards, prepared as described above, were divided

into six groups for Wave I. The four WIN I groups were: (1) male

successful, (2) male unsuccessful, (3) female successful, and

(4) female unsuccessful. The two WIN II groups were: (1) male,

and (2) female. Each card in each group was numbered, and a

table of random numbers was used to select the sample. A master

file, containing only name, address, sex, and termination date,

and alphabetized within the six groups, was created from this

selection. A separate card file was created and maintained for

the four WIN II, Wave II groups: (1) male successful, (2) male

unsuccessful, (3) female successful, and (4) female unsuccessful.

The master file card for WIN clients, thus included in our sam-

ples, provided a basis for either quick checking on the status

of any one person selected into our sample, or for a summary of

our entire field work progress. The status of individual cases

was noted by using color-coded cellugraf tabs that represented

different transitory or final outcomes for the respondents.
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CHAPTER II: THE RESULTS OF THE STUDY

DESCRIPTION OF THE ANALYSIS

This section introduces the reader to the remainder of this

report which discusses the substantive findings and conclusions

of this study. Up to this point, this report has focussed on

the conceptual and procedural approaches to our research. We

now turn to the results of the application of those procedures.

But, before commencing the discussion of our findings and

conclusions, we want to introduce, or re-introduce, the reader

to some of the intentions, as well as some of the limitations,

of this study. The matters discussed here should assist the

reader in better understanding and interpreting the findings and

conclusions which follow, as well as understanding the particu-

lar ways chosen for the presentation of these study results.

It is very important to note what this study is designed

to do and what it is not designed to do. Our samples consist

entirely of persons who participated, to some extent, in the

WIN Program. Thus, we do not have a control or comparison

group of non-WIN AFDC clients, or other individuals, against

which we can compare WIN clients in terms of their employment-

related behavior and experience. Rather, from its very incep-

tion, this study has been focused upon differences in personal

characteristics, attitudes, and program experiences among

clients participating in WIN in the attempt to explain why, on

the basis of identifiable differences, some people succeed in

the WIN Program and subsequent employment while others fail.

The policy impact of this approach is clear. We seek to

identify those variables -- personal characteristics, program

features, etc. -- which correlate with desired employment out-

comes. Policy makers or program administrators then have, at

the simple basic level, two choices in dealing with these

identified correlates: first, the program can be structured
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to develop clients' capabilities in important areas leading to

eventual employment success, such as, for instance, self-confi-

dence, education, etc,; second, the program can focus on individ-

uals already possessing the largest quantities of the desired

attributes -- essentially engaging in a "creaming" process based

on scientifically determined correlates of probable success in

the work world. Of course, only certain variables can be altered

by any program. Such personal characteristics as age, sex, race,

etc. cannot be influenced. Therefore, in the results which

follow this introduction, to the extent possible, we focus on

the things which it might be possible for policies or programs

to alter in a desired direction.

The major focus of this study is upon the impact of the

WIN Program in itself on employment. Therefore, our focus is

upon employment-related behavior of WIN clients as that behavior

relates to their WIN experience. However, in recognition of the

fact that other events and circumstances influence the impact of

the WIN Program and employment behavior in general, we have in

our conceptual and empirical approaches sought to understand the

importance of other influences, such as socio-economic and demo-

graphic characteristics, personal attitudes toward work and

welfare, etc.

With these kinds of background considerations established,

we turn to a description of the general analytical procedures

undertaken in this study. The analysis is two-fold.

The first approach can be characterized as principally

descriptive in nature. This analysis describes the relationship

of each of the various items considered in this study to the out-

come variable of employment.

Since our major focus, again, in this study is upon the

incentives and disincentives in the WIN Program, our major con-

centration is on tTle relationship between employment outcomes

and the variables we have designated as WIN Program components.

Within this category, we look first at the specific program
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features, .such as orientation, training, job placement, counsel-

ing, etc. In addition, we inquire into some more subjective

features of the program impacting on clients such as their know-

ledge of penalties and rewards for participation in the program.

Further, in regard to client knowledge and understanding, we

look at such things as their understanding of the impact of

related financial incentives to the WIN Program, most specifi-

cally the general AFDC income disregard provision.

We also look at a variety of personal characteristics

ranging from the traditional socio-economic and demographic

variables such as age, race, sex, and employment history to con-

sideration of more subjective variables such as attitudes toward

work and welfare and expectations in regard to entry into the

world of work.

In this first phase of our analysis, we identify which of

these independent, and possibly casual, variables relate in a

significant fashion to the outcome measure of employment. We

can determine the statistical significance of these relationships

and we can determine the logical significance of these relation-

ships and, thereby, logically, or hypothetically, begin to

explain the important determinants of employment behavior. (Lit,

to this point, we examine the impact of these independent vari-

ables only in isolation from each other.

In the following discussions, the results pertain to the

employment status of WIN recipients at two points in time. The

"successful. " / "unsuccessful" classification, in all instances,

refers to employment status at termination from the WIN Program.

The "employed", "unemployed", "not employed" classification, in

all instances, refers to'employment status at the time of follow-

up after terminating from the WIN Program. The distinction

between "unemployed" and "not employed" contrasts those people

seeking work unsuccessfully looking for a job) and those

not seeking work (i.e., not participating in the labor force at

all). These classifications are used consistently throughout

the analysis sections of this report.
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The following sections of this chapter present the sub-

stantive findings of this study. The existance of systematic

relationships, or the absence of such relationships, between an

independent variable and employment outcomes is identified and

discussed in relation to the overall objective of explaining the

determinants of employment behavior. The supporting statistical

evidence of the analysis is contained in the Appendix and the

tables are ordered to correspond to their discussion in the text.

The second phase of the analysis, which is multi-variate

in nature, addresses the question of the relative and combined

impact of the important independent variables which we had pre-

viously considered more or less in isolation. Through the

specific technique of regression analysis, we 'approach the more

complex goal of the study which is to analyze the relative

impacts of various WIN Program and policy features while control-

ling for other possible influences on employment behavior. Of

course, we also wish to explore and measure relative importance

of non-WIN variables as well. The regression phase of the analy-

sis is presented in its entirety in the Appendix.

In the highlights of the findings and conclusions of this

study, presented earlier, we synthesized the findings and con-

clusions of the descriptive portions of our analysis and the

multi-variate portion of our analysis, as tempered by our under-

standing of the realities of the operation of the WIN Program.

That summary also contains a statement of the policy implications

drawn from the findings and conclusions set forth in the remain-

der of this report.

5 7
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PERSONAL AND FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS

The major focus of our conceptual and empirical approach

to this study was to isolate the impact of components of the WIN

Program, and related AFDC policies designed to increase employ-

ment in the welfare population. To achieve this focus, we

controlled for other factors which may influence employment

behavior.

Through the use of multi-variate analysis, we measured the

impact of personal characteristics relative to the impact of WIN

components and AFDC policies. In the final analysis we sought

to understand, principally, how WIN can help people -- and which

people WIN is most likely to help.

In this section, we consider major socio-demographic, or

personal, characteristics of WIN participants which could impact

on desired employment outcomes. Our goal was two-fold: to

describe the personal and family characteristics of our study

sample; and, to identify those characteristics which appear to

have significant relationships with employment outcomes.

Age

The mean age of females in the WIN I sample was 34 years,

while females currently participating in WIN II averaged 32 years

of age. In both WIN I and WIN II, the majority of women were

concentrated in the 21 to 34 year age group. Although our find-

ings did not indicate female age to be consistently and signifi-

cantly related to employment either at WIN termination or follow-

up, a higher proportion of the females 30 years or older than

those under 30 years of age tended to be employed. This finding

may reflect the fact that mothers 30 years of age or older were

less likely to have children of preschool age. Consequently,

child care problems were less for this age group.

The mean age of men in the WIN I sample was 35 years,

while men currently enrolled in WIN II averaged 33 years of age.
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More than 40% of the men in both WIN samples were 35 years of

age or older. Among males, age did not appear to be significantly

related to either WIN termination status or employment status at

follow-up for either of the WIN samples.

Educational Background

Our results indicated that the level of education, measured

broadly as having graduated from high school or having earned a

high school equivalency degree (GED), was significantly related

to success at WIN termination and was significantly related to

employment status at follow-up.

The educational level of females participating in WIN I

was substantially above the level for WIN I males. Less than

one-half of the men were high school graduates: more than two-

thirds of the women had a high school education or better. Thus,

WIN I female clients appeared to be better equipped than males

to begin new training or to compete for jobs to the extent that

education is related to success in training and employment.

About two-thirds of the WIN I males with a high school education,

or beyond, were successful MIN terminees, while only one-half

of the male clients with less than a high school education were

successful. WIN I females with a high school education or more

were successful WIN terminees 60% of the time, while fewer than

one-third of the female clients with less than high school were

successful. A similar set of percentages were found for educa-

tion and employment status at the time of our follow-up inter-

view for WIN I participants.

For WIN II participants, the educational distribution was

similar between males and females: approximately two- thirds of

the men and women in the WIN II sample were high school graduates.

Although the probability of success at WIN termination was higher

for both men and women with a high school education or more,

than for those clients with less than high school completion,

education differentiated more with respect to employment status

59
30

Inter5tuctv."123 East Grant Street /Minneapolis, Mtnnesota 55403



at follow-up. About two-thirds of the males with a high school

education or more were employed at follow-up compared to less

than 40% of the male clients without a high school education.

Females with a high school education or better were employed at

follow-up 74% of the time, while only 41% of the female clients

with less than a high school education were employed at follow-

up.

Race

Non-whites represented approximately 18% of the combined

WIN I and WIN II clients in our sample. The non-white group was

principally composed of blacks and American Indians. According

to our findings, race was not significantly related to the

successful-unsuccessful outcome groups of either our WIN I or

WIN II samples at WIN termination. The percentage of whites and

non-whites occurring in the successful and unsuccessful groups

did not vary from those that would have been expected by chance

alone.

Among the women, we did not detect a significant relation-

ship between race and employment status at follow-up in either

the WIN I or WIN II sample groups. Among the WIN I sample of

men, however, whites made up a significant larger share of those

employed at follow-up than would have been expected by chance

alone. The net increase in male employment between WIN I termin-

ation and follow-up occurred exclusively among the white men.

While a net decrease occurred in total male employment between

WIN II termination and follow-up, employment among white males

in this group showed an increase. Oae'possible interpretation

of this could be that, while in the WIN Program, the non-white

client does not face employer discrimination due to race, because

employers are afraid of being reported by WIN counselors. But,

outside the WIN Program, racial discrimination, if practiced

without such informal monitoring, might show up in differential

employment rates. Also, it is possible that prior discrimination
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has resulted in such conditions as lower education, less prior

work experience, etc., which makes it difficult for non-whites

effectively to compete in the work world over the long run or

without on-going support from programs such as WIN.

Marital Status

We know that marital status is one of the factors that

often changes just prior to a person becoming an AFDC recipient,

and that later changes will affect AFDC status, and may affect

employment behavior. This variable is primarily a concern with

AFDC mothers, since they are permitted by regulation to be on

AFDC rolls in several different household situations (married,

spouse present; separated; divorced; widowed; never married.)

We found that the majority of males (at least 80%) were married

at our follow-up interview for both WIN I and WIN II groups,

and married males were more likely than unmarried males to be

employed. We did not surmise either that being married encour-

ages men to work or that lack of work tended to cause the demise

of some marriages.

Among women, being divorced was a most prevalent marital

status for both the WIN I and WIN II groups. For WIN I clients,

45% of the women reported their marital status as divorced,

while 65% of the women in WIN II were divorced. While divorced

women were most likely to be employed at follow-up for both WIN

I and WIN II groups, marital status was not a very strong or

promising predictor of employment outcomes.

Family Size and Ages of Children

We hypothesized in our conceptual model for this study

that family size and ages of children might have an impact on

employment behavior, especially for AFDC mothers. Family size

determined the amount of AFDC grant and also helped to determine

the amount of required work at home that might press upon the

parent's time. In general, we expected family size to have a
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negative impact on employment outcomes. Our data showed that

the average size of WIN I families was 3.9 persons for female

headed households and 4.9 persons for the male headed household.

For families enrolled in WIN II, the average family size was 3.5

persons for households headed by females and 4.7 persons for male

headed households. The major difference in family size between

men and women was the presence of a spouse in most male headed

households and some tendency for the male headed units to have

more children. We did not find, however, that family size was

significantly related to WIN termination status or employment

status at follow-up.

We also hypothesized that the ages of children, as well as

the number, might impact on employment behavior, especially that

of female heads of households. We suggested that the children

under age six (pre-school) place extra demands on the mother's

time and present the most difficult child care problem. In our

WIN I sample, 42% of the females had children under age six; in

WIN II, 38% of the females had children under age six. We found

that there was a significant negative relationship between female

employment at WIN termination and follow-up and the presence of

children under age six for our WIN I sample; mothers with child-

ren under age six were less likely to be employed than mothers

with no children under six years of age. For WIN II mothers a

similar negative relationship was found between female employment

outcomes and the presence of children under six, but it was not

statistically significant.

Since the design phase of this project was undertaken,

research in the area has indicated that the greatest child care

problems are presented for mothers with children three years of

age or younger. The basis for this finding is that many day

care facilities will not accept children younger than three.

To test this hypothesis, we incorporated this information into

our second interview of WIN II clients. Our findings indicated

a statistically significant negative relationship existed
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between female employment at follow-up and the presence of child-

ren three years of age or younger; only 32% of the mothers with

children three years or younger were employed at follow-up com-

pared to 55% of the mothers with no children in this age bracket.

This follow-up employment rate of 32% for WIN II mothers with

children three years of age or younger is substantially lower

than the 47% follow-up employment rate of WIN II mothers with

pre-school children.

The presence of children under a particular age was not

associated with employment status at WIN termination or follow-

up for the male WIN clients. Since most of the male WIN

clients were married, child care problems were not expected

to influence employment outcome.

Health Problems

Another factor that might have influenced employment

behavior was the health of the individual. We found that about

30% of the individuals in our WINI sample said they had some

health problems at follow-up that could affect their ability to

work, while in our WIN II sample this pFtrcen, ge was slightly

less. A negative relationship was found between the presence of

health problems and employment at follow-up for males and females

in both WIN samples. The proportion of cases employed among WIN

clients reporting a health problem, be it real or perceived, was

less than the proportion of cases employed among clients indicat-

ing no health problem. However, health problems and employment

at WIN termination were not related for the WIN II sample.

While the findings seem to suggest that health problems can be

barriers to employment, it is also possible that persons who do

not want to work or who have trouble finding work, over-emphasize

health problems as an excuse for their unemployment. We could

not distinguish the person with real health problems from those

who were using health as an excuse for their employment difficul-

ties, since our data was based strictly on the respondent's

self-assessment of health status.
63
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Another factor that might impact on the employment behav-

ior of WIN clients is the health problems of other members of

the family. While the percentage of individuals inour WIN I

and WIN II samples who reported a sick and disabled family

member requiring constant care averaged only 8%, the presence of

such an individual had an adverse effect on employment behavior

in most instances. WIN recipients reporting family health pro-

blems were less'likely to be employed than those participants

indicating no family health problems.

Special Observations About Male Clients

In the process of drawing our WIN I and-WIN II samples, we

physically inspected thecase files of every client who was ever 4w

in the Ramsey County WIN Program. We noted observations made in

the written caseworker termination summary. These summaries

sometimes refer to special problems of clients and often commen-

tary on possible reasons for success or failure of clients,

beyond the categories contained on the official WIN termination

form. We were particularly impredsed with the pattern of

commentary that pertained to the male WIN participants. Their

backgrounds, both prior to WIN and during WIN, appear to be

characterized by a high frequency of drug and alcohol dependence,

physical and mental health problems, a lack of education (noted

earlier in this chapter,) and involvement with police, often

resulting in periods of jail or prison confinement.

We realized, in some further discussion of these facts,

that males who were in the AFDC-UF Program, and consequently in

the WIN Program, had typically exhausted all other resources

such as unemployment compensation, and were a group obviously

having serious difficulty finding and holding a job. The WIN

males usually had considerable employment history, but some

event or problem (such as those just mentioned) had caused them

to be severed from the labor force, and had made it difficult to

regain entry into the world of work. The problems for the WIN
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Program in this case was, not only to cope with matching the male

client with a job, but also to deal with these personal problems

which may have made employers reluctant to hire the client.

Equally important, these problems may have affected the client's

ability to hold a job once hired.

We can contrast this view, probably in an over-simplified

way, with the situation of the female WIN clients. Typically,

the female was found on AFDC and, subsequently in the WIN Pro-

gram, not because she lost a job, but because of a major upheaval

.in her family situation: a divorce, separation, death of spouse,

or birth of child, -- perhaps to an unwed mother. In all these

cases, the female probably did not anticipate being the head of

a household, but she is suddenly thrust into this role. These

clients have serious problems in assuming the head-of-household

role and we do not minimize those;* however, these typically do

not include alcohol, drugs, police, and mental problems to the

same extent as among the men. The point here is that the WIN

male client may have often involved a fairly special set of

personal problems that made it difficult to reestablish them-

selves in the labor market. Since these men had been in the

Labor force for some period of time, their habits and life styles

may have been especially difficult to change.

These observations were based largely on impressions from

case file data and on discussion with the Ramsey County WIN

staff. However, we believe that a portion of what we are trying

to suggest here may be picked up in the health status variable.

Of course, we were not expecting that people would necessarily

reveal their drug or alcohol problems to us in an interview.

We also added, questions to attempt to determine whether

clients had police records which might affect their acceptabil-

ity to employers. We asked the question of both males and

*For example, female WIN clients often lacked recent employment
history even though they usually had some work experience.
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females but only six WIN I females and ten WIN II females

admitted to having a police record. Among the men, we found

that 33% of the WIN I males and 18% of the WIN II males indicat-

ed a police record, but somewhat to our surprise, we did not

find a significant relationship to employment outcomes, either

at WIN termination or follow-up. Of course, we cannot be sure

of the degree of accuracy in this self-reporting,*

*Also, those males who were in prison for serious offenses at
the time of our follow-up were not available to be interviewed.
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COMPONENTS OF THE WIN PROGRAM

In our general conceptual model we defined expected

earnings from employment as a function of the wage rates that

prevailed for jobs client was qualified to hold as well as

the probability of finding one of these jobs. Our general hypo-

thesis was that the greater the expected earnings from employ-

ment, the more likely the WIN client would work. Therefore,

variables that increase the wage rate the client might receive

or that increase the probability of employment will Increase

expected earnings and should have a positive influence on employ-

ment outcomes. This section focuses on components of the WIN I

and WIN II Programs and their impact on WIN termination status,

and where appropriate, their impact on employment at follow-up.

Job Goal

One program feature that we explored in some detail was

the job goal for the WIN client -- both in terms of such a goal

having been established in the program and in terms of the

client's feelings about the job goal. Our general hypothesis was

that those clients who have a job goal (that they are comfortable

with) would be more likely to be successful in the WIN Program

than those clients without a job goal. Our reasoning was that a

specific job goal forces the client to become goal-oriented, and

reminds the person, regardless of what he or she may be doing in

the WIN Program at g particular moment in time, that the ultimate

objective for that person is a particular job.

The data on WIN T clients tended to confirm our hypothesis.

Those clients, both male and female, who had specific job goals

in the program were'smewhat more likely to have successful out-

comes than those clients without job goals. About 85% of the

successful WIN I terminees had job goals, while 70% of the

unsuccessful WIN termintcs had job goals. Unlike WIN I clients,
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almost all WIN II participants had job goals -- about 96% of the

total WIN II sample. We suspect this high percentage of WIN II

clients with job goals reflects primarily the change in emphasis

of the WIN I Program from training to job placement in WIN II.

To determine whether clients' attitudes toward their job

goals influence employment status at WIN termination, we asked

clients how they felt about their particular job goal. Although

no statistically significant relationship was found between

attitude toward the job goal and status at WIN termination for

any sample group, successful WIN terminees were more likely than

unsuccessful WIN terminees to really want their job goals. Thus,

we conclude that neither the existence of a particular job goal

nor a positive attitude toward that goal have particular bearing

on successful WIN termination.

WIN I Orientation Experience

A formal period of orientation was used in WIN I to

introduce the clients to the program and to convey information

designed to help the client understand how to obtain and hold

a job. In Ramsey County, the orientation program was organized

as a series of classes that each client was supposed to attend

as soon as they could be scheduled after entry into WIN. We

wanted to determine the client's participation and evaluation

of the orientation component, because it was a possible means of

conveying useful information that could help clients to better

understand WIN, and possibly help prepare for a job.

The majority of WIN I clients in our sample participated

in orientation and females were more likely than men to have

participated. Also, most clients who started orientation say

they finished, possibly because it was a relatively short-term

activity. We did not find a significant relationship between

orientation and successful female termination status. Among the

men, however, completed WIN orientation was positively associated
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with employment at WIN termination. Sixty-five percent of the

men who completed WIN orientation were successfully terminated

from WIN while only 432 of those who did not participate or com-

plete orientation were employed at WIN termination.

The majority of WIN I clients who attended orientation

indicated orientation was helpful, although women were more

likely than men to say so. Since many of the WIN females did

not have as extensive or recent a work history as men, the orien-

tation program may have been better received by the women.

WIN II Counselors

Since formal WIN I orientation was dropped, WIN II coun-

selors were responsible for performing the functions previously

fulfilled through formal orientation. Counselors meet with WIN

clients on an individual basis and convey information to help

clients to better understand WIN and how to obtain and hold a

job. About 91% of both males and females enrolled in WIN II

reported they had met with the WIN counselor. Unlike formal WIN

I orientation, men were more likely than women to say that the

WIN counselor was helpful. Among both males and females, help-

fulness of the WIN counselor was positively associated with

employment at WIN termination, i.e., there was a higher probabil-

ity of being successfully terminated from WIN for those clients

who thought the WIN counselor was helpful than for those who did

not think the WIN counselor was helpful.

Vocational and Adult Basic Education for WIN Clients

Two of the most heavily used components of the WIN Program

were adult basic education and vocational education and training.

Adult education was most often used to help a client with less

than high school education obtain a Graduate Equivalency Degree

(GED); sometimes adult education was also used to help a client
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brush up on rusty skills in math, English, etc. Vocational

education or training usually was geared to equipping the client

with specific Job skills such as secretarial, beauty operator,

auto mechanic, etc. While vocational education was designcl to

prepare the client directly for a job, adult basic education

was often an intermediate step in a more elaborate program to

make the client Job-ready eventually. We consider vocational

education first.

The rate of participation in vocational training was

identical for females in both WIN I and WIN II sample groups- -

56% of the females indicated participation. A higher vocational

education participation rate occurred among males enrolled in

WIN II compared to WIN I males; while 40% of WIN II males report-

ed receiving vocational education as part of the WIN Program,

only 25% of WIN I males reported participation in vocational

education.

Our data indicated that for the WIN I males, there was no

strong relationship between vocational education and employment,

either at termination from the WIN Program or at follow-up. For

WIN I women, however, a strong positive association was revealed

between vocational education and a successful WIN outcome as well

as employment at follow-up. For the WIN I women who participated

in vocational education, approximately two-thirds were employed

at WIN termination as well as follow-up. It is interesting to

note that while WIN I women who participated in vocational

education were more likely to be employed at WIN termination

and follow-up than those who did not participate, completion

of the vocational education program played an even more

important role in determining employment status. Of the 34%

of WIN I women who completed vocational education training,

80% were successful upon WIN termination as well as follow-up

compared to less than 50% for the group that participated but

did not complete vocational training.
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The relationship between vocational training and employ-

ment outcomes for the WIN II sample is not clear. There was no

strong relationship between vocational education and employment

status at termination from the program for either males or fe-

males. However, our data showed that vocational training was

positively and significantly related to employment at follow-up

for both men and women. Of the women who received vocational

training 62% were employed at follow-up, while 67% of the men

who received vocational education were employed at follow-up.

We conclude that vocational training increases the proba-

bility of employment among WIN clients although the results may

not occur in the immediate shOrrt run. Also, completion of

vocational education, predictably, seems to be somewhat more

important than mere participation. The longer time frame of

employment success related to vocational education is, perhaps,

not surprising. The education, in itself, provides skills- -

but neither experience nor a specific job. Even with improved

skills the WIN clients most likely need time to engage in a

job search and/or gain the experience which eventually enhances

the probability of employment for the group as a whole.

Adult basic education, in contrast to vocational education,

did not appear to have had a favorable impact on WIN outcomes

or follow-up status. No significant positive relationship was

found between adult basic education and employment at WIN

termination or follow-up for any sample group. On the other

hand, adult basic education was negatively and significantly

associated with employment outcomes for many groups. Clients

participating in adult basic education classes were less likely

to be employed than clients not receiving adult education.

We should consider the process that may be going on to

place these findings in proper perspective. The clients who

had better pducational backgrounds were more likely to skip

going into adult education and to move directly to vocational

education or job placement, where entry into the labor force.
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would take less time and, possibly, require less effort on the

part of the client.

The clients who entered adult basic education may have

been the least well equipped, educationally, and their inability

to do well in employment may reflect this educational lack more

than the fact of their participation in adult education. Hence,

our findings may not reveal a negative influence of adult educa-

tion but simply the inability of even this additional education

to make a particularly unqualified group competitive in the job

market.

Those clients who entered the WIN Program, and needed

adult basic education, were not particularly successful at over-

coming their deficiencies and becoming successfully employed.

While adult education did serve as a successful bridge for some

women, the data incticated that it is not likely to lead to

successful employment in most cases.

Job Search and Placement of WIN Clients

When WIN clients are ready to enter the job market, they

meet with employment counselors on a regular basis. During these

sessions the employment counselors either set up job interviews

for the clients with perspective employers or provide clients

with a list of business firms to contact for employment. Job

search and placement was more structured in WIN IT than in the

WIN I Program in that WIN II clients were required to meet with

employment counselors on a regular basis as well as contact a

required number of perspective employers.

In both WIN I and WIN II, a higher percentage of males

than females reported having participated in the job search

and placement aspect of the program. The reported participation

rate in job search and placement by WIN II clients was double

that of WIN I clients. Among females, a significant positive

relationship was found between job search and placement
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participation and successful termination from both WIN I and

WIN II. Females who indicated participation were more likely to

terminate successfully from WIN than those who did not indicate

participation. Among WIN I males, a similar positive and

statistical relationship was found. Opposite results occurred

among the WIN II males; males who did not participate in job

search and placement were more likely to be successfully

terminated from WIN II than those who did participate.

When clients were asked whether anyone from WIN tried to

find a paying job for them, the results were similar to parti-

cipation in job search and placement. Less than half of the

WIN I men and women and WIN II women indicated that the WIN

staff had assisted them in finding a job. These results support

an underlying impression that emerges from our persorial interviews

with WIN clients. A great many of the WIN clients want to feel

that whatever progress they have achieved has been largely on

their own, with a minimum of help (or interference) from WIN.

Job Seeking Skills for WIN II Clients

A training program emphasizing job seeking techniques was

available for WIN II participants. During the training sessions,

clients were taught practical job seeking techniques such as

filling .out application forms, proper dress, and personal

grooming habits. Proper interviewing techniques were taught by

having the clients participate in simulated interviews which were

video-taped and later critiqued by the counselots with the

clients. The majority of both male and female WIN II clients

did not report participating in job seeking skills training and

no significant relationship was found between this training and

termination status from WIN II.
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KNOWLEDGE OF FINANCIAL INCENTIVES AND RELATED POLICIES

In this study we sought to measure not only the impact

of WIN and related welfare policy components upon desired employ-

ment outcomes, but also the impact of correct knowledge and

understanding of these program features by the WIN participants.

Obviously, the best conceived of incentives can fail due to a

lack of knowledge or understanding by the intended beneficiaries.

Thus, we sought in this study to account for the impact of the

WIN clients' understanding of the requirements, good and bad,

and the opportunities of WIN and related AFDC program components.

WIN Program

Registration Requirements

It is interesting to note that, although registration for

WIN I was completely voluntary, more than half of the male WIN I

clients indicated they were legally required to be in the WIN

Program. A major policy change of the WIN /I Program was the

requirement that all AFDC recipients (except those in exempt

categories) register for WIN. Less than one-half of the WIN II

females and approximately two-thirds of the males in WIN II

indicated they were legally required to be in WIN II. About 90%

of the total WIN II clients who indicated they were not legally

required to be enrolled in WIN II reported they had volunteered

to participate in the program. If the WIN II clients correctly

understood the legality of WIN participation, the above findings

imply that more than one-half of the WIN II females and one-third

of the WIN II males were exempt from WIN registration but volun-

teered to participate anyway.

While no relationship was found among WIN II females

between WIN registration requirements and employment at WIN ter-

mination, a significant positive relationship was found for the

males. The employment rate of WIN II males who indicated WIN
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registration was not mandatory averaged 67% at termination

compared to a 51% rate for those who indicated they were legally

required to be in WIN II. Respondents who reported they were

legally required to be in WIN I and WIN II were asked whether or

not they would have volunteered to be in the WIN Program. With

the exception of the WIN I males, 75% or more of this group

indicated they would have volunteered to participate in WIN:

among the WIN I males, 61% would have volunteered. No relation-

ship was found between willingness to volunteer and employment

status at WIN termination.

In summary, approximately 85% of both WIN II males and

females either volunteered or would have volunteered to

participate in the WIN Program. Evidentally, WIN clients

viewed the program as a worthwhile endeavor. Of course,

there may exist an implicit coercion,even if the respondent

is reasonably well convinced that she or he is dealing with

an independent and confidential research group, to answer

questions in a manner which would be acceptable to WIN and

welfare contacts with whom the respondent must deal.

Sanctions for Refusal to Participate in W'N
and Financial Incentives of the WIN Program

There was general confusion among both WIN. -I. and WIN II

clients about sanctions for refusing to cooOrate with or to

participate in the WIN Program. While AFDC recipients were

required to participate in WIN II but not in WIN I, a higher

percentage of WIN II clients than WIN I clients indicated

nothing would happen to them if they either dropped out of WIN

or did not cooperate with the program. But neither this re-

action nor any other relates significantly to WIN termination

outcomes. Indeed, more successful than unsuccessful clients

often saw less potential for penalty due to any lack of co-

operation.

The WIN Program provides clients with an inducement
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to prepare for work. People in training or certain other

WIN activities receive a payment of $30 per month in addition

to their regular assistance checks. In addition, WIN paid

clients up to $40 per month for expenses such as transportation

and lunches. This participation allowance should encourage

clients to stay in the WIN Program in order to increase their

income and, therefore, be able to satisfy more of their material

needs. If participation in WIN activities or WIN completion

is a positive factor in employment outcomes then indirectly,

by encouraging participation in WIN, the participation allow-

ance should be a positive factor in employment outcomes. In

order to measure the impact of this monetary incentive on

employment outcomes, WIN II clients were questioned concerning

their understanding of and satisfaction with the participation

and expense allowances.

The findings showed that 86% of the females and 80% of

the males participated in a WIN activity for which they re-

ceived payment; however, participation in a WIN paying acti-

vity was not associated with WIN termination employment status.

About two-thirds of all WIN II recipients, both those who parti-

cipated in WIN paying activities as well as those who had not,

were satisfied with the amount of paymerit, while one-third of

the total WIN II sample indicated payments were too low.

When all WIN II client were asked whether they would be

willing to participate in WIN paying activities if they didn't

receive payments, approximately three-fifths of the females and

two-thirds of the males responded "Yes". Similar results were

found among the groups of clients that had actually participated

in WIN paying activities. Among the males, those who indicated

that they would be willing to participate in WIN activities with-

out financial inducement were more likely to be successfully

terminated from WIN than those who indicated they would not have

been willing to participate in WIN activities without financial

reward. A similar statistically significant relatiLilship was

not found among WIN ri females.

7 6
47

InterStutly r 123 East Grant Slreet Mtnneapolis, Minnesota 55403



These results suggest that factors other than the immediate

financial incentive cause the majority of WIN II clients to

participate in WIN paying activities.

Only one-half of the total WIN II participants realized

that there were penalties for being absent from the WIN Program

without an excuse. Of this group, approximately two-thirds

correctly understood that their WIN expense checks would be

reduced. This knowledge did not significantly relate to employ-

ment success.

AFDC Program (Non-WIN)

Income Disregard

The major financial incentives available to AFDC clients

who work are the "$30 + 1/3" income disregard and the'allowance

of work expenses.* We have attempted to measure the extent of

knowledge among WIN clients about these aspects of work and'wel-

fare. We found that the great majority of women had a general

awareness of the possibility of working and still receiving

welfare, 97% of the WIN I females and 92% of the WIN II females.

Both WIN I and WIN II clients, however, were sometimes confused

about the specifics of how work and welfare can be intermixed.

About one-third of the female respondents either didn't

know or thought that a friend on AFDC making $100 per month would

not have more money to spend, i.e., earnings plus AFDC grant,

than before she went to work. However, when a brief statement

of the income disregard plan was read to them, about 80% of the

respondents said they knew about the plan.

*The $30 + 1/3 income disregard policy is designed to encourage
AFDC recipients to work by providing a mechanism by which the
first $30 of monthly income plus 1/3 of the remainder is not
taken Into account in determining the amount of the AFDC benefit
check. Reasonable work expenses are also disregarded. While
this policy is not limited to WIN participants, an understanding
of the provisions, if the policy is effective, should have an
important impact on employment behavior.
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This is about the same percentage who knew of the avail-

ability of various work expense allowances. Reimbursement for

child care for those who worked was known by 97% of the respon-

dents, and was easily the most recognized work expense item to

encourage AFDC mothers to work. But, knowledge of the income

disregard and work expense features was not significantly related

to the WIN termination status, according to our findings.

One of the interesting findings of this study, which

supports information we ascertained in discussion with case

workers during this study as well as other projects conceruing

AFDC recipients, was that the majority of AFDC recipients were

not aware of the "$30 + 1/3" income disregard before they

entered the WIN Program. When we asked the client how they

heard about the income disregard, more than one-half of female

WIN clients reported they had first learned about it in the

WIN Program. Since the basic premise of the income disregard is

to increase the employment of all AFDC recipients by making work

more profitable than welfare alone, communication of information

about the disregard to the entire AFDC population, apparently,

could be improved.

When asked whether the income disregard plan had caused

recipients to work more hours or seek more training or jobs, 57%

of the females said "No". For WIN II females, a strong negative

relationship was found between the effect of the disregard on

work behavior and employment status at both WIN termination and

follow-up. Females who indicated that the income disregard plan

had affected their work behavior were less likely to be employed

at WIN termination or follow-up than those who indicated the

income disregard had not affected their work behavior.

For WIN I females, on the other hand, the income disregard

positively affected employment at follow-up; 76% of the females

who indicated that the income disregard had influenced their

work behavior were employed at follow-up compared to 47% for

those who reported the disregard did not influence their work

behavior.
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Generally, about three-fourths of WIN I and WIN II females

reported that the income disregard would cause more AFDC clients

to work. Among WIN I females, this response was positively and

significantly related to both WIN and follow-up employment.

Clients who indicated the disregard plan would cause more AFDC

clients to work were more likely to be successfully terminated

from WIN and employed at follow-up than those who responded in

the negative to this question. When asked whether the income dis-

regard plan has made work more appealing to the recipient, about

two-thirds of the WIN I and WIN II females responded 1L the

affirmative; however, no relationship was found between this res-

ponse and employment outcomes, either at WIN termination or

follow-up.

Failure of the income disregard policy to impact substan-

tially on the employment outcomes of WIN recipients is not sur-

prising. Previous research designed to study the effects of the

"$30 + 1/3" policy on AFDC employment has concluded that imple-

mentation of the income disregard policy did not result in

substantial increases in the employment rates of AFDC mothers.*

When given an opportunity, the majority of women who

commented on the income disregard plan thought they were allowed

too little of their work income. In addition, some of the res-

pondents felt that work expense allowances were not liberal

enough, and that it was bad practice to raise the food stamp

prices when income went up. There was also a sizable number of

women who felt the whole plan was complicated and involved too

much red tape to be very useful to anyone.

As is well known, the income disregard does not apply to

men, except when they work part-time (100 hrurs or less per month).

We found that about 707 of the male respondents in both WIN I and

*See Gary Appel, Effects of a Financial Incentive on AFDC Employ-
ment: Michigan's Experience between 1969 and 1970. Minneapolis
ISS (now InterStudy) 1972. Impact of the Income Disregard,
InterStudy Welfare Policy Division, 1975. Subsequent phases of
this study are in progress.
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WIN II knew that it was possible under some circumstances for a

man to work and still receive AFDC payments. Almost no men knew

how many hours per month it was permissable to work before being

judged ineligible for AFDC, however. Furthermore, when read a

simple statement of the hundren-hour maximum work rule, which

applies in Minnesota and other states, to ascertain if WIN males

were aware of it, only one-third of the WIN I and WIN II males

knew about the rule. About one-half of the WIN I and WIN II

males were aware that the first $30 of earned income would not

change the size of a man's AFDC check if he works less than 100

hours per month.

In summary, both WIN I and WIN II males were aware of the

possibility of working and receiving welfare simultaneously and

had a general understanding of the income disregard. However;

they lacked specific knowledge of the hundred-hour maximum work

rule; they understood that a man could continue to receive AFDC

if be was working on a part-time basis, but not on a full-time

basis, but they were not aware that the cut-off point was 100

hours per month. Given their lack of specific knowledge,

it is not surprising that over 96% of the WIN I males and 917 of

the WIN I/ males said that their work behavior had not been

affected by the income disregard provision or the hundred-hour

maximum work rule.

Given an opportunity to comment on the hundred-hour maxi-

mum work rule, several men said it did not provide an incentive

to work; some suggested the plan for men should be based on

income and not on hours worked. On the other hand, a few men

indicated the regulation is a good one in their opinion because

it encourages people to go off welfare.
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NON-MONETARY AND ATTITUDINAL VARIABLES

One of the unique aspects of our study was the inclusion

of a number of non-monetary aspects of the market work, home

work, or leisure choice that WIN clients must resolve for them-

selves. We were studying as reported earlier, the WIN Program

components, such as the income disregard, adult education, voca-

tional training, etc., that one can associate directly with

employment behavior and WIN success or failure. But, we added

to these items another dimension which was aimed at finding out

how individuals in the WIN Program, or those who have completed

the program, perceive or react to various.non-monetary

aspects of the employment or market work choice, and how they

perceived or reacted to welfare-WIN systems that they were

participating in.

Our general hypothesis is the greater the expected ful-

fillment of non-monetary needs from market work, the more

successful will be the employment outcome. In terms of an

economic model framework, we examined components of the "taste

for market work."

We realize that the WIN Program is not specifically

focused on changing or impacting upon these non-monetary factors.

The program may very well be influencing some of these through

counseling, information dissemination, format planning, and

other services. Certainly, to isolate the impact of the WIN

Program itself, it seems important to understand as much as

possible about those non-monetary attitudinal variables regard-

ing work and WIN which influence employment decisions. Our

objective was to first determine what measurable non-monetary

dimensions were associated with market work outcomes. In Our

multi-variate analysis we addressed the relative impact of these

variables vis-a-vis personal characteristics and WIN experience.
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In order to structure our analysis, we grouped a series

of measureable variables into two general concepts:*

1. Expected job satisfaction

2. Client's self-confidence about getting a job.

Our hypothesis is that the greater the expected job satisfaction

and the greater the self-confidence about getting a job, the

greater the probability of employment for the client. In our

personal interviews, we measured various dimenSions of these two

concepts by using a sequence of questions that required a con-

siderable amount of scaling as a part of the data analysis,**

Since this aspect of our study is somewhat unique, we attempt to

explain some aspects of our measurement process in the course of

presenting our substantive results.

Expected Job Satisfaction

As components of axpected job satisfaction we have esti.

mated measures of perceived job satisfaciton itself, attitudes

towards work, perceived hassles of work, willingness to overcome

the hassles of work, interference of work with other roles,

attitudes toward welfare, and behavior and perceived attitudes of

others (including family and friends) toward welfare.

Job Satisfaction

A scale developed to measure job satisfaction in the spe-

cific context of current and past WIN participation was used in

this project. All of the items in the scale were combined into

*Our conceptual and empirical framework, in the Appendix, spells
out these variables and relationships in more detail.

**Our approach has been to first generate a total scale to mea-
sure the dimension of concern. We then divided this total scale
into a high, middle, and low range. This allowed us to assign
clients into one of these ranges for some of our data analysis.
For other analysis, we used the exact scale value for the client,
rather than one of the three summery values.
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a sinale index. The job satisfaction scales include the

following items: ability utilization, achievement, activity,

advancement, authority, comparative compensation, creativity,

recognition, responsibility, security, variety, working condi-

tions, the chance to earn enough money to get off welfare, and

the chance to earn more than one gets from just being on welfare.

An aggregate index was developed to measure the job satis-

faction of clients while they were enrolled in the WIN Program.

Measures of satisfaction based on past, WIN and expected WIN

jobs were included in the composite scale, depending upon the

client's particular employment status. For clients who had

been employed on a WIN job prior to the interview, job satis-

faction pertained to the WIN job. If clients had not been

employed on a WIN job prior to the interview, job satisfaction

was based on the job prior to entry, if they had a job prior to

entry. For the remaining WIN clients, job satisfaction measure

was expected WIN job satisfaction.

We hypothesized that people with high job satisfaction

scores would be more likely to terminate successfully from WIN

or be employed at ollow-up than those with low job satisfaction

scores. Job satisfaction was positively related to employment

status at termination and follow-up for WIN I females as wet1

as employment status at follow-up for WIN I males. Clients in

these groups who had high job satisfaction scores were more

likely to be employed than those with lower scores on the job

satisfaction scale. For other groups and other points of

measurement, job satisfaction was not significantly related to

employment outcome, and the average job satisfaction scores

did not differ significantly between the employed and not

employed clients. A greater percentage of total males than

females from both WIN programs scored high on job satisfaction.

In considering these findings, it is important to note

that economic conditions varied between the petiods the WIN I
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and WIN II clients entered the labor market. WIN II clients

faced higher unemployment rates than the WIN I clients. Perhaps,

this explains why job satisfaction is not significantly related

to employment outcomes for the WIN II group. We conclude,

therefore, that in the absence of adverse labor market conditions,

people with higher job satisfaction are more likely to be employed

in the future.

Attitudes Toward Work

Two scales were developed to measure client's attitude

toward work; a work ethic scale, and a scale measuring the

perceived benefits of work to other family members. The WIN

participant brings with him a set of notions about the morality

and worth of working in general. Psychological theory suggests

if the client thinks that work is a "good" thing, he will be

most comfortable with himself if he behaves in accordance with

his values. Thus, we hypothesized that clients with more

positive attitudes toward work were more likely to have

favorable employment outcomes.

We first discuss work ethic. One item included in our

work ethic scale was the question: "All things considered, do

you think it is worthwhile for you to work?" Eighty-eight

percent of all respondents answered yes to this question.

Proportionately, more males (947) than females (83Z) responded

positively to this question. The relationship of this question

tl the outcome variable, employment status at follow-up, is highly

significant for males and females in both WIN I and WIN II,

Respondents employed at follow-up were much more likely to

answer yes to this question than those not employed at follow.mp.

It is also significantly related to WIN termination for WIN I

and WIN II females. Those.terminated successfully were more

likely to respond positively to this question than the unsuccessful

84
55

Inter Study/123 East Grant Street/Minneapotisi Minnesota 55403



WIN terminees. Male termination from WIN I and WIN II is

not significantly associated with the response of this question.

Another item incorporated into the work ethic scale was

the question: "If you had enough money to meet your needs without

working, would you: work full-time at something you enjoyed;

work part-time at something you enjoyed; or, not work at all?"

Ylnety-one percent of the total female respondents and 95% of

the total_male respondents said they would work either full-time

or part-time. If a person was either unsuccessfully terminated

from WIN or was unemployed or not-employed at follow-up, they were

more likely to respond "not work at all."

The previously mentioned questions and two others

measuring worth of work were combined as a measure of work ethic.

We hypothesized that the stronger a client's work ethic, the

greater the probability of employment. The findings suggest

that work ethic is positively related to employment at WIN

termination for females and males in both WIN Programs.

Clients with high work ethic are more likely to be successfully

terminated from WIN. With the exception of WIN I feinales, work

ethic is not associated with the employment at follow-up.

The "perceived benefits to family" scale included items

asking whether the respondents agreed or disagreed with the idea

that family members derive benefits from the employment and

earnings of the client. Less than one-fourth of the total WIN

population agreed that family members receive benefits from the

client's employment while over 50% of the WIN clients did not

believe that members of the family receive any benefits from their

working. No positive association was indicated between perceived

benefits of working and employment outcomes for any group.

A general conclusion seems justified that while most of our

sample (and especially successful WIN clients) have an ethical

concept that work is worthwhile, work is not necessarily
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accompanied by any perceived (and, presumably, material) benefits

to the family to be derived from that activity. And, indeed,

many unsuccessful clients were in substantial agreement.

Willin ness to Overcome Barriers/Hassles to Employment

To determine client's willingness to overcome barriers and

hassles associated with employment, we asked how many "hassles"

would be tolerated in regard to travel time, pay levels, bosses,

new lines of work, steadiness of job, uninteresting work, and

the need to get additional training. People showing more

willingness to overcome the hassles of work were rated high on

the scale. Willingness to overcome hassles of work was not

significantly related to WIN termination for any group, although

the direction of association was expected: clients more willing

to overcome hassles were more likely to be employed at termina-

tion than those less willing. A positive and significant

relationship was found between willingness to overcome

barriers and employment at follow-up for both WIN I females

and males. Forty-three percent of all males scored in the

high category in willingness to overcome barriers scale compared

to only 20% of all females.

Successful clients expressed somewhat more willingness to

overcome employment-related problems. The distinctions were

usually higher at follow-up, perhaps indicating the importance

to employment of this willingness over the long run.

We also inquired of the WIN II sample as to the specific

problems they had with work. While 24% of all females and 57%

of all male respondents reported that working caused them no

problems, the problems acknowledged by the remainder differed

between females and males as well as successful and unsuccessful

groups. The most frequently mentioned problems of females were

those involving their families, particularly their children. The

major problem seen by unsuccessfully terminated females was child

care, while successfully terminated females indicated that they
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did not have enough time for their children or for family life.

Males, on the other hand, perceived working conditions and trans-

portation as their main problems.

One other potential problem facing a parent entering the

labor market was child care. As noted earlier, this was one of

the problems of working frequently mentioned by females. We,

therefore, asked WIN II clients at the follow-up interview if

they felt they had a problem with child care and what they

considered were their biggest problems. Fifty-six percent

of all females felt that child care presented a problem for

them. A higher percentage of successfully terminated females

(49%) reported that they had no problem with child care than

females who had terminated unsuccessfully from WIN (39%).

Fifty-eight percent of all females employed at termination

did nl, feel they had child care problems while only 29X of

those unemployed at follow-up reported that they had no child

care problems. This difference was statistically significant.

The problem most often mentioned by all of the females in our

sample groups was that there was no good child care available.

Three other problems (mentioned equally often) seem to be the

other major child care problems perceived by females in our

sample. They were: won't take sick children; arrangements

aren't flexible for special hours; and lack of care or super-

vision for after school hours. As expected, far more males

(83%) did not think that they had a problem with child care.

Of those who believed they did, however, the problem mentioned

most frequently was that there was no good child care available.

Perceived Interference of Work with Other Roles

We hypothesized that the less work is seen as interfering

with non-market activities, including the roles of parents, home-

maker, citizen, friend, etc., the greater the probability of

employment success. Therefore, a scale was designed to measure

client's perception of the extent to which work interferes with
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these other roles. As measured in this study, perceived inter-

ference of work with other roles was not significantly associated

with employment status at either WIN termination or follow-up

for any sample group.

The average score for this scale did not vary significantly

between clients employed and not employed except for one sample

group -- WIN I males employed at follow-up felt work was less

interfering than those not employed at follow-up and the differ-

ence was statistically significant.

It is interesting to note that a far greater percentage of

males (28% for WIN I and 35% for WIN II) had scores falling in

the category of low perceived interference of work than females

(8% for WIN I and 2% for WIN II.) Conversely, a larger percent-

age of females (34% for WIN I and 54% for WIN II) were rated

with higher perceived interference scores than males (5% for

WIN I and 1% for WIN II.)

This finding may primarily reflect the fact that females

in our sample groups were found in one-parent families while

males in our sample group were usually in two-parent families

and, therefore,: had the responsibilities of parenting and home-

making shared by two people. This may also be due to the

traditional idea of malefemale roles, where a female is pri-

marily responsible for the home and children while a male's

primary responsibility is to his work.

Attitudes Toward Welfare Program

A number of questions were asked to measure WIN clients'

attitudes towards the welfare program, including items measuring

dissatisfaction with welfare, tolerance of welfare abuse, and

availability of welfare. Items measuringolissatisfaction were

asked only of the respondents who answered yes to the question

"Do you think there are serious problems with the welfare system?"

Seventy-four percent of all respondents. felt that there were

serious problems. Included in the dissatisfaction with welfare
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scale were items dealing with the flat grant system, amount of

grant, feelings about social workers, etc.

Although we hypothesized that the greater the dissatisfac

tion with welfare the greater the probability of a favorable

employment outcome, this was not the case. In fact, clients not

employed were generally more dissatisfied with welfare than

employed clients.

WIN II respondents were asked whether they would criticize

people who violated five different welfare regulations. These

items were combined into a scale measuring tolerance of welfare

abuse and the respondents were divided into low, moderate, and

high levels of tolerance. We found that there was essentially no

relationship between levels of tolerance and outcomes. More than

50% of all respondents reported that they would criticize people

who violated four of the five regulations. The one most of the

people would not criticize was "Would you criticize people who

participate in a sit-in to get higher welfare payments?"

A scale was created to measure feelin's about situations

in which welfare should or should not be made available. We

expected to find that the more generally available respondents

felt welfare should be, the lower the probability of a favorable

WIN or employment outcome. However, no significant positive

relationships were revealed between availability of welfare

and employient outcomes. It is interesting to note that over

75% of all respondents felt welfare should be available in two

of the given situations: if there are a lot of children and

the parents cannot support them adequately; and, if there is one

parent (female) and she feels quit the mother's role is in the

home. For the other three situations, less than 50% of the

respondents felt that welfare should be made available.

Perhaps these results are not totally surprising. Those

persons most dissatisfied with their lives may be more likely

to be dissatisfied with any and all of the options on the work

and/or welfare continuum. Possibly, the greater experience of
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the unemployed with the welfare program affects their level of

dissatisfaction with it. However,i.since such a large percentage

of all WIN clients feel dissatisfact on with welfare, we do not

consider this variable to be a good predictor of employment

outcomes.

Attitudes of Others Regarding Welfare and Work

We hypothesized that a person's likelihood of seeking

employment would be influenced by the attitudes and behavior

of acquaintences and associates regarding welfare and working.

Therefore, we asked the client the extent to which he felt

uncomfortable or embarrassed in the presence of friends or

relatives who were not on welfare, the extent to which he

thinks people in the community are hostile to welfare recipients-J.

whether his children have ever been teased or discriminated

against because of being on welfare, whether or not his family

and friends are on welfare or working, how often he sees these

friends and relatives, and how much he values their opinions.

In sum, while we expected that uncomfortable or embarrassed

feelings regarding being on welfare would work as an incentive

toward employment, our data did not support this contention

consistently. WIN I respondents who felt that people in the

community were hostile to welfare recipients were significantly

more likely to have been successful terminees from WIN. But,

the WIN termination of WIN II clients was not influenced by

community feelings toward welfare recipients. The response to

this item related to employment status at follow-up for only one

sample group -- WIN /I females -- who perceived the community as

hostile to welfare recipients and were more likely to be employed.

Feelings of the client in the presence of friends and

relatives who were not on welfare did not differentiate between

employment outcomes at either WIN termination or follow-up for

seven of our eight sample groups. WIN II males who said they

were always or often embarrassed or uncomfortable had a higher
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probability of being employed at follow -up than clients who

responded otherwise. Approximately two-thirds of the total

WIN clients in our sample reported that they always or often

felt embarrassed or uncomfortable when they were with people

who were not on the welfare rolls.

When the respondents were asked whether their children

had ever been teased or discriminated against because their

family was on welfare, over 85% of all respondents indicated

that this had been the case. However, employment outcomes were

not significantly related to children being teased or discrimi-

nated against except for the WIN II males. WIN II males who

reported their children had been discriminated against because

their family was on welfare were more likely to be employed at

follow-up.

A composite index measuring the perceived stigma of being

on welfare was developed by incorporating the questions pertain-

ing to embarrassment of the client in the presence of friends

or relatives who were not on welfare, community hostility toward

welfare recipients, and discrimination toward the clients' child-

ren because of their family being on welfare. We expected that

the higher the perceived stigma of welfare, the more likely

clients were to become employed.

Our findings did not support our hypothesis in any of our

sample groups. In fact, in most of our sample groups, employed

clients averaged a lower degree of perceived stigma of being on

welfare than those who were not employed, although the differences

between the groups were not statistically significant.

Theory suggests that familial and peer group influences

play an important role in attitudinal formation. Therefore,

we developed a scale to measure the strength and, direction

of influence by family and friends towards working and welfare.

Low scores on the scale imply a weak influence towards welfare

and strong influence towasids work, while high scores indicate

a strong influence towards welfare and a weak influence towards

work. 91
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We expected that clients with lower scores on the scale

were more likely to have favorable employment outcomes than those

with higher scores. The results supported our expectations for

only one sample group: WIN I females with low scores were more

likely to be employed at follow-up than those with moderate or

high scores. In seven our of eight of our sample groups, em-

ployed clients averaged a lower score on this scale than those

who were not employed and in the majority of cases, the differ-

ences between the employed and not employed groups were statis-

tically significant.

Self-Confidence Relative to Getting a Job

In general, we hypothesized that the more a client viewed

himself as a competent worker who could get a job and achieve

desired rewards through his own efforts, the greater his taste

for market work and the more likely he would be to choose market

work. The measurement of "self-confidence" is difficult. Our

approach to this measurement task used a number of components

or indicators of self-confidence.

One such component was an index of personal efficacy. We

asked the client about his experiences in being able to control

rewards by his own actions.

Expressed job interview anxiety is a second indicator of

self-confidence. We asked the client how nervous he usually was

before .1 job interview and while he was awaiting the results of

that interview.

A third component of self-confidence was the client's ex-

pressed confidence in his ability to perform well in WIN. We

asked the client how he thought his performance would compare

with that of others in WIN, and we also asked the client how

confident he was about his abilities to complete WIN. We ex-

pected that answers expressing confidence in one's abilities and

progress in WIN would be positively related to employment out-

comes. 92
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Finally, we tested our clients regarding their future

expectations, asking whether they expected to be employed or

unemployed and on or off AFDC one year hence. We hypothesized

that positive expectations about the future reflected self-

cbnfidence, or vice versa, and were interested in measuring this

relationship.

Our first measures of self-confidence (relative to getting

a job and personal efficacy) correlated with employment outcomes

for WIN I clients, i.e., higher measured levels of self-confi-

dence indicated greater probabilities of successful employment

at termination from WIN and at follow-up. For WIN II clients,

however, our measures of self-confidence (relative to getting a

job and personal efficacy) were not significantly related to

subsequent employment outcomes. The unique environment of an

unusual increase in unemployment rates in early 1975, during

the period of the follow-up interviews of the WIN II clients,

once again, could influence the employment outcomes of this

group; and, hence, our measurement of the impact of the various

items on WIN II participants.

Positive expectations of future employment and of the pros-

pect of leaving the AFDC rolls was significantly related to

employment outcomes for all WIN I and WIN II groups. To the ex-

tent these positive prospects were indicators of self-confidence,

and possibly vice versa, they appeared to be good predictors of

future employment success.

In sum, amid somewhat mixed findings, we concluded that

self-confidence was positively associated with successful employ-

ment outcomes in the absence of adverse labor market conditions.

This conclusion was reinforced to the extent that positive job

and self-sufficiency expectations were reflections of self-

confidence.

93
64

Inter Study/123 East Grant Street/Minneapolis, Minnesota 55403



Self-Confidence Measures

We found that self-confidence relative to the WIN II Pro-

gram was related to employment at follow -up for both males and

females, and was strongly related to successful completion of

WIN for males. There was no self-confidence scale relative to

WIN for WIN I cltents since they had completed the WIN Program

prior to our interview. Our results indicated that our measure

of personal efficacy was related to successful outcomes for

WIN I clients with those clients who score higher in personal

efficacy having a greater probability of WIN success. There

appeared to be no relationship, however, between personal effi-

cacy and employment outcomes for WIN II clients.

A measure of overall self-confidence includes the measures

of personal efficacy and WIN confidence plus the question: "If

the kind of work you prefer were available, what do you think

your chances are of getting a job?" We found that overall self-

confidence was positively related to employment at WIN termination

and follow-up for both WIN I males and females; clients with high

levels of self-confidence were more likely to have favorable

employment outcomes than clients with low self-confidence. Al-

though sell- confidence was not consistently associated with

employment for WIN II clients, the self-confidence average score

for employed WIN II clients was higher than the average for

those not employed.

Our results indicated that the job interview anxiety scale

was not significantly related to employment outcomes at follow-

up or WIN termination for any sample group. Our hypothesis that

employment outcomes would be inhibited by job interview anxiety,

thus, appears to be disproven.

Expectations

Another measure of self-confidence was a person's expecta-

tions regarding labor force and welfare status in the future. In

order to find out what the respondent's expectations regarding
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the future were, we asked the following questions: "Which of

the following do you feel you will most likely be doing one year

from now: employed full-time, employed part-time, be in train-

ing, school, or be unemployed?"; and, "Which do you think is

more likely, that you will or will not be receiving an AFDC

check at this time next year?" We expected that those people

exhibiting a high degree of self-confidence (i.e., those who

expected to be employed and/or not receiving AFDC payments in

the future) would have a higher probability of successful employ-

ment outcomes, and leaving AFDC, than those with lesser expecta-

tions. Our results confirmed these hypotheses.

In all groups, there was a highly significant relationship

between expected labor force status and WIN and follow-up

outcomes. Those respondents who expected to be employed had a

far greater probability of positive outcomes than those not

expecting to be employed. Perhaps the most significant findings

in terms of predicting future employment probabilities are the

results of WIN II clients' responses at the first interview in

relationship to their actual employment status one year later.

Approximately 60% of the WIN II males and females who said they

would be employed actually were employed at follow-up and this

relationship was statistically significant.

Expectations regarding welfare were also significantly

related to employment outcomes. Those respondents who believed

that they would not be receiving AFDC in a year were more likely

to be employed at follow-up than those who felt they would still

be on AFDC. Another interesting result of our analysis is the

relationship between expected AFDC status for WIN II people

ascertained at the first interview and their actual AFDC status

at follow-up. Seventy-three percent of the males who thought

they would not be receiving AFDC a year from now actually were

not on AFDC at follow-up. For female respondents 96% of those

who believed they would be receiving AFDC were still on AFDC.
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One proviso in interpreting this data is that WIN clients

may be good predictors of their own futures through a straight-

forward understanding of their current circumstances, past

experiences, etc. But we feel justified in concluding, due to

the consistent positive significance of expectations as predic-

tors, that expectations are good indicators of subsequent employ-

ment and AFDC outcomes.
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FOLLOW-UP OUTCOMES: EMPLOYMENT EARNINGS AND AFDC
STATUS AS RELATED TO WIN TERMINATION STATUS

In this section, we present outcome measures of WIN

recipients at follow-up, such as employment status, labor force

status, earnings levels, AFDC status, and occupational categor-

ies, in relation to WIN termination status. Our findings Indi-

cated that the WIN success group was more likely at follow-up to:

be employed; be in the labor force, either employed or looking

for work; have higher earnings level than the employed unsuccess-

ful group; and to be off AFDC assistance.

One proviso must be stated at this point. While the

trends we report in this section are important to understanding

AFDC employment behavior and the impact of the WIN Program, cau-

tion must be used in the inference of a cause and effect rela-

tionships, i.e., employment at termination related positively

with employment at follow-up, but that fact in itself does not

necessarily mean that a casual relationship exists between the

two events. Rather, an underlying set of characteristics,

attitudes, experiences, and abilities most likely contribute

significantly to the probability of employment at both points

in time. In this section we point out possible explanations or

causes of subsequent events -- such as the practical advantage

of having a job at WIN termination, in contrast to having to

find one. But, the fact of employment, or success, at termina-

tion did bear a positive relationship to future employment

success at follow-up. And, we attempted to analyze the possible

reasons for this relationship -- as summarized at the beginning

of this report.

Employment and Labor Force Status

The successful, unsuccessful sampling breakdown represents

those persons who were employed or not employed, respectively,

at the time of their termination from the WIN Program. In the
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follow-up interview, we ascertained both the employment status

and labor force status of the former WIN clients. Thus, it was

possible for us to compare the employment status at WIN termina-

tion with employment and labor force status at follow-up. This

analysis shows that WIN clients who were employed at termination

were more likely to be in the labor force and employed at our

follow-up than those clients not employed at WIN termination.

This significant relationship between success at WIN termi-

nation and employment at follow-up occurred among females and

males in both WIN samples. For the WIN I clients, our results

indicated that 194 of 313 former WIN clients were employed. This

represents a substantial 15% increase in the number employed,

from 168 at WIN termination (the successful group,) to the 194

employed at follow-up. Thus, the employment rate of our combined

male-female WIN I sample rose from 54% at WIN termination to 62%

of our follow-up. For the WIN I males, this represents an 11

percentage point increase from the 567 employment rate at WIN

termination (87 male successes) to a 67% employment rate at

follow-up (103 males employed.) Our data indicate that 183 of

the 342 WIN II clients were employed at follow-up compared to

187 at WIN termination. While this represents a decrease of one

percentage point in the number employed, the Minneapolis-St. Paul

SMSA experienced very high unemployment rates in the first

quarter of 1975 when the follow-up interviews of WIN II clients

took place. The unemployment rate for the first quarter of 1975

averaged 6.8% compared to 4.8% for the first quarter of 1974.

This implies that the one percentage point decrease in the employ-

ment rate of the WIN II clients between termination and follow-up

was less than the two percentage point decrease in the employment

rate experienced in the Minneapolis-St. Paul area for the same

time period. Therefore, the adverse labor market conditions may

explain the small decrease that occurred in the WIN II employment

rate between the WIN II termination and follow-up.

In addition, at follow-up a total of 125 females and 53

males in the combined WIN I and WIN II samples were classified
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as not being in the labor force (not employed and not looking

for work) in the technical definition of the Department of Labor.

Again the unsuccessful WIN terminees were most likely to be

out of the labor force at follow-up; of those not employed and

not looking for work, 81% of the females and 62% of the males

were unsuccessful WIN terminees.

Another very important fact emerges from our data.

Approximately one-half of the successful male and female WIN

I clients who were employed at follow-up interview, which

occurred two to four years after WIN termination, were still

employed on the WIN job. Among the WIN II clients, 73% of the

females and 80% of the males employed one year after success-

ful WIN termination remained employed on their WIN jobs.

This result most likely reveals an important practical

"advantage" the successful WIN clients have. They simply have

to hold on to WIN jobs obtained at WIN termination, while the

unsuccessful clients have to find a job. Of course, the data

shOw that some of the WIN population is capable of finding

employment on its own.

In addition, we note that the percent of unsuccessful

WIN terminees not employed since leaving WIN is greater than

the percent of successful WIN terminees not employed since

terminating from their WIN jobs for men and women in both WIN

I and WIN II. Also, female WIN clients, both successful and

unsuccessful, are less likely to find a job on ." .ir own since

leaving WIN and therefore, be unemployed at follow-up than

male WIN'clients.

Prior WIN Work History

Past research has indicated that employment history prior

to entry into WIN is a major indicator of later employment

success. As noted above, this is not surprising, since work

history incorporates many other .factors that are important in
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explaining employment, such as the client's taste for market

work, skills and experience, etc.

Our data revealed that among women in both WIN Programs,

previous work history was positively related to success at WIN

termination. Thirty-one percent of the total female WIN clients

reported that they had never previously been employed. Of the

females who had worked prior to entry, the work history of WIN I

females was more recent than that of WIN II females: 567 of the

WIN I females repre14d being employed in the three year period

prior to WIN compared to only 42% of the WIN II females. In

both WIN Programs, the employment rate at termination averaged

40% for females with no previous work experience compared to 57%

for those who had been employed prior to WIN entry.

It is interesting to note that WIN I females who had

previous WIN experience, but not in the three year period

prior to WIN, were more likely to be successful at WIN ter-

mination than those who had worked in the three years prior to

WIN entry. This finding may reveal the fact that the in-

tensive emphasis on training thich was a feature in WIN I

enabled these females to overcome the deficiency in their lack

of recent work experience.

No significant relationship was revealed between prior

job experience and employment status at WIN termination for

males. This is not surprising in view of the fact that 84%

of the WIN I males and 90% of the WIN II males were employed

in the three year period prior to WIN intake.

The positive correlation between prior work and employ-

ment status at WIN termination added another facet to the

"advantage" that the successful WIN clients had. The work

experience obtained by the successful WIN terminees increased

their likelihood of being employed at follow-up or in the

future. Again the extent of the cause and effect relation-

ship 1ms difficult to measure or.deterMine.
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Earnings Levels

This section presents changes in the level of average

monthly gross earnings which occurred between the three year

period prior to entry into WIN and the follow-up period after

WIN termination.

Of the 72 WIN I females with known earnings levels prior

to WIN intake, 30 were not employed at follow-up. Six of the

remaining 42 reported decreased earnings; four remained at the

same earnings level; and 32 had increases which placed them in

an earnings interval at least one higher than previously.

Of the 100 WIN I males with known earnings levels prior

to entry, 31 did not have a job at follow-up. For the remainder,

earnings at follow-up decreased for 8 recipients, remained the

same for 17 recipients, and increased for 44 of the males in

WIN I.

Caution is urged in interpreting the large number of WIN

I recipients who showed increased earnings levels. Since follow-

up interviews for the WIN i sample were conducted 2 to 4 years

after WIN termination, the time span between a job in the three

year period prior to entry and follow-up interview could be

as much as seven years. Earnings figures are in nominal dollars

and wages rose considerably during this period because of in-

flation.

Due to a shorter maximum time interval between three

years prior to WIN entry and follow-up (four years maximum),

it is not surprising that fewer WIN II clients showed increased

earnings levels. Twenty-nine of the 72 WIN II females with

known earnings levels prior to intake were not employed at

follow-up: 24% (17) indicated decreases in earnings which

placed them in lower earnings levels; 6% (4) remained in the

same earnings interval, while 31% (22) had higher earnings

levels. Of the 113 WIN II males with known earnings levels

prior to entry into the WIN program, 41% (46) were not employed

1 i; 1
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at follow-up; 25% (28) had earnings levels which placed them in

a lower S50 earnings interval; 117 (12) remained in the same

earnings interval, and 247 (7) were in a higher S50 earnings

interval.

Prior to WIN entry, WIN I females who terminated unsuccess-

fully from WIN averaged higher earnings than those who termin-

ated successfully. At follow-up, however, employed successful

WIN females averaged $585 compared to $410 for employed unsuc-

cessful WIN terminees. Both successful and unsuccessful WIN I

females had higher earnings, if employed, at follow-up than

prior to WIN entry: successful WIN terminees increased their

earnings by approximately 5253 compared to $65 for the unsuccess-

ful WIN terminees.

Among the WIN I males, the successful clients averaged

higher earnings than the unsuccessful clients both prior to

WIN entry and at follow-up; however, the ratio of successful

to unsuccessful earnings at follow-up increased. This implies

that the relative increase in follow-up earnings of the em-

ployed successful group was greater than that for the employed

unsuccessful group.

WIN II females experienced a S97 increase between the pre-

WIN period and the follow-up which was larger, in both absolute

and relative terms, than the $31 increase experienced by the

employed unsuccessful WIN II clients.

While the earnings levels of employed successful male

WIN II clients increased by a minimal amount in the follow-

up period, the earnings of unsuccessful WIN II males actually

decreased in the follow-up period.

In summary, successful WIN terminees appear to have

higher earnings capability than unsuccessful WIN terminees.

Whether this is due to WIN increasing the client's potential

wage rate through training and education, or providing them

with assistance and incentives to obtain and remain employed,

and thereby increase their work experience and thus their

potential wage rate, or to factors unrelated to WIN, is not
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certain. Whatever the reason or reasons, success from the WIN

Program has a significant and positive impact on the earnings

ability of WIN clients. Nevertheless, this finding has implica-

tions for welfare policy makers. By increasing the earnings

levels of AFDC recipients, a larger proportion of welfare clients

will be able to work their way off the welfare rolls. In addi-

tion, for those cases remaining on welfare, a welfare savings

will accrue to the taxpayer since a proportion of the increased

earnings will be deducted from the grant payment and AFDC pay-

ments will be reduced. These conclusions are borne out by the

findings in the remaining discussion of transitions on AFDC

status.

AFDC Status

In order to get into the WIN Program, and to stay in the

program, a client must be an AFDC recipient. We checked to

see how many of our sample were still receiving AFDC at follow-

up. Three hundred fifty of the total sample of 655 were not on

AFDC on follow-up, which represents a substantial reduction in

the number of AFDC recipients. In addition, women who were

successfully terminated from the WIN Program were more than

twice as likely to be off AFDC at follow-up than females who were

unsuccessful in the WIN Program. At follow-up, more than two-

thirds of the unsuccessful WIN I female terminees were still on

AFDC, compared to two-fifths of the successful female WIN I

terminees.

For the WIN I males, we found that only 29 of the original

154 in our sample were still receiving AFDC at the time of our

follow-up interview. However, 21 of these 29 still receiving

AFDC were among the unsuccessful WIN terminees.

Of the females in the WIN II Program, 51 of the 197 were

not receiving AFDC at the second interview. This means that

within a time period of one year after WIN termination, approxi-

mately 26% of the original total of WIN II females were off the

1 to 3
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welfare roils. In addition, successful WIN II females were more

than three times as likely to be off AFDC at follow-up than

those who were unsuccessful in the WIN Program.

Of the 145 WIN II males, we found that only 44 or approxi-

mately 30% were still receiving AFDC at the time of our follow-

up interview. Also, male clients who were successful upon

termination from the WIN II Program were about twice as likeiv

to be off AFDC at follow-up as the unsuccessful ereminees from

the Program.

As expected, a significant and negative relationship

existed between receipt of AFDC and current employment status

for men and women in both WIN samples. That is, recipients

receiving AFDC were more likely not to be employed, while those

off the welfare rolls were more likely to be employed.

An interesting finding is revealed by these data. The

percent of employed recipients who were receiving AFDC decreased

for every sample group between termination status and follow -up.

For the WIN I females 27% of the successful terminees were not

receiving AFDC at WIN termination while 60% of the employed

group at follow-up were not receiving AFDC. Similar results

occurred for the WIN II females: whereas 81% of the successful

WIN terminees were receiving AFDC at termination, only 62% of

the employed WIN II females were on the AFDC rolls at follow-up.

These findings imply that for both WIN I and WIN II females the

percentage of employed women off of the welfare rolls more than

doubled between WIN termination and follow-up.

Several reasons may be responsible for the increase in the

attrition rate from AFDC among employed women. These include:

marriage of the recipient, children too old to remain eligible,

additional sources of unearned income, dissatisfaction with the

Program, and earnings of a sufficient level to no longer remain

eligible. Based upon our earlier findings which showed substan-

tial earnings levels of recipients at follow-up, we believe that

a major cause of the larger number of females leaving the AFDC
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rolls (at follow-up in contrast to termination) was increased

earnings of the recipients which enabled them to work their way

off of the welfare rolls. This was particularly true of the WIN

II clients since only a year elapsed between WIN termination and

employment.

Similar results occurred among the males in both the WIN

I and WIN II population. For the WIN I group, 64% of the males

successfully terminated were not receiving AFDC at WIN termina-

tion compared to 97% of the employed males at follow-up. While

48% of the 109 successful WIN II males were off of the welfare

rolls at termination, 90% of the employed 81 males at follow-up

were no longer receiving AFDC. The fact that a higher percen-

tage of employed males than females were not receiving AFDC is

not surprising. Female eligibility for AFDC is determined by

the amount of non-exempt earned and unearned income as well as

the basic grant allowance, while for males eligibility is not

only based on non-exempt income, but also on the number of hours

worked per month. Since males became ineligible for AFDC if

they work in excess of 100 hours per month, the increase in

the percent of employed WIN males leaving the AFDC roles between

termination and follow-up was probably attributable more to an

increase in full-time employment than an increase in earnings

levels.

The important conclusion which seems justified in light of

these findings is that WIN clients, particularly successful ones,

who became employed showed an overall ability to improve the

quality or quantity of their employment and earnings to a level

which moved them off the AFDC roles. Since the basic goal of

the WIN Program is to achieve self-sufficiency for AFDC recipi-

ents, these findings are significant.
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PART A

A BRIEF HISTORY OF THE
WORK INCENTIVE (WIN) PROGRAM

WIN is a component of our major national welfare program:

Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC). AFDC (then ADC,

Aid to Dependent Children) had its beginning in the Social

Security Act of 1935 and has continued as a part of the programs

instituted then. AFDC exists:

For the purpose of encouraging the care of
dependent children in their own homes or in
the homes of relatives by enabling each State
to furnish financial assistance and rehabil-
itation and other services, as far as practicable
under the conditions in Lich State, to needy
dependent children and the parents or relatives
with whom they are living to help maintain and
strengthen family life and to help such parents
or relatives to attain or retain capability for
the maximum self-support and personal indepen-
dence consistent with the maintenance of
continuting parental care and protection...
(42 United States Code, Section 601, the Social
Security Act, as amended January 2, 19681

Within the context of this general purpose, the original WIN

Program (WIN I) was enacted as a part of the Social Security

Amendments of 1967 for implementation is July of 1969. The goal

of WIN was stated in the legislation:

The purpose of this part is to require the
establishment of a program utilizing all
available manpower services, including those
authorized under other provisions of law, under
which individuals receiving aid to families
with dependent children will be furnished in-
centives, opportunities, and necessary servicee
in order for (1) the employment of such
individuals in the regular economy, (2) the
training of such individuals for work in the
regular economy, and (3) the participation of
such individuals in special work projects, this
restoring the families of such individuals to
indepedence and useful roles in their communities.
It is expected that the individuals participating

1 l7
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in the program established under this part will
acquire a sense of dignity, self-worth, and
confidence which will flow from being recognized
as a wage-earning member of society and that the
example of a working adult in these families
will have beneficial effects on the children in
such families. [42 United States Code, Section
630, the Social Security Act, as amended
January 2, 1968)

The purposes, and problems, of WIN I were well presented in

"Hearing," before the Committee on Finance, United States Senate,

92nd Congress, Second Session, June 27, 1972, at pages 38 and 39:

The Work Incentive Program was created by the Congress
as part of the Social Security Amendments of 1967. It

represents an attempt to cope with the problem of
rapidly growing dependency on welfare by dealing with
the major barriers which prevented many of the women
who headed families on welfare from becoming financially
independent by working. Major features of the WIN
Program as originally enacted are outlined in the
following paragraphs.

Referral for work and training.- The State welfare
agencies were to determine which welfare recipients ,

were appropriate for referral for work and training,
but they could not require participation from persons
in the following categories:

1. Children under age 16 or going to school;
2. Persons with illness, incapacity, advanced
age, or such remoteness from a project that they
would be precluded from effective participation
in work or training; Of
3. Persons whose substantially continuous
presence in the home was required because of the
illness or incapacity of another member of the
household.

For all those referred, the welfare agency was required
to assure necessary child care arrangements for the
children involved. An individual who desired to
participate in work or training was to be considered
for assignment and, unless specifically disapproved,
was to be referred to the program.

Work and training program.- The Secretary of Labor
was required to establish an employability plan for
each person referred. Persons referred by the State
welfare agency to the Department of Labor were to be
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handled according to three priorities. Under
the first priority, the Secretary of Labor was
to place as many persons as possible directly
in employment or on-the-job training, without
further preparation.

Under the second priority, all persons found
suitable were to receive training appropriate
to their needs, and up to $30 a month as a
training incentive payment. After training, as
many persons as possible were to be placed in
regular employment.

Under the third priority, the employment office
was required to make arrangements for special
work projects (public service employment) to
employ those found to be unsuitable for training
and those for whom no jobs in the regular economy
could be found at the time. These special
projects were to be set up by agreement between
the employment office and public agencies or non-
profit private agencies organized for a public
service purpose. It was required that workers
receive at least the minimum wage (but not
necessarily the prevailing wage) if the work they
performed was covered by the minimum wage statute.
In addition, the work performed under special
projects could not result in the displacement of
regularly employed workers.

Funds were first appropriated for the Work In-
centive Program in July 1969. Almost from the
first, operations under the program were
disappointing. In 1969 the Department of Labor
contracted with the Auerbach Corporation to study
the operations of the Work Incentive Program and
to make recommendations for improving it. The
Auerback Corporation conducted onsite evaluations
in 23 cities and published a detailed report on
each, as well as an overall appraisal of the Work
Incentive Program. The Auerbach report detailed
the problems in implementing the Work Incentive
Program and concluded: "The basic idea of WIN is
workable--though some aspects of the legislation
require modification." The Auerbach report pointed
to the following as some of the reasons for the slow
development of the Work Incentive Program and its
lack of impact on the welfare rolls:

1. On-the-job training, highly desirable because
of its virtual guarantee of employment upon successful
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completion of training, was largely ignored
under the Work Incentive Program.

2. Special work projects (public service
employment) also were aimed at providing actual
employment for welfare recipients; but though the
law required that they be established in all
States, only one State had implemented this
provision in a substantial way.

3. Lack of day care was having a great
inhibiting effect on welfare mother participation
in the program.

4. Lack of coordination between welfare and
employment agencies was inhibiting progress. In

some cases, lack of referral of trainable people
by some State welfare agencies was a problem.
Also, bureaucratic rivalry of long standing
between welfare and employment agencies was
carried over to WIN in some States. This situation
on the local level was compounded by lack of
coordination on the Federal level between the
Department of Labor and the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare.

5. Lack of adequate transportation was a
serious problem for many WIN projects, affecting
the enrollees' ability both to participate in the
program and to secure employment.

6. Lack of medical supportive services (physical
examinations and ability to remedy minor health
problems) was cited as a major problem.

7. Commenting on the need for job development,
the Auerbach Corporation stated:

Although the WIN concept is built around jobs
for welfare recipients, there has been little
investigation of the labor market to determine
exactly where and how jobs can be obtained, and
how many jobs are actually available or likely
to become available for WIN enrollees. Now that
the program is underway, there is a growing
feeling among local WIN staff that many parti
cipants, women in particular, will not obtain
jobs in the already tightly restricted market
existing in many communities.

(Hearing before the Committee on Finance, United
States Senate, 92nd Congress,-Second Session,
June 27, 1972, pp 38 -39j

In an attempt to remedy the perceived inadequacies of WIN I,

whle continuing the attempt to achieve the original purpose of

1 1 0
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the program, amendments to WIN, proposed by Senator Talmadge,

became law on December 28, 1971[Public Law 92-223, 42 United

States Code 601-633, as amended]. These amendments, known as

WIN II, were implemented in July of 1972.

The same Senate Finance Committee Hearing described the

implementation of WIN II, at pages 40 and 41:

In December 1971 the President signed into law
legislation proposed by Senator Talmadge designe4
to improve the effectiveness of the Work Incentive
Program. The new law, designed to take into account
the problems outlined in the Auerbach Report, made
these changes:

1. To end the problem of widely differing rates
of referrals and program participation, States
(instead of determining which cases are "appro-
priate" on an individual basis) are now required to
have each individual who applies for AFDC register
with the Secretary of Labor (as a condition for re-
ceiving assistance) unless the individual is:

(a) a child under age 16 or attending school;
(b) ill, incapacitated, or of advanced age;
(c) so remote from a WIN project than his

effective participation is precluded;
(d) caring for another member of the house-

hold who is ill or incapacitated;
(e) the mother or other relative of a child

under age six who is caring for the child, or
(f) a mother in a family where the father has

registered.
2. Under prior law, each State was required to pay

for 20% of the WIN funds allocated to the State.
Under the amendment, this figure was reduced to 10%.

3. To assure that persons referred for work and
training are ready to participate, each State welfare
agency is now required to set up a separate adminis-
trative unit to make arrangements for supportive
services needed by welfare recipi rats in order to
participate in the WIN Program and for certification
to the Labor Department of those who are ready for
employment or training. There was no comparable pro-
vision in prior law, and many referrals for partici-
pation were simply paper referrals.

4. To provide a financial incentive for States to
provide the supportive services welfare recipients
need in order to participate in the WIN Program, any
State which does not prepare and refer to the Labor
Department at least 15% of the people who are required
to register will suffer a financial penalty. Speci-

interStudy /123 East Grant Street/Minneapolis, Minnesota 55403



fically, the Federal matching for cash assistance pay-
ments under AFDC (which varies between 50% and 83%
among the States) will be reduced by one percentage
point for every percentage point the actual proportion
is below the 15% figure.

5. The Federal matching rate for supportive services,
including child care, provided by the welfare depart-
ment to enable its recipients to participate in the
WIN Program was increased from 75% under prior law to
90%. .

6. To place greater emphasis on employment-based
training .(as opposed to classroom training), a mini-
mum of 33-1/3% of total expenditures under the WIN
Program is required to go for on-the-job training and
public service employment. There was no comparable
provision in prior law.

7. One-half of the appropriated WIN funds will be
allotted to the States based on the number of regis-
trants for the WIN Program (in fiscal years 1973
and 1974, the allotment is based on the number of AFDC
recipients).

8. The Labor Department is required to accord
priority to those referred to the WIN Program in the
following order, taking into account employability
potential:

(a) unemployed fathers;
(b) mothers who volunteer for participation;
(c) other mothers and pregnant women under 19

years of age;
(d) dependent children and relatives age 16 or

over who are not in school, working, or in
training; and

(e) all other persons.
9. To simplify the funding of public service em-

ployment, the prior funding arrangement for special
work projects was deleted and authorizations for
public service employment will be provided for 100%
of the wages in the first year of an individual's
employment, 75% in the second year, 50% in the third
year and no Federal funding after that.
10. To mandate coordination between the two Federal

agencies involved, the Secretaries of Labor and Health,
Education, and Welfare are required to issue joint
regulations, which among other things provide for the
establishment of:

(a) a national committee to coordinate uniform
reporting and similar requirements for the
administration of the WIN Program; and

(b) a regional coordination committee to review
and approve Statewide operational plans.

The welfare and manpower agencies are required to
develop joint State operational plans detailing how
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the WIN Program will be operated in the State.
11. The Department of Labor is authorized to pay

allowances for travel and other costs necessary for
and directly related to participation Irrihe WIN Pro-
gram and to provide technical assistance to the pro-
viders of employment or training under the WIN Pro-
gram.
12. To relate training to actual jobs, the Secre-
tary of Labor is required to establish in each State,
municipality, or other geographical area with a signi-
ficant number of WIN registrants a Labor Market
Advisory Council whose function is to identify the
types of jobs available or likely to become available
in the area; no WIN institutional training can be es-
tablished unless it is related to the jobs identified
as being available.
13. It is made clear that the Secretary of Labor is
to utilize existing manpower programs to the maximum
possible extent in implementing the WIN Program.
14. Federal matching for costs related to super-

vision and materials needed for public service employ-
ment is authorized.
15. The effective date of all the provisions is

July 1, 1972.

Problems also arose, predictably, with the new WIN II Pro-

gram. In overly simplistic terms these problems can be described

as principally procedural or administrative in nature. Thus, dur-

ing the course of this research, WIN II was the subject of re-

thinking and administrative revision in an attempt to improve its

effectiveness.

In this historical context we undertook a research program

designed to identify and measure the impact of incentives and dis-

incentives in the WIN I and WIN II Programs. The final determin-

ation of the value of WIN has not yet been made. We hope the

results of this study will substantially assist in that assessment.
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PART R

WIN PROGRAM VARIABLES

This section focuses on the transition from the theoretical

concepts set forth in the model to the empirical variables that

were measured and tested in this study. We particularly empha-

size those empirical variables relating to actual or potential

WIN incentives that were the main focus of concern in this study.

While we attempt to provide a complete overview of our conceptual

and empirical model, more emphasis is given to our dependent

variable, employment, and those WIN incentive variables that

were studied in relation to employment outcomes.

We will now discuss the WIN incentive variables taking

first those variables that will affect the budget constraint of

the individual and second those variables that affect the tastes

of the individual.

BUDGET CONSTRAINT WIN VARIABLES

Affecting Unearned Income

The $3n Participation Allowance

This particular allowance should encourage clients to stay

in the WIN Program in order to increase their income and be able

to satisfy more.of their material needs. If length of time in

WIN and/or WIN completion is a positive factor in employment out-

comes, then the participation allowance should be a positive

factor in employment outcomes, operating indirectly through par-

ticipation in WIN. This participation allowance factor may be

measured empirically at two different levels.

The client's understanding that the S30 payment (which is

mailed separately from the AFDC check in Ramsey County) is

for participation in WIN.

The client's satisfaction with the amount (the $30) of the

participation payment.
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Threat of Loss of AFDC Grant

The possible loss of the welfare grant for failure to

participate in the WIN Program represents a potential reduction

in unearned income, therefore, knowledge of this possible loss

of the welfare grant may increase successful employment outcomes

because the person would not want to fail in the WIN Program.

Affecting the Expected Net Return from Market Work

The 13r1 1/3" Income Disregard

This incentive actually interrelates the WIN client's

unearned income and his expected return from market work. The

expected net return from market work under the "$30 + 1/3" dis-

regard system depends on the size of the client's welfare grant.

The larger the welfare grant, the smaller the expected return

from market work, and therefore, the less likely the client is

to work.

This hypothesis needs some further explanation. The WIN

Program creates a "notch" effect in earnings. The "S30 + 1/3"

provisions apply to women until they earn enough to offset the

welfare grant. This "off welfare" level of earnings is defined

by the following equation:

WG = 2/3 (Earnings - 30)

Two women could have identical jobs earning $400 per month. If

the welfare grant for one of these women was $200, her real earn-

ings from market work would be $200. If the welfare grant for

the second woman was $300, her real earnings from market work

would be $156.

For men, the "S30 + 1/3" provision does not apply if they

are employed full time.* Two men could both have full-time jobs

*In Minnesota, men employed more than 100 hours per month are con-
sidered working full-time and no longer qualify for welfare bene-
fits, hence the "$30 2/3" disregard is inoperative. Women and
men in Public Service Employment also do not receive the "$30 +
2/3" disregard.
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paying $400 per month. If the first man was receiving a welfare

grant of $200 prior to employment, his real return from working

would be $200. If the second was receiving a welfare grant of

$300 per month, his real return from working would be $100.*

Knowledge of the Effect of Earnings on the Welfare Grant

We examined participants' knowledge of how much of their

earnings they are allowed to keep and how important this finan-

cial incentive is to employment behavior. Correct information

about the treatment of earned income by the Welfare Department

could increase or decrease the expected real return from market

work. If the client initially thought all earned income reduced

the welfare grant on a dollar-for-dollar basis, correct knowledge

would increase the expected return from market work. If the

client initially thought his earnings would not affect the wel-

fare grant, correct knowledge would reduce the expected return

from market work. Since most clients are probably aware of the

income test t..) qualify for welfare, incorrect knowledge of the

first type'is likely to be more prevalent. Thus, we hypothe-

sized that knowledge of the treatment of income would increase

the expected net return from work and thus increase the Probabil-

ity of a favorable employment outcome. Since women's income is

treated more generously than that for men, we expect this know-

ledge to have a greater impact on women than on men.

*Another way of looking at these explanations is in terms of tax
rates. The marginal welfare tax rate for women is .66 and for men
working full-time 1.0r because this rate applies only until welfare
taxes equal the grant level, the average tax rate depends on the
size c: the welfare grant. In the above example for women, the
average tax rate is .5 for the one receiving a $200 welfare grant

and .64 for the one receiving a $300 welfare grant. In the example
for men, the average tax rate is .5 for the one receiving a $200
welfare grant and .75 for the one receiving a $300 welfare grant.
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WIN Training

The expectation of earnings from market work can be

increased by improving the skill level of the client through

training in the WIN Program. An increase in the skill level of

the client might increase his earnings expectation in two ways.

First, it might qualify the client for a higher paying job than

in the past, and second, it should increase the probability of

finding a job.*

Job Search Techniques

The expected earnings of the WIN client should be increased

by improving his job search techniques, such as personal inter-

view skills, instructions on how to fill out application forms,

etc. If the client feels a need for these skills and this need

is met by the WIN Program, then the client should feel that his

probability of employment was greater, which in turn would raise

his expected earnings and be positively related to successful

employment outcomes.

Placement Services

WIN clients who feel a need for assistance in looking for

a job and who believe this need is met by the WIN Program should

experience an increase in their probability of employment. This

would raise the clients' expected earnings and be positively

related to successful employment outcomes.

*In our general conceptual model we define expected earnings from
employment as a function of the wage rates that prevail for jobs
the client is qualified to hold as well as the probability of
finding one of these jobs. Our general hypothesis is that the
greater the expected earnings from employment the more likely
the client will work. Thus, variables that increase the wage
rate the client might receive or that increase the probability
of employment increase expected earnings and should have a
positive influence on employment outcomes.
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Employability Plan

It has been discovered by previous research that many

welfare clients do not have a good understanding of their employ-

ment prospects. Those clients who feel a need for a specific

job-oriented goal and have this need met by the WIN Program

should feel that their probability of employment is increased.

The increase in the probability of employment would raise the

expected net return from market work and should be positively

related to employment outcomes. For these effects to occur, we

expect that an employability plan not only needs to be developed

for the client but also must be clearly communicated through

counseling.

Work Expense Payments

Expenses required to attain and hold a job reduce the

expected net return from market work. Actual work expenses are

a function of such factors as distance :prom the work site and

type of occupation, among other factors. Work expense payments

may be greater or less than actual work expenses. Thus, this

variable has four dimensions; one is the client's actual work

expenses; two is the client's knowledge of his actual work

expenses; three is how much will actually be covered by WIN pay-

ments; and four is the client's knowledge of how much will be

paid or covered by the government.

Affecting the Expected Net Return from Home Work

We assume that each WIN client has a minimum level of home

goods that must be produced before entering market work without

a conflict. The time required to produce these home goods could

be considered their minimum expected home work. If market work

conflicts with the performance of home work, then the client must

"trade-off" between the two alternative uses of his time. For

most clients we expect at least some degree of conflict between
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home work and market work. Thus, WIN Program features which

either increase the productivity of the client when working at

home or eliminate the need to perform work at home reduce the

conflict between time spent in market work and home work.

Child Care

If child care is provided by WIN, then one of the tasks

that occupies the mother's time at home will be removed. This

means that the required time for home work will be less which

should make market work more attractive relative to home work.

Thus, we expect child care to be positively associated with

employment outcomes.

This variable may operate on two levels. One level would

be whether or not child care was provided. The second level

would be whether the mother felt the child care was adequate or

acceptable to her and to her children.

Home Management Counseling

If the client feels a need for advice in managing the

home while working and this need is satisfied through WIN counsel-

ing, then the conflict between home work and market work should

be reduced. Advice and training in such matters as meal planning,

budgeting and home maintenance should make the client more pro-

ductive in their home work, reducing the number of hours required

to complete home tasks. This service, for those who need it,

should be positively related to successful employment outcomes.
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UTILITY-RELATED WIN VAR1ABLf$

In our overall framework we assume that individuals have

numerous non-material (or non-economic) needs that may be

satisfied by market work. We have developed a comprehensive

list of these non-monetary needs that represent components of

the taste for market work. Not all persons will experience

all or even most of these needs but we would expect at least

some of these needs to be important to each WIN participant.

The utility from the activity of market work consists of the

fulfillment of these needs. We also consider the possibility

of disutility from market work that could affect individuals.

We reiterate at this point the importance of the per-

ception versus reality distinction. This distinction assumes

even greater significance in the area of non-monetary needs

and incentives since we expect a greater potential exists for

varying individual perceptions, misperceptions, values, etc.

regarding needs and incentives than in the financial areas

which at least allow quantification in dollar and cents terms.

Our general hypothesis is that the greater the expected

fulfillment of non-monetary needs from market work the more

successful will be the employment outcome; and, as a corollary

that the greater the expected non-monetary negative returns

from market work the less likely a successful employment

outcome. In this study we sought to measure the importance

of these needs to WIN clients and attempted to determine

whether incentives were operating to meet these needs.

We realize that the WIN Program is not specifically

focused toward meeting most of these needs, although the

program may be meeting some of these needs in a satisfactory

manner through incentives such as counseling, information
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dissemination, employment planning, and other services.*

Taste for Market Work

There are two major variables which we hypothesize will

affect the taste for market work. These are "expected job satis-

faction" and "self-confidence" about getting a job. Our general

hypothesis is that the greater the expected job satisfaction and

the greater the self-confidence about getting a job, the greater

the taste for market work and the more likely a successful em-

ployment outcome will occur. Both expected job satisfaction and

self-confidence about getting a job are general variables which

we translate into a number of measurable components.

Expected Job Satisfaction

Past Job Satisfaction

We hypothesize that the greater the job satisfaction in the past,

the greater the expected job satisfaction.

Satisfaction with WIN Job Of Client Has One)

We hypothesize that the greater the satisfaction with the WIN job

such as job entry job, on the job training or public service

employment, compared with an ideal, the greater the expected job

satisfaction.**

Satisfaction with WIN Job Goal

We hypothesize that the greater the satisfaction with the WIN job

goal, the greater the expected job satisfaction.

*The WIN Program could impact on these needs by identifying them
and by pointing out to the client how market work will meet these
needs. WIN could also attempt to meet important non-monetary
needs while the client is in the program and thus better act as
a bridge between unemployment and market work. The satisfaction
of some of these needs during the program should encourage
successful employment outcomes.
**The scale of items that measure job satisfaction is included
in the full discussion of the model and, of course, was part
of the questionnaire.
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Attitudes of Fellow WIN Participants and Family Regarding

Client's WIN Job Goal

We hypothesize that the more acceptable the client's WIN job goal

is to his family and his fellow WIN participants, the greater

his expected job satisfaction.

Attitudes Toward Work

We hypothesize that the more highly the client values work in

general, the greater his expected job satisfaction. These

attitudes include the following:

Work Ethic (or the internal stigma of not working)

We hypothesize that the stronger the work ethic, the greater

the expected job satisfaction.

Perceived benefits to family of his working

We hypothesize that the greater the perceived benefits to

the family from his working, the greater the expected job

satisfaction.

Acceptability of non-work sources of income such as welfare
and quasi-legal sources

We would hypothesize that the less favorable the client

views non-work sources of income, the greater the expected

job satisfaction.

Perceived Hassles of Work

We hypothesize that the fewer "hassles" regarding working that

the client expresses (hassles which include difficulties in find-

ing child care, transportation, etc.,) the greater the expected

job satisfaction.

Willingness to overcome Hassles incentive to work)

We hypothesize that the more willing the client is to overcome

"hassles" connected with working (hassles which include travel

time, dealing with bosses and new lines of work, possible non-

steady work, dull work, the need to be in the WIN Program,) the

greater the expected job satisfaction.
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Preferences for Other Roles and Activities and the Extent to

Which Work is Seen as interferino With These

We hypothesize that the less expressed preference for non-work

activities and roles over work, and the less work is seen as

interfering or competing with these roles and activities, the

greater the expected job satisfaction.

Attitudes Toward Welfare Programs

These attitudes include the following:

General Dissatisfaction with Welfare Programs

We hypothesize that the less satisfied the client is with

the welfare programs, the greater the expected job satis-

faction.

Availability of Welfare

We hypothesize that the stricter the client's view about

what kinds of people should get welfare, the greater the

expected job satisfaction.

Tolerance of Welfare Abuse

We hypothesize that the less tolerant the client is toward

welfare abuse, the greater the expected job satisfaction.

Stigma Felt by Client for being on Welfare or in Welfare
Employment (OJT, PSE, WIN)

We hypothesize that the more stigma the client feels about

being on welfare or in a job provided by or subsidized by

welfare, the greater the expected job satisfaction from

regular employment.

Attitudes and Behavior of Others Regarding Welfare and Work

These attitudes and behaviors include:

Stigma About Welfare Expressed by Non-Welfare Friends and
Relatives

We hypothesize that the more stigma about welfare expressed

by non-welfare friends and relatives, the greater the

client's expected job satisfaction.

Client Perceptions of Attitudes of Community in General
Toward Welfare

We hypothesize that the more stigma concerning welfare which
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the client perceives in the community in general, the

greater the expected job satisfaction.

Embarrassment of Client's Children for Being on Welfare

We hypothesize that the fact that children have been embar-

rassed about being on welfare will be related to greater

expected job satisfaction for the client.

Whether Family and Friends are on Welfare or Working

We hypothesize that having one's family and friends working

rather than on welfare will be related to greated expected

job satisfaction for the client. This relationship will be

influenced, however, by whether or not the client sees these

people frequently and whether or not he values their

opinions.

Client's Self-Confidence Relative to Getting a Job

The second major non-economic variable which will affect

employment outcomes is the client's self-confidence relative to

getting a job. We would hypothesize that the greater the self-

confidence relative to getting a job, the greater the taste for

market work. We expect that the following measurable variables

will affect self-confidence relative to getting a job, and hence

taste for market work.

Personal Efficacy or Sense of Ability to Control Rewards by nne's

Own Actions

The greater the sense of personal efficacy, the greater the

client's self-confidence about getting a job.

Confidence in the Ability_to Perform as Well as Others in the

WIN Pro ram

We hypothesize that the more confident the client is in the

ability to perform in WIN as well as others, the greater the self-

confidence about getting a job.

Job Interview Anxiety

We hypothesize that the less the job interview anxiety, the

greater the self-confidence about getting a job.
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ANALYSIS of VARIABLES LEADING TO IMPROVEMENT OF THE WIN PROGRAM

The WIN-related variables discussed in this summary of our

model were analyzed in conjunction with other variables that are

included in our model and are expected to affect employment out-

comes. Our comprehensive approach considered not only the impact

of WIN policies and features acting ep incentives or disincen-

tives, but also the impact of important personal characteristics

and labor market conditions on eventual employment outcomes and

behavior.

It is essential that WIN he studied within the context of

other important influences affecting employment. Only in this

manner could our analysis isolate the impacts of the WIN Program

and only in this manner could we measure the relative importance.

of WIN policies and program features in comparison with other

variables affecting employment.

125
96

Intf.r.:qii(1% 123 rio,t (;rant !Owe' klunneapolts, MInnekola 55403



PART C

MODEL OF WIN EMPLOYMENT

INTRODUCTION

We have summarized the main features of our model of WIN

participant employment in the preceding section of the Appendix

(Part B.) In this section, we present the details of the con-

ceptual and empirical model used in this study.

This model was developed to help isolate a priori those

factors which would be important in determining why some WIN

participants have successful employment outcomes and others do

not. The present model is derived from one which we developed

earlier for AFDC mothers, using only demographic and economic

variables. The present model differs from that earlier model

in the following ways: (1) we now focus on males as well as

females; (2) we focus on only those AFDC clients who are past

or current participants in the WIN Program; and (3) we elaborate

on our earlier model by adding a number of non-economic (i.e.,

attitudinal and self-reported behavioral) variables. The model

we present here seeks to determine the degree to which WIN

successes differ from WIN failures because of the following

factors: (1) individual and family characteristics that affect

the decision to work; (2) WIN Program incentives as experienced

and perceived by the individual that influence the decision to

work; and (3) those labor market factors external to the person

and his situation that determine whether he will find a job once

he has decided to seek a job. Such a determination will,

hopefully, be useful to policymakers who could alter or further

develop monetary and non-monetary incentives that would lead to

a higher rate of successful employment outcomes. In order to

determine how incentives do or could affect employment outcomes,

we also investigated at a more general level what combination of

variables affect employment outcomes. For example, some

126
97

Inter Study/123 East Grant Street/Minneapolis, Minnesota 55403



incentives may only work on clients with certain socio-demo-

graphic characteristics and not on other types of clients.

The work effort that our model is intended to explain is

to be measured primarily in terms of employment status at several

points in time. Those subjects of our study who participated in

WIN I were interviewed up to three years after their WIN experi-

ence; for those subjects participating in WIN II, one interview

occurred during participation and a second interview occurred

one year later.

In this chapter we will first present a general discussion

of the conceptual model that covers its essential elements and

the interrelations between those elements. Next, we move into a

more detailed discussion of the model as it pertains to the WIN

Program participants. Here we discuss the basic concepts in rela-

tion to specific features of the WIN Program or WIN Program parti-

cipants, translating the concepts of the model into empirical

variables that we wanted to measure and analyze in this study.

ESSENTIAL CONCEPTS OF THE MODEL

The conceptual model starts from a standard economic

framework. It is assumed that an individual chooses to act or

to engage in an activity because it yields utility, either

directly by the performance of the activity or indirectly

through a by-product of the activity, such as income. Utility

is defined as that quality of a good or activity which makes

it detired by the individual. This is, of course, a highly

subjective phenomenon because each person's makeup is different

from another's. Another way to view utility is the ability

of a good or activity to satisfy needs; in this context utility

and satisfaction are synonyms.*

Utility, then, is the final product or output of performing

*For a discussion of utility, see C.E. Ferguson, Microeconomic
Theory, 1966, pp. 11-25.
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an activity. And, to reiterate, the components of total utility

may be intrinsic, satisfaction from the activity itself, or

extrinsic, in the form of real income (goods and services)

resulting from the activity.

Besides yielding utility, activities also consume the time

and energy of the individual and may require the consumption of

goods and services as well. In a general sense, the ingredients

required to perform activities can be thought of as inputs. The

total quantity of inputs available to an individual is a con-

straint that limits the number and types of activities that the

individual can perform.

Rational behavior in this context is defined as the selec-

tion by the individual of that combination of activities that

maximizes total utility subject to the input constraint. Work

and non-work activities both require combinations of time and

goods and services, so that the work decision is a special case

of the allocation of time among a variety of activities.*

In our terminology at the most general level, total utility

is maximized by allocations of time, energy, and other resources

among the three options of market work (employment in the labor

market,) home work (work outside the market place which produces

goods and services,) and leisure (by definition in this study

the composite of all non-work activity.)

In other words, we assume that WIN participants, like

everyone else, will seek market work when the expected utility of

employment on a job is greater for those hours than either home

work or leisure. The WIN Program could enhance employment success

by makilg it Is positively reinforcing to the participant as

possiblt; WIN theoretically offers positive economic and non-

*This PI, Mework was first developed by Gary S. Becker, "A Theory
of the A.''ocation of Time," The Economic Journal, September 1965,

PP. 493-.1j.7. Our approach has also drawn on the work of Bevars
D. Mabry, Economics of Manpower and the Labor Market, New York,
1973, especially pp. 195-212 and 231-241. Also, William G. Bowen
and Aldrich T. Finegan, The Economics of Labor Force Participa-
tion, Princeton, 1969.
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economic reinforcers while also offering a negative sanction in

the form of a threat (rarely enforced in practice) of loss of

benefits to those mandated participants who without "good reason"

refuse to participate. In our terminology, then, WIN should seek

to maximize the utility to be gained from the choice of market

work over the choices of either home work or leisure.

Our goal in this study is to determine which and how in-

centives might be used in the WIN Program to enhance employment

outcomes. Thus, while we will necessarily be examining variables

which impact on the utility of all three possible uses of time,

market work, home work, and leisure, our focus is on the ways in

which the utility of market work can be increased, since this is

the focus of the WIN Program.

THE GENERAL CONCEPTUAL MODEL

Our basic behavioral assumption is that WIN participants,

like all other people, seek to maximize their utility in allocat-

ing their time between market work, home work and leisure. The

total utility a person can gain depends on his liking (or tastes)

for activities and goods and services as well as the quantity

that he can obtain.* In a world with no constraints the individ-

ual would maximize utility by engaging in each activity until the

utility of one or more units was zero. Decisions are not made in

such an unconstrained world, however. Thus, the individual must

seek to maximize utility taking into account his own tastes and

his own "budget constraint."** We will develop some general

*It is convenient conceptually to think of activities and goods
and services as separate. In reality the consumption of goods
and services occurs in conjunction with the performance of
activities over time.

**While we are orimarilu concerned about the behavior of the WIN
participant, we recognize and attempt to account for the fact
that other members of the household affect the decision of the
individual.
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discussion of these two classes of variables before going into

specific individual characteristics or experiences that might

measure these variables.

The Budget Constraint

The essence of any allocation problem is the scarcity of

one or more important factors that makes it necessary to choose

between alternatives. The constraints affecting the decision to

work are composed of one constant factor for all individuals and

three important variables. The constant factor is time; each

individual has a total of 24 hours per day that can be allocated

among alternative activities. The three variables are:

the set of expected market and non-market earnings rates;

the total amount of income the household would receive if

no market work were to be performed by the WIN partici-

pant; and

the monetary value of the saleable assets of the house-

hold.

Another way of looking at these constraints is by dividing

them into two parts, a time constraint and an income constraint.

However, since time can be converted into income at the expected

market and home earnings rates, the entire constraint can be

expressed as a budget constraint. Thus, the budget constraint

is the amount of real income (goods and services) that the WIN

participant can obtain by different allocations of this time. It

includes both earned and unearned or non-work income (the income

if no one works.) The variables determining the budget con-

straint are:

Yn The Total Real Unearned Income Available to the Family

This is the maximum real income that the family can obtain

if no one works for wages. This includes the money value of such

income sources as OASDI, welfare at-ants, insurance payments,
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alimony, income from relatives, the value of Medicaid and food

stamps, and imputed returns to owned capital (for example, a

house) which depend on the quantity of owned assets.*

E{ m) The Expected Net Real Return per Unit of Time From

Market Work

In making labor market decisions, the individual in the

household will have in mind, explicitly or implicitly, an expect-

ed market earnings rate per hour of work. This variable is a

measure of the net wage rate (after expenses and taxes are netted

out,) in real terms, that the'WIN participant can obtain from

market work in a given time period. The probability of obtaining

a job once the decision to seek work is made is included in this

concept. Other factors of relevance are the wage rates in jobs

for which the WIN participant is aualified, work expenses includ-

ing income taxes, and the grant reduction (welfare tax) resulting

from earnings. The earnings rate is expressed as an "expected"

level since there is inevitably some uncertainty about bow much

can be earned and there is some probability of error associated

with an earnings forecast.

E(W
h
) The Expected Home Wage Rate of the WIN Participant

This is an imputed earnings rate dependent on non-market

production functions which tell the person, how many units of

various non-market goods each successive hour of his time can be

transformed into. When the traditional work-leisure model is

applied, especially to women heads-of-households, the dichotomy

between market work and leisure does not adequately reflect the

range of alternatives available to mothers for the use of their

*We do not consider the assets variable further since AFDC
recipients are assumed to hafe levels of assets which are too
low to significantly affect the budget constraint and, hence,
the market work decision.
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time.* Part of a mother's non-market work time is spent in

"home work" -- that is, in such activities as child care, cooking,

cleaning, making clothes, and so on. Conceptually, this wage

rate could be measured as the cost (in real terms) of purchasing

these goods and services in the market divided by the amount of

time required by her to make them. It is, in part, by comparing

the expected non-market earning rate with the market rate that

the individual in a household provides the basis for the efficient

allocation of his time between market and non-market activities.

von?, E(oh) Wage Rates of Other Family Members

Market and home rate variables exist for every family

member. (To take a trivial example, both are zero for a small

child.) The work decisions of all family members depend in a

complicated way on the entire set of all such wage rates. In the

conceptual model, however, we concentrate on a single potential

income-earner -- the WIN participant. In our empirical model,

however, we allow for the influence of other adults in the family

and household on the work behavior of the WIN participant in

those cases where other adults are present and can be identified

by asking how many adults are working and how much income they

bring to the family.

Utility Considerations

The household is both a consuming and producing unit and

has tastes for consumables of all kinds -- market and non-market

goods -- as well as the processes (activities) by which market

*When the traditional work-leisure model is applied to the dis-
advantaged or underemployed population who, presumably, make up
a large share of the AFDC/WIN group, we must recogni'e the possi-
bility that illegal activity may be a very real alternative to
work for wages in the legal market economy or to leisure. The
difficulty of obtaining accurate data as to the extent of this
activity without prejudicing the obtaining of other information
caused us to eliminate this area from the present stydu and,
hence, from the conceptual model.
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goods and non-market goods are acquired. The utility that a

person receives from a particular good or activity depends on

the taste for the good or activity as well as the quantity

available to them. Utility, as discussed earlier, is an

elusive concept, and includes both economic and non-economic

(psychological) need satisfactions. We postulate, however,

that certain measurable variables indicate relative differences

in taste among families and among individuals, and we include

these variables in our model. We outline them here in general,

detailing them later.

N The Material Needs of the Family

One source of utility is from the consumption of goods and

services. Tastes for goods and services are influenced by psycho-

logical, sociological, and cultural factors that are difficult to

isolate and measure. In order to define the utility from goods

variable in a way that is useful for the prediction of work be-

havior, we assume that certain of the most important basic

material needs of families can be measured conceptually against

a standard of enough food, shelter, clothing, and medical care to

fulfill an arbitrary minimum established level.* For example,

larger families need more food to achieve a specified level of

nutrition for all family members. Using this definition, larger

families are assumed to have a greater need for food, or to place

a greater utility on the income necessary to acquire food. There-

fore, we assume the utility a family places on goods and services

to be related to family size, age of children, health status,

and geographic location (location affects the type and amount of

shelter and clothing required.)

*One such standard can be found in the Bureau of Labor Statistics
Bulletin, Three Standards of Living for an Urban Family of Four
Persons, (Spring, 1967.) These budget standards have been
regularly updated.
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T Tastes for Market Work, Home Work, and Leisure

Utility is derived not only from the consumption of goods

and services but also from the activities undertaken to obtain

them and from the use of leisure time. Thus, we postulate that

a WIN participant has a certain utility that he or she associates

with an hour spent in market work, another utility associated

with an hour spent in home work, and another associated with

an hour spent in leisure. These utilities can also be negative

(i.e., disutilities,) if the activity in question is regarded

as unpleasant by the WIN participant or if there is too much

"hassle" involved in pursuing the activity. Also, these

utilities can differ according to the amount of time allocated

to each activity. That is, non-working WIN participants might

view the activities involved in a ten-hour-a-week job as a

fairly enjoyable because they meet certain psychological needs.

(Remember that this is above and beyond his evaluation of the

utility of the goods and services that can be purchased with

the income from work.) Once working ten hours, he may view

as less enjoyable but still not unpleasant the possibility of

working an additional ten hours per week; this decline in

marginal utility (the additional utility associated with each

additional hour of work) could well continue until an increase

in work, for example from 40 to 50 hours per week, would be

viewed by the WIN participant as highly distasteful. Whether

or not he decides to work the extra ten hours would depend on

whether or not the utility he gains from the goods and services

he can purchase with the extra earnings is sufficient to out-

weigh the disutility of the extra work effort, and whether or

not the resulting net increase in utility is greater than the net

increase in utility that could be obtained from another possible

use of his time.

For our model, we define three variables to represent the

utility of, or taste for, the various uses of a WIN participant's
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1 variables, we now turn to the interrelations

cables in the process of utility maximization

cipant. As utility maximization occurs, time

various activities and income (either money or

located in order to consume a chosen set of goods

The essence of utility maximization is that the

f activities and goods and services are such that

sible combination (given initial conditions) can

her level of utility.

an summarize this process conceptually by referring

to the variables outlined in the previous discussion.

rirst, the budget constraint is given by Y, total real

family income, including goods and services produced at home

(through home work), obtainable from various allocations'of

time by the WIN participant. Therefore, we have:

lithe

av

Y
m

Y =Yn +Yh # Y (1)

re Y
n

is, as defined earlier, the real unearned income

ailable, Yh is total expected home work (real) income, and

is total expected market work (real) income.

If the WIN participant is the only person providing either

home work or market work, then we have

Y = E(W
h
)h

h
and (2)

Y
m

= E(Wm)hm' (3)

where hh, h
m

are the hours spent in home and market work, respec-

tively, by the WIN participant and F(Wh), E(1771) are the expected

net return per unit of time from some wori, and market work, ren-

pectively. 135
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The time spent in home work, market work and leisure has

a certain utility associated with it, as do the goods and

services obtained through either market work or home work.

Thus, we can postulate a "utility function" that includes

taste variables which were discussed earlier. The function

would show that total utility depends in a complicated way on

the amount of goods and services obtained and on the allocation

of time.*

Our model postulates that the WIN participant maximizes

his utility function subject to the budget constraint. The

maximization process leads to an allocation of time among

market work, home work, and leisure. We are concerned with

the allocation of time to market work, since this is a

quantifiable indicator of employment, the principle outcome

variable for this study. If we solve our model for hm, the

hours spent at market work, we derive an equation in which hm

is determined by (dependent on) all of the variables discussed

above. We can write this as:

h
m
= f(Y

n
.N.E(Wh ),Tm

,T
h
,T

1
(4)

where N,T
m
,T
h

and T
1
are variables determining utility and

n
.E(W

m
),snd

h
) are variables determining the budget

constraint. In Equation 4, the variable 7. ha.3 also been included.

Z is intended to represent all other factors of possible import-

ance in determining employment and earnings outcomes which may

have been overlooked or about which we can say little in this

model.

We would expect variables. in Equation 4 to affect the time

allocated to market work in the following way: The greater the

expected wage from market work, the greater the time allocated to

market work; the greater the expected return from home work, the

less the time allocated to market work; the greater the unearned

*Utility not measureable directly. Thus, while we continue
to discuss utility in our conceptual model, the empirical work
of this study relies on proxg variables of needs and satisfaction
of individuals without reference to a cardinal scale of utility.
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income (income if no work is performed,) the lens time will be

allocated to market work; the greater the taste for goods and

services and the greater the taste for market work, the greater

the allocation of time to market work; the greater the taste for

home work and the greater the taste for leisure, the less the

allocation of time to market work.

Additional Detail on the Market Work Decision

Since our primary concern in this study is on market work

for the WIN participant, we want to discuss in more detail here

the implications of our approach with respect to the decision to

seek work. A basic feature of our model is that the total utility

from market work can be thought of as the sum of two separate

utilities. This is illustrated in Figure 1. One utility is that

derived from the goods and services that can be purchased with

the income earned at work,and the second utility is that derived

from the activity of market work itself. For different individ-

uals the precise shape of the utility curves could be different

depending on their developed set of tastes. The utility that

can be derived from the purchase of market goods with the income

from market work is the part of the work decision that is most

frequently the subject of analysis, While it is difficult to

measure utility, it is possible to measure the income from market

work and thus to measure the auantity of goods and services that

could be purchased to yield utility as a result of market work.

Thus, the income incentive to seek market work derives from the

fact that this income can he used to purchase goods and services

that yield utility or provide the satisfaction of material needs.

At the same time, our framework recognizes that persons

derive utility or disutility from the process of market work it-

self, That is, the person has some needs that are not satisfied

by the purchase of goods and services with income but are satis-

fied by functioning in the role of an employed member of the

137
108

to WO-4mb. ' 12i Fat.1 Grant Strovt Minneapolis, Minnecola 55403



Utility

FIGURE 1: Utility of Income From Work and Utility of Work
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labor force. This second area has often been neglected in studies

of why people seek market work and become employed; it is this

area thf.- we expect to explore in some detail in this study.

We again must realize that different persons have different

preferences and view market work differently as a source of util-

ity. Figure 2 illustrates this point by representing utility

functions for three individuals, A, B, and C, with different

tastes. Individual A, at one extreme, dislikes work and gets

"disutility" from working that increases as the number of hours

worked increases. Individuals B and C both get positive utility

from the process of being involved in market work, but individual

C has a much stronger taste for work as represented by his higher

utility per hour of work.

In conjunction with the two types of utilities that can

be gained from market work, the individual will also have tastes

for home work and leisure activity. Analagous to the discussion

of market work, home work would Provide utility through the goods

produced at home (for example, day care that might otherwise need

to be purchased in the market economy) as well as through the

process of performing work at home (while providing day care the

individual may derive satisfaction from the role of parent.)

Leisure has been defined in this model as a type of resid-

ual concept; that is, leisure activity is simply the issue of

time that is not spent performing market work or home work. Since

leisure usually does not include activities that lead to the pro-

duction of goods, we assume that all of the utility of leisure

derives from not having to work for part of one's time. The

enjoyment of leisure often depends heavily on the utility of

goods that are produced or purchased as a result of market and

home work. A nice (leisurely) dinner in the evening might con-

sist of consuming food that was purchased and prepared with a

combination of market and home work. The utility of the dinner

would he analytically divisible into the utility as a result of

market work (income,) home work (preparation,) and leisure (time
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11

spent eating and possibly talking during and after dinner.)

While these distinctions can easily become blurred, the key

point is that we are concerned with tastes for consumable goods

and tastes for activities that yield utility. The individual

must consider these alternative sources of utility and weigh

their various strengths in deciding how to allocate his time,

especially in regards to the decision to seek market work.
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THE TRANSITION TO AN EMPIRICAL MODEL:

SPECIFICATION OF EMPIRICAL VARIABLES

AND HYPOTHESES

Introduction

We have now described our general model of utility maxi-

mization with conceptual variables which we feel impact on a

person's decision to seek or not to seek work and his probability

of a successful employment outcome. We solved this model for

the employment variable in Equation 4 in the previous section.

Each of the conceptual variables in that equation will now be

discussed in more detail in order to specify a model that is

empirically testable.

Second, we will specify the measures of empiric-al proxy

variables for our dependent variable for employment. Our intent

is to put some dimensions on employment in terms of duration,

adequacy, and quality, both economic and non-economic.

Third, we specify the measures or empirical proxy variables

for the numerous independent variables which we hypothesize as

impacting on employment. We also provide the rationale under-

lying our hypothesis.

Empirical Specification of the Dependent Variable, Employment

As we indicated in the development of our conceptual model,

our major focus is on identifying differences between WIN clients

who have successful and unsuccessful employment outcomes. Thus,

our dependent variable is a measure of employment status that we

want to relate to the set of independent variables that measure

the basic concepts incorporated in the model.

It is possible at the conceptual level to treat market

work as though it were a continuum of hours and that persons

could choose the exact number of hours they want to work. In

the real world institutional arrangements do not allow such a
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wide choice. Thus, our major empirical dependent variables for

the model is whether the person is employed or not employed at

. various points in time and the duration of employment during the

time intervals we are studying.

Empirical Specification of Independent Variables

and Hypothesized Impacts

The dependent variables (outcome measures must be analyzed

in relation to independent variables that are suggested by the

model. In the rather lengthly section which follows, we will

introduce specific empirical variables that measure concepts

from the model. Where possible, we then suggest the direction

of the expected effect of the independent variables on the

outcome variables. The expected effects or hypotheses must

necessarily be framed on a ceteris paribus (all other things

equal) basis. We realize that the effects of any one variable

may be influenced by the presence of other variables. Our

hypotheses related to the "true" effects of variables when the

influence of other variables have been properly controlled.

Budoet Constraint Variables

Y
n
,M,UN Unearned Income, Materials Needs, and Unmet Needs

Y
n

was defined earlier as the expected unearned real income that

the family would receive if no one in the family were employed.

For the family on AFDC, the portion of Yn obtained in the form

of cash grants generally equals the maximum welfare grant, since

all other unearned income, such as OASDI, alimony, and income

from relatives, is deducted from the maximum grant on a dollar-

for-dollar (or 100% tax rate) basis. The maximum grant depends

primarily upon geographic location (i.e., on state welfare stan-

dards) and family size.

In addition to cash grants, families may also receive

various income-in-kind benefits; these goods or services

1 4 3
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received directly rather than in cash. Specific types of income

in kind for AFDC recipients include medical care coverage under

Medicaid, food stamps, and public housing. The maximum amount

of food stamp bonus depends on geographic location (state welfare

standards) and family size. The maximum amount of Medicaid

benefits received depends on the geographic location (program

regulations differ by state) and the family's state of health:

the less healthy the family, the greater the amount of Medicaid

benefits (assuming the program covers the particular medical

needs.)

Our definition of the material need variable, N, assumed

that material needs could be measured with reference to a certain

standard. Thus, N was defined as depending on family size, age

of children, geographic location, health conditions, and (in

order to obtain a measure in real terms) the price level.

Because both Y
n

and N, as defined, are functions of the

same variables, we find it useful to combine them into a compos-

ite variable, UN, to indicate "unmet material need." This is

defined as N-Y
n
, measured in real dollars. We assume that the

greater the unmet material need the greater the propensity to

engage in market and/or home work. Since a wider range of mater-

ial needs can be met through market work, we expect the major

result of a high unmet material need to be an increase in market

rather than home work. In terms of the variables we have earlier

determined to affect Yn and N, unmet material need is postulated

to be a Function of the following specific variables:

Family size: In general, the larger the family the greater

both Y
n

and F. AFDC Programs pay more as the family increases,

but the grant structures are such that the pre - capita grant

dectines, implying that unmet need rises as family size

increases.* Because family size appears to be positively

*If economies of scale in consumption exist, and if the grant
structure reflected these economies exactly, then family size
would not affect unmet need.
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associated with unmet need, we expect family size, in this

context, to be positively associated with employment outcomes.

Ages of children: The age composition of a family affects UN,

and the most important aspect of this is the ages of the

children. Older children have greater comsumption needs

(Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1967,) a fact not generally re-

flected in welfare grants. Unmet need, therefore, can be

assumed to increase as the ages of the children increase. We

include this consideratici. *hrough the use of variables that

represent the age composition of the children into three age

categories: younger than six, six through 12 inclusive, and

13 and older.

Geographic location: Geographic location has been seen to

affect both components, Yn and N, of unmet need. Since we

apply our model in only one county, we can ignore this vari-

able, for all practical purposes in our study.

Health care needs: We assume that within any one urban area

that availability of Medicaid services is roughly the same

for all WIN participant AFDC families. Thus, we assume need

is not affected by health care needs.

Pregnancy: Pregnancy may be viewed as an adjunct of the age-

structure variables in that it increases unmet need. The

necessary medical care may be provided through Medicaid but

any need for special food and clothing is not included in the

welfare grant. Thus, pregnancy is assumed to increase unmet

need.

The S30 Participation Allowance

This participation allowance should encourage clients to stay in

the WIN Program in order to increase their income and be able to

satisfy more of their material needs.* If length of time in WIN

*The allowance operates as an incentive rather than a disincen-
tive because it depends on program participation and will not be
continued if program participation ceases.
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and/or WIN completion is a positive factor in employment outcomes,

then the participation allowance is a positive factor in employ-

ment outcomes, operating indirectly through participation in WIN.

The participation allowance factor may be measured empirically at

two different levels:

The client's understanding that the S30 payment (which is

mailed separately from the AFDC check in Ramsey County)

is for participation in WIN.

The client's satisfaction with the amount (the S30) of

the participation payment.

Threat of Loss of AFDC Grant

The possible loss of the welfare grant for failure to participate

in the WIN Program represents a potential reduction in unearned

income. Therefore, knowledge of this Possible loss of the wel-

fare grant may increase successful employment outcomes because

the person would not want to fail in the WIN Program. We will

examine not only the knowledge of participants of this loss, but

also how important it is in the employment-related behavior of

WIN clients.

Unmet Material Need (Summary)

For AFDC Recipients who are also WIN participants, our model

postulates that within a geographic area unmet material need

differs according to the number of ages of the children and

whether or not the recipient is pregnant. As unmet material need

increases, the propensity to seek market work is assumed to in-

crease. As will be seen below, however, some of the variables

affecting unmet material need also affect other variables. There-

fore, even though the change in a variable acts through unmet

material need to suggest an increase in market work, it may also

act through other variables to decrease market work. The domi-

nant effect must then be established empirically.

r(ram) The Expected Real Net Financial Return from Market Work

As discussed earlier, this variable is intended to represent

4.1
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conceptually the labor-demand situation facing a given WIN

participant and his knowledge of that situation. We indi-

cated four factors as most relevant in the determination of

E(W): (1) the probability of employment in the jobs for

which the WIN participant qualifies, (2) the wage rate obtainable

in such jobs, (3) the expenses of employment, and (4) the way in

which the welfare program "taxes" gross wages. (To obtain the

real wage rate, a price deflator is also required.)

Each job open to the WIN participant has, of course, a

wage rate associated with it. If the probability of finding

each type of job for which the WIN participant qualifies is

multiplied by the wage rate for that job and all products are

summed, the total is an expected wage rate. This expected or

mean wage rate is assumed to be different for clients with

different characteristics. The relevant characteristics are

those that either reflect skill differences (or, more broadly,

human-capital differences) or are used as the basis for

discrimination by employers. In order to move from gross

wage rate to an expected net wage rate, it would be necessary

to deduct the expenses of employment and the amount the AFDC

program "taxes" gross wages. The following specific variables

are hypothesized to affect the expected net return from market

for the WIN participant.

Education: All other things equal, we expect that those who

enter WIN having already obtained their high school diploma

or GEl) will have better employment outcomes than those who

have Less than that amount of education when they enter WIN.

We base this hypothesis on findings from our earlier study of

AFDC mothers who participated in WIN I. In the present study,

we propose categorizing WIN participants into those who enter

WIN with less than eight, more than eight but less than 12,

and 12 or more years of education (this latter category in-

cluding those who have their GET), or possibly a separate

category for clients with their GED.)
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Training: Those who have received formal job skills training

prior to. WIN, should be expected to have better outcomes than

those who have never received such training.

Work history: We hypothesize that those who have worked

more in the past, thus presumably acquiring job skills, are

expeCted to have better employment outcomes than others. We

reason that employers would consider them to be more valuable

at the time of job application operating under the assumption

that past performance as a worker is the best predictor of

future performance. Our measures of work history are the per-

cent of time employed during the three years prior to WIN

participation, with adjustments for time in school and for

whether the work was part-time or full-time.

iLlf of WIN participant: Age is likely to he associated with

other variables in our analysis such as education and number

of children; however, this will have to be determined empiri-

cally and dealt with in our statistical procedures. Our basic

hypothesis concerning age is that older clients will have

better employment outcomes up to a certain age. Beyond a

certain point, probably age 40 or 45, we exnect age to have a

negative effect on employment outcomes.*

Race: Our basic hypothesis is that blacks and Indians would

tend to face some degree of discrimination in the labor market

which would lower their expected wage rate from employment.

Thus, we would expect that whites, with a higher expected

return from employment, would have more favorable employment

outcomes than blacks or Indians.**

*Gurin (1970) found, with MDTA trainees, that women did not
experience differential success related to their age, men did.
White men, especially, got better post-program wages the older
they were, up to age 45.

**Gurin (1970) found, with his PDTA trainees, that whites in the
program had better employment outcomes than blacks. For wage
rates, however, the results were mixed and differentiated hu sex:
white men and black men had the same wage rates, but white mmen
had higher wage rates than black woken.
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Labor market conditions: Ceteris paribus, the probability of

finding a job is assumed to depend on the relative scarcity

of labor available for the various jobs for which the WIN

participant qualifies. Thus, unemployment rates and employ-

ment rates (which often move in opposite directions from

unemployment rates) in those markets and occupations most

relevant for our client population are utilized, if data are

available, in determining the probability of employment for

the WIN participant once he has decided to week work.

The "$30 + 1/3" Income Disregard

This WIN incentive actually interrelates the client's unearned

income and his expected return from market work. The expected

net return from market work under the "$30 + 1/3" disregard

system depends on the size of the client's welfare grant. The

larger the welfare grant the smaller the expected return from

market work, and therefore, the less likely the client is to work.

This hypothesis needs some further explanation. The WIN

Program creates a "notch" effect in earnings. The "g30 1/3"

provisions apply to women until they earn enough to offset the

welfare grant. This "off welfare" level of earnings is defined

by the following equation: WG --: 2/3 (Earnings - 30.) Two women

could have identical jobs earning $400 per month. If the welfare

grant for one of these women was $200, her real earnings from

market work would be $200. If the welfare grant for the second

was $300, her real earnings from market work would be $153.

For men, the "$30 + 1/3" provision does not apply if they are

employed full-time.* Two men could both have full-time jobs pay-

ing $400 per month. If the first was receiving a welfare grant

of $200 prior to employment, his real return from working would

*In Minnesota, men employed more than 100 hours per month are
considered working full-time and no longer qualify for welfare
benefits, hence the "$30 4- 1/3" disregard is inoperative. Women
and men in Public Service Employment also do not receive the "S30

1/3" disregard.
.1 4 9
120

100,60itly 12 i Iraq Gran! 4.01 Nlonneapori... Minnecola 55403



be $200. If the second was receiving a welfare grant of $300

per month, his real return from working would be $100.*

Knowledge of the Effect of Earnings on the Welfare Grant

We examined participants' knowledge of how much of their earnings

they are allowed to keep and how important this financial incen-

tive is to employment behavior. Correct information about the

treatment of earned income by the welfare department could in-

crease or decrease the expected real return from market work. If

the client initially thought all earned income reduced the wel-

fare grant on a dollar-for-dollar basis, correct knowledge would

increase the expected return from market work. If the client

initially thought his earnings would not affect the welfare grant,

correct knowledge would reduce the expected return from market

work. Since most clients are probably aware of the income test

to qualify for welfare, incorrect knowledge of the first type is

likely to be more prevalent. Thus, we hypothesize that knowledge

of the treatment of income would increase the expected net return

from work and thus increase the probability of a favorable employ-

ment outcome. Since women's income is treated more generously

than that for men, we expect this to have a greater impact on

women than on men.

WIN Training

The expectation of earnings from market work could be increased

by improving the skill level of the client through training in

the WIN Program. An increase in the skill level of the client

might increase his earnings expectation in two ways. First, it

*Another way of looking at these explanations is in terms of tax
rates. The marginal welfare tax rate for women is .66 and for
men working full-time, 1.0; because this rate applies only until
welfare taxes equal the grant level, the agerage tax rate depends
on the size of the welfare grant. In the above example for
women, the average tax rate is .5 for the one receiving a $200
welfare grant and .64 for the one receiving a $300 welfare grant.
In the example for men, the average tax rate is .5 for the one
receiving a $200 welfare grant and .75 for the one receiving a
$300 welfare grant.
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might qualify the client for a higher paying job than in the

past, and second, it should increase the probability of finding

a job.*

Job Search ...echniques

The expected earnings of the WIN client should be increased by

improving his job search techniques, such as personal interview

skills, instructions on how to fill out application forms, etc.

If the client feels a need for these skills and this need is met

by the WIN Program, then the client whould feel that his proba-

bility of employment was greater, which in turn would raise his

expected earnings and be positively related to successful

employment outcomes.

Placement Services

WIN clients who feel a need for assistance in looking for a job

and who believe this need is met by the WIN Program should ex-

perience an increase in their probability of employment. This

would raise the clients' expected earnings and be positively

related tc successful employment outcomes.

Employability Plan

It has been discovered by previous research that many welfare

clients do not have a good understanding of their employment

prospects. Those clients who feel a need for a'specific job-

oriented goal and have this need met by the WIN Program should

feel that their probability of employment is increased. The

increase in the probability of employment would raise the expect-

ed net return from market work and should be positively related

to employment outcomes. For these effects to occur, we expect

that an employability plan not only needs to be developed for the

client, but also must be clearly communicated through counseling.

*"Professional Trainees" whose principal motivation may be a
short-term training bonus would tend to reduce the positive
impact of the overall training program.
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Work Expense Payments

Expenses required to attain and hold a job reduce the expected

net return from market work. Actual work expenses are a function

of such factors as distance from the work site and type of occupa-

tion, among other factors. Work expense payments may be greater

or less than actual work expenses. Thus, this variable has four

dimensions: one is the client's actual work expenses: two is the

client's knowledge of his actual work expenses; three is how much

will actually be covered by WIN payments; and four is the client's

knowledge of how much will be paid or covered by the government.

E(W
h
) The Expected Nome Wage of the WIN Participant

The home wage rate of the WIN participant can be viewed as the

production function of a multiproduct firm; it is actually a

set of different rates, one for each good the WIN participant

can produce. The WIN participant will allocate his home work

time among alternative products according to three criteria:

(1) the marginal utility of the goods he can produce, (2) his

productivity in the production of these goods, and (3) the

non-pecuniary gains or costs obtained from the work itself.

These non-pecuniary elements are included in the taste

variables which we discuss later.

Thus, we see that measurement of the home wage, in'contrast

to measurement of the market wage, includes both the productivity

of the WIN participant and the utility of the goods he can

produce. If he is highly skilled in home health care, for

example, but his family is healthy, this potential component

of his home wage rate would be valued at far less than the

market price of home health care. This measure of the home

wage rate is conceptually quite illuminating; unfortunately,

neither productivity nor utility measures are available from

existing data for empirical estimation with our model.

To make the home wage rate concept empirically operational,

we have assumed That each WIN client has a minimum level of home

goods that must be produced before entering market work without
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a conflict. The time required to produce these home goods could

be considered their minimum expected home work. If market work

conflicts with the performance of home work, then the client

must "trade-off" between the two alternative uses of his time.

For most clients we would expect at least some degree of

conflict between home work and market work. Thus, variables

which increase the minimum expected home work of the client would

have a negative impact on market work; and variables which reduce

the minimum expected home work would have a positive impact on

employment.

Family Size: We expect that the larger the number of children

in a family, the greater the minimum expected home work. Thus,

in this context, family size is expected to have a negative

effect on market work.

Ages of Children: We expect that younger children create the

greatest need for work to he performed in the home. Thus, we

expect that the ages of children would be positively related

to employment outcomes.

Pregnancy: The impending infant care associated with a preg-

nancy is expected to increase the need for work to be perform-

ed in the home. Thus, we exnect Pregnancy to have a negative

impact on emnlovment outcomes.

Child Care Through WIN

If child care is provided by WIN, then one of the tasks that

occupies the mother's time at home will he removed. This means

that the required time for home work will be less which should

make market work more attractive relative to home work. Thus, we

expect child care to be positively associated with employment

outcomes.

This variable may operate on two levels. One level is whether

or not child care was provided. The second level is whether the

mother felt the child care was adeouate or acceptable to her and

to her children. 15.3
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Home Management Counseling Through WIN

If the client feels a need for advice in managing the home

while working and this need is satisfied through WIN counseling,

then the conflict between home work and market work should be

reduced. Advice and training in such matters as meal planning,

budgeting and home maintenance should make the client more

productive in their home work, reducing the number of hours

required to complete home tasks. This service, for those who

need it, should be positively related to successful employment

outcomes.

Other Adults

As noted earlier, market and home wage rates exist for all

members of the family or household. Information on the charac-

teristics of other household members can be measured in terms

of the ages of the children and whether or not other adults

are in the household. Both older children and adults can

produce home goods or work for wages in the market. The

decision with regard to market work for older children will

also be affected by the taste of the family for school

attendance.

In genetal, we cannot predict the direction'of the effect

of the home and market wage variables for other household

members. It appears that the greater the market wage attainable

by others, the lower the probability of market employment by

the WIN participant; conversely, the greater the home wage of

others, the greater the probability of employment by the WIN

participant. Empirically, we sought to determine whether the

presence of other adults increases or decreases the employment

and earnings of WIN participants. We also sought to determine

whether marital status (iriicating potential presence of another

adult) affects employment outcome.
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Utility Variables

Tm,Th,T1 Taste for Market Work, Taste for Home Work, Taste for

Leisure

The probably effects of the taste variables on market employment

are relatively clear. For example, given a certain consumption

of leisure, the greater the relative taste for market work by the

WIN participant, the greater the probability of employment; the

greater his taste for home work, the lower his probability of

employment (or the greater the probability that employment will

be part-time.) It should be noted that these tastes are actually

vectors; the taste for market and home work depends on the spec-

ific nature of the activites involved. Market work in an office

.could be viewed differently from work for the same wage rate in a

factory, and similarly for the various types of home work.

The potential effect of taste on work has significant

implications for attempting to explain work behavior of WIN

participants. For example, our model predicts that education

through its impact on the expected wage rate, will be positively

correlated with work. When the psychological consideration of

intrinsic taste for work is entered into the model, then the

claim is: given a certain level of taste for work, education

is positively related to work.

We, thus, postulate for our model that a WIN participant's

tastes are important in his eventual employment outcome. These

tastes are, of course, influenced by such narticipant

characteristics as race, age, education, work history, etc.,

but our intent is to attempt to isolate the effects of the

taste variables on work status outcomes so as to point to

possible ways in which the WIN Program could be improved.

While we cannot measure tastes directly in the manner that

one can calculate income, there are measures that we used as

proxies variables for taste and then to determine the impact

of these variables on employment and earnings outcomes. If

these measures turn out to have a significant relationship
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to outcomes, other things being equal, it would suggest areas

that the WIN Program could concentrate on to enhance the rate

of successful outcomes.

In terms of our overall model framework, the taste

variables represent the utility that can be gained from

activities that is independent from the income (either money

income or income-in-kind) that may derive from an activity.

The incentive to seek market work in this context is to obtain

the utility (satisfy needs) that one gets from work activity and

the various roles one assumes as a labor market participant.

There are two major variables which we hypothesize will

affect the taste for market work. These are "expected job

satisfaction" and "self-confidence",about getting a job. Our

general hypothesis is that the greater the expected job satis-

faction and the greater the self-confidence about getting a

job, the greater the taste for market work and the more likely

a successful employment outcome will occur. Both expected job

satisfaction and self-confidence about getting a job are general

variables which we translate into a number of measurable

components.

Expected Job Satisfaction

Past job satisfaction: We hypothesize that the greater

the job satisfaction in the past, the greater the

expected job satisfaction.*

Satisfaction with WIN job (if client has one): We

hypothesize that the greater the satisfaction with

the WIN job such as job entry job, on the job training

or public service employment, compared with an ideal,

the greater the expected job satisfaction.

411 scale to measure job satisfaction in a specific context was
used in this project. The job satisfaction scale includes the
following items: ability utilization, achievement, activate,
advancement, authority, comparative compensation, creativitu,
rocognition, rosponsibility, securitu, varietu, working condi-
tions, the chance to earn enough money to get off welfare, and
the chance to earn more than one gets from just being on welfare.
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Satisfaction with WIN job goal: We hypothesize that

the greater the satisfaction with the WIN job goal,

the greater the expected job satisfaction.

Attitudes of fellow WIN participants and family regarding

client's WIN job goal: We hypothesize that the more

acceptable the client's WIN job goal is to his family

and his fellow WIN participants, the greater his expected

job satisfaction.

Attitudes toward work: We hypothesize that the more high-

Lv the client values work in general, the greater his

expected job satisfaction. These attitudes include the

following:

Work ethic (or the internal stigma of not working) -

We hypothesize that the stronger his work ethic, the

greater his expected job satisfaction.

Perceived benefits to family of his working - We hloo-

thesize that the greater the perceived benefits to his

family from his working, the greater his expected job

satisfaction.

Acceptability of non-work sources of income such as

welfare and illegal sources We hypothesize that the

less favorable the client views non-work sources of

income, the greater his expected job satisfaction.

Perceived hassles of work: We hypothesize that the fewer

"hassles" regarding working that the client expresses

(hassles which include difficulties in finding child

care, transportation, etc.), the greater his expected job

satisfaction.

Willingness to overcome hassles (i.e., incentive to work):

We hypothesize that the more willing the client is to

overcome "hassles" connected with working (hassles which

include travel time, dealing with bosses and new lines

of work, possible non-steady work, dull work, the need to
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be in the WIN Program,) the greater his expected job

satisfaction.

Preferences for other roles and activities and the extent

to which work is seen as interfering with these: We hypo-

thesize that the less expressed preference for non-work

activities and roles over work, and the less work is seen

as interfering or competing with these roles and activi-

ties, the greater the expected job satisfaction.

Attitudes toward welfare programs: These attitudes

include the following:

General dissatisfaction with welfare Programs - We

hypothesize that the less satisfied the client is with

welfare programs, the greater his expected job satis-

faction.

Availability of welfare - We hypothesize that the

stricter the client's view about what kinds of people

should get welfare, the greater his expected job satis-

fact ion.

Tolerance of welfare abuse - We hypothesize that the

less tolerant of welfare abuse he is among others, the

greater his expected job satisfaction.

Stigma felt by client for being on welfare or in wel-

fare employment (OJT, PSE, WIN) - We hypothesize that

the more stigma the client feels about being on welfare

or in a job provided by or subsidized by welfare, the

greater his expected job satisfaction from regular

employment.

Attitudes and behavior of others regarding welfare work:

These attitudes and behaviors include:

Stigma about welfare expressed by non-welfare friends

and relatives - We hypothesize that the more stigma

about welfare expressed by non-welfare friends and
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relatives, the greater the client's expected job

satisfaction.

Client perceptions of attitudes of community in general

toward welfare We hypothesize that the more stigma

concerning welfare which the client perceives in the

community in general, the greater his expected job

satisfaction.

Embarrassment of client's children for being on welfare -

We hypothesize that the fact of his saying that his

children have been embarrassed about being on welfare

will be related to greater expected job satisfaction

for the client.

Whether family and friends are on welfare or working -

We hypothesize that having one's family and friends

working rather than on welfare will be related to

greater expected job satisfaction for the client.

This relationship will be influenced, however, by

whether or not the client sees these people infre-

quently and whether or not he values their opinions.

Client's Self Confidence Relative to Gett,,ig a Job: The

second major non-economic variable which will affect employ-

ment outcomes is the client's self-confidence relative to

getting a job. We would hypothesize that the greater his self-

confidence relative to getting a job, the greater his taste for

market work. We expect that the following measurable variables

will affect self-confidence relative to getting a job, and hence

taste for market work.

Personal efficacy or sense of ability to control rewards

by one's own actions: The greater his sense of personal

efficacy, the greater the client's self-confidence about

getting a job.

Confidence in his ability to perform as well as others in

the WIN Program: We hypothesize that the more confident
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the client is in his ability to perform in WIN as well as

others, the greater his self-confidence about getting a

job.

Job interview anxiety: We hypothesize that the less his

job interview anxiety, the greater his self-confidence

about getting a job.

We have specified a large number of empirical variables

that are related to the basic concepts in our model of WIN employ-

ment. This a priori selection of variables gave us the guide for -

developing a questionnaire that should be appropriate for this

project. The chief requirement of the questionnaire from an

analysis perspective was to measure the variables that have been

specified in the model so that the suggested hypotheses can be

tested.
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LINKING THE MODEL TO THE QUESTIONNAIRE

Introduction

In the presentation of our model we set.forth a substan-

tial number of variables along with our hypotheses concerning

the impacts of these variables upon employment or market work

behavior and outcomes. In the model we progressed from the con-

ceptual level to the empirical level; i.e., to the specification

of variables which were measurable. Now we wish to move yet

another step to an explanation of how we measured these variables.

More specifically, we now discuss the kinds of questions we asked

in interviews of our sample population in order to measure the

impacts of these variables upon employment.

Our format in this section is to first recall to the

reader a hypothesis from the model; the expression of which indi-

cates the variables to be measured in testing the hypothesis. We

then move to a description of the questions or kinds of questions

we asked in measuring the relevant variables. We deal here at a

general level with the important concepts of our model and a

narrative discussion of relevant measurement questions. The

questionnaires actually employed in the interviews are contained

in the Appendix.

While in this section we mainly discuss the substance of

the information we sought, it is important to note that this

information came in various "forms" -- all of which, however,

served to complete our measurement goals. The "forms" of the

information we sought were:

actual measurement of some factual items such as amount of

unearned income;

indicators of some of the more difficult-to-measure con-

cepts such as unmet need (the indicators -- hypothesized

proxies or substitute measures -- of which were number of

children, ages of children, and health of household mem-

bers;) and 161
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combination indices or attempts to quantify other concepts

such as job satisfaction. Our index of job satisfaction

involves measurement of the importance to the respondent

of each of a number of separate aspects of an ideal job,

then comparison,of one's measured satisfaction on each

aspect for one's past, present, or expected future job

with the measure of how important each aspect was.

We break this discussion into our now familar basic dis-

tinction between financial and non-financial aspects of the

employment decision.

The Measurement of Financial

(Budget Constraint) Variables

Unmet Need

We hypothesize that the greater the amount of unmet material

need in the participant's family, the more likely he is to choose

market work.* Unmet material need, in our conceptualization, con-

sists of total material need minus the measured income from wel-

fare grants or elsewhere which serves to satisfy needs. We acknow-

ledge the difficulty of determining amount of "unmet need". Other

researchers have tried asking how much more money people thought

they needed and found that question to be nearly impossible to

answer. Nonetheless, logic would lead us to expect that the

greater his unmet need, the greater the client's desire to work.

Therefore, we measured both total material need and measured in-

come.

We inquired into three objective indicators of probable

amount of total material need: number of children, ages of child-

ren, and the health of household members, (including the pregnancy

of the client.) We attempted to measure amount of unearned

*A11 of the hypotheses summarized here are stated in terms of
the assumption of "an other things being equal."
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income by asking the former WIN participant, at the time of

follow-up (when he has presumably completed his WIN training and

should be working) how much current income he is receiving from

welfare grants, income-in-kind (including food stamps, rent sub-

side or public housing, free or reduced rate school lunches and

medical coverage,) OASDHI, other public and private pensions,

income from assets and gifts, whether there are any other adults

(including a spouse) in his family who live with him, whether

they are working and, if so, the amount of take-home pay they

contributed to the family last month.

Expected Earnings from Market Work

We hypothesize that the greater the "earning expectations"

of the client (in other words, the greater the expected financial

return per unit of time from market work,) the greater his desire

for employment. This concept of expected financial return encom-

passes both the expected worth of work and the probability of

working. From a subjective perspective, we asked the client hiw

much he expects to earn (and on what job) when he completes WIN,

the highest earning he is capable of earning now (and on what

job,) what he thinks his net earnings (given work expenses and

the welfare tax) will be and his chances of getting a job he

wants.

Expected Home Wage

We hypothesize that the greater the need of the client to be

at home and the greater the expected financial return from work

at home, the less the client will desire market work. While this

concept of "expected home wage" cannot be measured directly, it

can be inferred from such measurables as ages of children (younger

ones demanding more time,) health of household members (the

assumption being that having in the household someone such as a

bedridden person who requires full-time care would increase the
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client's time and energy.) We also inquired as to the extent to

which home needs are supplied or would be supplied by others in

the event of absense from the home for market work; specifically

the extent to which appropriate child care, health care and/or

homemaker services were received from welfare.

The Measurement of Non-Financial (Taste) Variables

Whether or not a WIN participant will desire to work after

finishing WIN will also depend, we believe, on his "taste" for

market work, which we define as his expectations of market work

satisfying his non-financial needs. These are the needs which

can be met, in general, by the activity involved in working as

distinguished from the money which is a product of working.

Taste for market work is an elusive concept, the measurement of

which we approached by using two main indicators, "expected non-

financial job satisfaction" and "self-image" relative to one's

ability to manipulate one's environment. We present below the

indicators which we used to measure these two concepts.

Expected Non-Financial Job Satisfaction

We hypothesize that the greater the expected non-finan-

cial job satisfaction for the client, the greater will be the

desire for employment. One can express overall satisfaction with

a job -- i.e., one can generally like it or generally dislike it.

One can also like or dislike particular aspects of the job. Our

indicators included both the indices of general overall satis-

faction and the indices of satisfaction with specific aspects.

Further, one can compare one's satisfaction with particular as-

pects of a job with how important it is to one to be satisfied

with each of these aspects, resulting in quantities or indices

of "dissatisfaction." The particular aspects of the job which

could contribute to job satisfaction and which we measured are
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contained in our model.*

Keeping these concepts in mind, we now move to a discus-

sion of the indicators of these conceptions which we measured.

First, we hypothesize that, if he ever worked in the past, the

more satisfied the client was in his last job the higher will be

current expected job satisfaction. Therefore, we asked him what

his last job was and attempted to measure his recollected job

satisfaction.

Second, for the client who is now working as part of his

WIN Program (in a job-entry job, or even on-the-job training or

public service employment,)** we hypothesize that the more he

likes his WIN employment experience the more likely he is to

expect to be satisfied with any future employment. Therefore,

we measured his satisfaction with his WIN job, using the job

satisfaction measurement concepts described above.

Third, for the client who is now in WIN and knows what job

WIN is preparing him for, but has not yet reached the stage in

the program where he has a job, we hypothesize that the more he

likes that job goal, the more he will expect that working will

satisfy his needs. Therefore, we asked the WIN participant

whether he has a job goal, what it is, and how satisfied he

thinks he will be with that job once he gets it.

In addition to his own opinions, for the client who has

had past employment, has a current job, or has a WIN job goal,

we expect that the opinions of his family and peers about parti-

cular jobs will influence his own perceptions of it. Therefore,

*The items are: (1) ability utilization; (2) achievement, (3)
activity; (4) advancement; (5) authority; (6) employer policies
and practices; (7) comparative compensation; (8) co-workers, (9)
creativity< (10) independence, (11) moral values; (12) recognition<
(13) responsibility, (14) security< (15) social service; (16)
social status; (17) supervision/human relations; (18) supervision/
technical< (29) variety; (20) working conditions; (21) chance to
earn enough money to get off welfare; (22) chance to earn more
than one gets from just being on welfare.

**Both of these in Ramsey County are considered by WIN to be sub-
sidized employment.
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we asked what his family and other peer groups think of his past,

present, or expected jobs.

The WIN participant brings with him a set of notions

about the morality and worth of working in general. Phychological

theory suggests if the client thinks that work is a "good" thing

he will be most comfortable with himself if he behaves in accord-

ance with his values. Thus, we hypothesize that the greater the

client's "work ethic" the greater his expected job satisfaction.

Therefore, we measured the client's work ethic. We asked him

whether he thinks it is worth it to him to work and whether his

working will benefit his family in the long run, and we asked him

to rank a set of possible sources of income (including working,

welfare and illegal sources) according to their acceptability to

him.

We hypothesize that the fewer barriers or "hassles" the

client perceives with regard to working, the more likely he is

to expect job satisfaction in the future. Therefore we asked

those who were not employed what their reasons were for not work-

ing (including the need for good and/or free child care, the need

for transportation, the need to get more training, lack of self-

confidence with regard to job-seeking, ill health and age).

While the client's perception of barriers and/or hassles

which might make working difficult or distasteful for him will

be an indicator of his expected job satisfaction, we feel that

an even stronger indicator will be that client's expressed will-

ingness to overcome those barriers or hassles. Therefore, we

asked him how much hassle he would be willing to tolerate with

regard to travel time, pay level, bosses, new lines of work,

steadiness of job, uninteresting work, the need to get additional

training, the need to get child care, the need to gain confidence

in job-seeking skills.

We believe that an important indicator of expected job

satisfaction is the client's expressed preferences for other com-

peting roles and activities. We hypothesize that the less his
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expressed preference for roles and activities which would compete

with market work for his time, the more likely the client will be

to expect work to satisfy his needs. The other roles and activi-

ties include roles of being a parent, spouse, friend, citizen,

etc.; and include activities such as careful shopping, doing

things around the house, cooking, having a social life, and get-

ting enough rest. We asked him what he would most like to do if

he weren't working, and whether he would work (and to what extent)

if he had enough money to meet his needs without working. We

also asked whether he feels that working would result in the

better or worse performance of a number of competing roles and

activities.

Another indicator of expected job satisfaction is a set

of indices which measure the client's attitudes toward welfare.

We hypothesize in general that the less the client views welfare

as being acceptable and well run in our society (in other words,

the less satisfied the client is with the hassles of welfare, the

more stigma he feels about getting welfare, and the less lenient

he is about who should be on welfare,) the greater his expected

satisfaction with his welfare grant, numbers and types of

"hassles" he perceives in the welfare system, his opinions on the

types of people who should get welfare, his tolerance for people

who abuse welfare privileges, and the extent to which he per-

ceives the receipt of welfare as being stigmatizing.

Finally, we feel that the extent to which a client will

expect a job to be satisfying can be indicated by the attitudes

and behavior of other persons regarding welfare and working. In

general we hypothesize that the more the client's friends and

relatives favor work over welfare, the more likely he is to expect

satisfaction from work. Therefore, we asked the recipient the

extent to which he feels ashamed or embarrassed in the presence

of friends and relatives who are not on welfare, the extent to

which he thinks people in the community are hostile to welfare

recipients, whether or not his family and friends are on welfare
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or working, how often he sees these friends and relatives, and

how much he values his friends' opinions.

We also measured general and specific satisfaction with

the WIN Program in terms of its relationship to eventual employ-

ment outcomes. We would hypothesize that satisfaction with WIN,

as a preparation for and introduction to work, will increase ex-

pected job satisfaction and correlate positively with taste for

work and eventual employment outcomes. If WIN satisfaction has

this positive bridging effect to desired outcomes, we sought to

understand what aspects of WIN cause satisfaction or dissatis-

faction.

Therefore we asked the client how important to him are a

number of general monetary* and non-monetary aspects of the pro-

gram, and how satisfied he is with each of these general aspects.

Our resulting index measures degree of his dissatisfaction with

the program. We also asked him how important to him are a number

of specific aspects of the WIN components he has been in, how

important to him are the services welfare is providing him while

he is in WIN and how satisfied he is with these specific aspects

of WIN and welfare services while he is in WIN. Resulting indices

measure his degree of dissatisfaction with these aspects. Some

of the aspects of the WIN Program and accompanying welfare ser-

vices are:

Adequacy of support money while in the WIN Program

Financial penalties for not participating or for being

absent

Transportation and travel time

Clarity of program goals

Supportiveness of staff

Friendliness of peers in WIN

*Arguable, any questions regarding monetary aspects of WIN could

be included in the earlier discussion of financial variables. Now-
ever, the satisfaction with WIN we wish to measure here is basic-
ally non-financial in nature; i.e., does a satisfying experience
in a work preparation program increase expected joii satisfaction
and eventual employment?
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Feeling of accomplishment

Recognition for doing good work

Autonomy regarding choice of WIN job goal and employment

plan

Fairness of WIN policies and treatment by staff

Relevance of WIN experience to job goal

Quality of training and education program

Expectations concerning outcome

Amount of time wasted in the program

Child care arrangements

Housing help

Health help

Legal services help

Budget help

Homemanagement help

Homemaker help

Finally, we asked the client whether, looking back, if he

hadn't been required to participate, he would have volunteered for

WIN. This indicator measures how willing he is to tolerate the

hassles of having to participate in WIN.

The Client's Self-Image

The other major indicator of taste for market work which

we measured is the client's self-image. In general, we hypothe-

size that the more the client views himself as a competent worker

who can get a job and achieve desired rewards through his own

efforts, the greater his taste for market work and the more likely

he will be to choose market work. Recause the measurement of

"self-image" is perhaps even more elusive than the measurement of

the "expected non-financial job satisfaction" concept, we

approached the measurement task by using a number of indicators

of self-image.

one such indicator is an index of "personal efficacy."
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We asked the client about his experiences in being able to

control rewards by his own actions.

Expressed job interview anxiety is another indicator of

self-image. We asked the client how nervous he usually is before

a job interview and while he is awaiting the results of the

interview.

Another indicator of self-image is the client's expecta-

tion of reaching his WIN job goal and in getting his ideal job.

We asked him what he perceives his chances to be of reaching

these two goals.

Another indicator of self-image is the client's confidence

regarding his being employed in a year. We asked him what he

thinks his chances are of working 12 months from now.

Our final indicator of self-image is the client's expressed

confidence in his ability to perform well in WIN. (This indicator

relates to our hypothesis noted earlier that a good WIN experience

will correlate positively with eventual employment outcomes.) We

asked the client how he thinks his performance compares with that

of others in WIN. We asked the client how confident he is in his

ability to complete WIN. We hypothesize that answers expressing

confidence in one's abilities and progress in WIN will be posi-

tively related to employment outcomes.

Measurement of the Quality and Quantity

of Employment Outcomes

Our theoretical model attempts to explain annumber of de-

pendent variables, all of them related to employment. We have

discussed the variables we believe will help explain one of these

dependent variables, namely, desire for market work. We sought

to study other indicators of employment: actual employment

status, duration of employment, frequency of employment, earnings,

degree of welfare dependency, plans to remain on welfare, labor

force status (i.e., whether actually looking for work or not),
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type of job sought compared with best ever held, search methods

used after WIN compared with methods used prior to WIN, and job

satisfaction.* We asked the client for information to help us

to compute all of these indicators of our dependent variable,

employment.

*Satisfaction with last job, WIN job, and expected satisfaction
with WIN job goal are all independent variables; satisfaction
with employment at time of follow-up is a dependent variable.
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PART D

FIELD WORK PROCEDURES
AND DATA COLLECTION RESULTS

FIELD WORK PROCEDURES

Interviewer Screening and Hiring

Most important in rating potential interviewers on this

project was previous experience. We hoped to hire individuals

with experience in gathering attitudinal, employment, and demo-

graphic information, but remained open to those whose experience

was in product research, opinion polls, or market surveys. The

desired educational attainment was set at "some college", which

we were prepared to waive in lieu of other favorable factors.

We were also seeking to have our interviewers generally reflect

our client population in terms of age, sex, and race.

We strongly desired interviewers who were familiar with

welfare policy and accepting welfare recipients, and who would

not discriminate against respondents because of race, neigh-

borhood, type of housing, etc. Finally, we looked for persons

who would be interested in the purpose of the survey, and who

would view it as potentially important to the improvement of

the WIN Program.

Of next importance 1,1 our hiring criteria were residence

and capability for the necessary level of effort. We elected

to hire only persons residing outside Ramsey County, reducing

the likelihood that an interviewer would know a respondent or

his family, and thereby safeguarding respondent confidentiality.

We also questioned the applicants closely regarding potential

fatigue, owing to the unique demands of the survey. Inasmuch

as there were two separate questionnaires for Wave I, one

applying to past and one to present WIN participants, each of

which took approximately one hour to administer, we wanted to

hire only those who felt they could perform consistently over

a three-month period. 172
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We ultimately hired fifteen interviewers for the first

wave of interviews. None had ever received welfare benefits

nor participated in the WIN Program. Eight interviewers were

women. Seven were men, three of whom were members of a minority

racial group. The age range was from 25 to 48, with an average

age of 35 years.

All interviewers had previous survey experience. Five

were professional interviewers, defined as those whose major

income-producing activity was interviewing. Five were experienced

at interviewing, but were unemployed and looking for full-time

employment appropriate to their major area of training and work

experience. Two were housewives working as part-time inter-

viewers; one was employed full-time with a social action agency

and supplemented his income by interviewing. The final two were

students whose experience consisted of interviewing and other data

collection for academic research.

For the second wave of interviews, we rehired six inter-

viewers who had participated in the first interviewing effort.

These six (five women and one man) demonstrated their reliability

and competency during the first wave of interviews and were

chosen because they were the most productive interviewers we had

had.

Interviewer Training

The interviewers participated in 17 hours of training '

prior to the start of WAVE I field work. The first session in-

cluded an overview of InterStudy, the relationship between the

Department of Labor (DoL) and InterStudy in the present project,

and basic information on poverty and welfare in the nation. The

WIN Program was explained with some emphasis on the difference

between WIN I and WIN II. The purpose of the Ramsey County WIN

Survey was discussed, the study's concepts, and the relationship

between the data collected and project goals.
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Remaining sessions centered on the two questionnaires

(WIN I and WIN II,) explaining them and alerting interviewers to

problems likely to be encountered in the field. Parctice in

administering the questionnaires was provided through role-play-

ing. The interviewers split into groups and took the role of

respondent or of interviewer, alternating between the two. A

final question and answer session clarified those items or pro-

cedures not yet thoroughly understood.

Two training sessions were held for the returning inter-

viewers for the Wave II interviewing effort. The first session

included a brief informal review of the project and preparation

for the specific field work of this stage of the project. The

second session was spent in live practice in administering the

questionnaires followed by a question and answer session.

Questionnaire Pretesting

The InterStudy staff was largely responsible for pretest-

ing all the questionnaires. But, tun professional interviewers

(one of whom worked on the main interviewing effort) were hired

to participate in the pretesting of the Wave I questionnaires.

Results were analyzed and incorporated into the final question-

naires, and items were noted that needed special attention

during training and the data collection effort.

Respondent Contact Procedures

For the first wave of interviews, introductory letters

were sent to each respondent selected into the sample, informing

of the survey, indicating the random selection of names, and

stating the five-dollar honorarium for participation. All

envelopes were stamped, "FIRST CLASS ADDRESS CORRECTION REQUESTED."

For the second wave of interviews a letter was sent informing

respondents that they had been selected to participate in the
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follow-up interview, and that they would again receive $5 for

their participation.

The letters were sent approximately two weeks before

clients were assigned to interviewers to allow-time for mail

delivery, forwarding, or return. On occasion, however, a change-

of-address card would come from the Post Office or a letter would

be returned, as much as six weeks after mailing.

All returned letters were checked for more recent addresses

in the Minneapolis and St. Paul telephone directories, through

telephone operators, city directories, or an employer for WIN I

successful terminees, if noted on their Termination Record.*

WIN II respondents were asked for names and phone numbers

of two friends or relatives who would likely know any change of

address that occurred between the two waves of interviews. If a

second wave letter was returned, these contacts were checked for

more recent address of the respondent.** If another address was

found, an introductory letter was sent to the new address and

the change noted in our master file. If no alternative address

was found, a green cellugraf tab was placed on the master file

card, indicating "unable to locate", and that individual was

not assigned to an interviewer.

Interviewer Assignments

Master file information was typed onto interviewer

"Assignment and Contact" forms. These forms and a check for $5,

payable to the respondent at the conclusion of the interview,

were clipped to the appropriate questionnaires and assigned to

interviewers weekly, primarily on the basis of location of

*We requested information on the location of the individual for
survey purposes, but did not reveal the nature of our survey or
the client's previous participation in WIN or AFDC.

**We requested information on the location of the individual for
survey purposes, but did not reveal the nature of our survey or
the client's previous participation in WIN or AFDC.
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clients. We initially tried to match client and interviewer

on the basis of race and sex, but dropped this after a very

short period, because we had no black female interviewers, had

more female interviewers than male, and found that our female

interviewers consistently produced more completed interviews.

A master list was prepared that included client code

number, name, check number, and a place for results. Respondent

names on these weekly lists were placed in numerical order

corresponding to the check that had been prepared to accompany

the assignments. These lists made it possible to summarize the

weekly outcome of our field work.

Each questionnaire was checked in on the master list

weekly, as it was returned. Questionnaires were checked in as

"CI" (completed interview,) or "RE" (returned questionnaire.)

Interviewers were allowed to keep questionnaires for those

clients they felt they would be able to interview within a week

or two. These were checked in as "HO" (holdovers). Each inter-

viewer initially received a weekly assignment of ten respondents.

The results of the first three weeks showed interviewers had

some difficulty locating respondents at their homes. After the

third week, and all during Wave II, the assignments were in-

creased to fifteen respondents for each interviewer, allowing

the interviewer to make more money, and in many cases, work

more efficiently in locating the respondents. Once a respond-

ent was assigned to an interviewer, it was that interviewer's

responsibility to get in touch with the respondent, set up an

interview appointment, and follow through on the interview.

The project control staff, however, frequently investigated a

respondent's whereabouts and sent a follow-up letter if possible.

(Our interviewers strongly believed that the $5 payment to

respondents was the single most important factor in securing

their cooperation.)

The status of the field work was checked every week to

see how many interviews were complete, how many were currently
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assigned, etc. If a particular group contained too few com-

pleted interviews, more assignments or reassignments were made

for clients in that group.

Locating the Hard-to-Find

Incomplete returned questionnaires were divided into four

categories, based on the reason for return. The first category

included clients whom an interviewer had located, but who refused

to participate in the survey. These were reassigned to a differ-

ent interviewer, with a different match on sex or race. If a

client refused to participate a second time, he or she was not

assigned again.

A second category of returned questionnaires included WIN

participants who were contacted personally, but for whom an

interview was not arranged because of a conflict of schedules,

etc. This category also included clients who, though not con-

tacted personally, had relatives, neighbors, etc., who assured

the interviewer of the client's correct address and phone

number. Questionnaires falling into this category were re-

assigned, either to the same or a different interviewer, for

additional attempts.

A third group of returned questionnaires included clients

that interviewers were unable to locate. Even though we had

not received an address correction from the Post Office or a

returned letter, we found that we had incorrect addresses for

a large number of WIN participants in our sample. This was

particularly true of WIN I clients. InterStudy staff again

checked for current addresses in the Minneapolis and St. Paul

telephone directories, city directories, etc. Again, another

introductory letter was sent to an alternative address, if

found, and the potential respondent later reassigned.

There were still a large number of people for whom Inter-

Study staff could not find ?. more current address. We assumed
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that the first letter had been delivered, somehow, and sent a

second letter to the same address, enclosing a return postcard.

Out of 126 second letters sent, 18 letters and 4 change-of-

address cards were returned to us by the Post Office, none of

which had been returned upon the first mailing. One client

phoned, and three sent the enclosed postcard back with an address

change. These clients were reassigned to be interviewed.

Finally, some returned questionnaires were placed in a

fourth "impossible to get" category in our sample. We deter-

mined these from information received by the interviewers or

by InterStudy staff. Some of the reasons for placing returned

questionnaires in thii category were that the respondent's

friends, relatives, or neighbors had said the client had moved

out of the area, was in the workhouse or prison, was in a

state hospital or sanitarium, or had died.

Interviewer Pay

-We combined a bonus incentive pay plan with a basic flat

rate of $7 for Wave I and $8 for Wave II per completed interview.

The flat rate was deemed large enough to cover portal-to-portal

time and mileage, assuming the interviewer was well organized and

made advantageous use of the telephone as well as personal

meetings.

The Initial incentive plan in Wave I paid 85, $10, or $20

in total bonus money to each interviewer completing an eighth,

ninth, or tenth interview, respectively. The plan was revised,

however, when only $4n in bonuses were earned through the first

three weeks. The revised plan offered a $2 bonus, beginning with

the fifth completed interview, and increasing by one additional

dollar for each interview through the twelfth, at which point the

bonus remained at $10 per completion thereafter. The bonus plan

for Wave II was essentially the same as the revised plan of Wave

I except that it started with the sixth completed interview and
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increased from $2 to a maximum of S7. This new plan with the base

rate of g8 rather then S7 providedgreater earnings to the inter-

viewers up to and including thirteen completed interviews per

week.

Field Supervision and Ouality. Control

The staff, especially the field work supervisor, provided

field supervision weekly, clarifying issues, questions of policy,

questionnaire administration, etc. .In addition, the staff pro-

vided quality control monitoring of interviewer performance. A

random selection of approximately 10% of the questionnaires

returned as finished Were examined for accuracy and completeness.

Each respondent in this selection was asked specific questions

by phone that could be verified by their questionnaire.

Results of this check showed that 85% of thecompleted

interviews were correct and complete. The remainder were com-

plete, but showed discrepancies between the questionnaires and

the phone call in the same particular responses. Further analy-

sis showed that most of the errors concerned WIN I respondents,

who had terminated the program two to four yea ;s ago, and who

had some difficulty in remembering specific information.

.f.
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InterStudy
123 East Grant Street, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55403/telephone(612) 338-8761

During the next several months, InterStudy (a private non-profit
research organization) will be conducting a survey of past and present
participants in the WIN Program. The purpose of the survey is to sug-
gest ways in which the WIN Program could be improved for people who
participate in it in the future.

Your name has been selected at random from lists of all past and
present WIN participants supplied to us by the government, and you
are in the sample of people to be included in the survey. The survey
will take about one hour and we will pay you $5.00 for your time. We
want to find out how well you liked the program, what some of its
problems are, and what could be improved.

We are not connected with either the state or local WIN agency or with
the welfare department, and no one at either agency will know that you
have talked to us or what you have said. All information will be
identified with code numbers, not names, and absolutely no one outside
of our research staff will ever know that we talked to you. The infor-
mation you supply will be used for research purposes only.

In the near future, one of our professional survey interviewers will
be calling you to schedule an appointment at your convenience. The
survey interviewers have been provided with identification cards.
Please ask the interviewer to show you his identification card when he
comes to your home.

We ask for your interest and cooperation to help make this survey a
success. Thank you for any help you can give us. If you would like
to know more about this survey, please call me at 338-8761, ext. 339.

Cordially,

et...44e
Ronald E. Fine
Project Director, WIN Survey
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InterStudy
123 East Grant Street, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55403/telephone (612) 338-8761

During the next several weeks, InterStudy will conduct the follow-up
phase of the WIN survey you participated in early last year. The
purpose of the survey is to suggest ways in which the WIN program
could be improved for people who participate in the future.

Your name has been selected from the group of people interviewed
last year, to be included in the second round of interviews. One of
our professional interviewers will be contacting you to complete this
final interview, which should take about thirty (30) minutes. At the
end of the interview, we will again pay you $5.00 for your time and
assistance.

All of the informat-ion you share with us will be used for research
purposes only, and will be identified by code numbers, not names.
We ask for your interest and cooperation; recording your experiences
in the WIN program are vital to the success of this survey.

Thank you very much for your help. If you would like to know more
about this follow-up phase of the survey, please write or call
Sue Henke at 33E1-8761, extension 321.

Sincerely yours,

Earl Hokenson
Project Director, WIN Survey
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Front of Card MASTER FILE CARD

Name:

Code:

Case Number:

Address: Phone:

WIN I [successful ; unsuccessful ]

WIN II

Sex: Race: Birthdate:

Interview: Completed

Not completed (explain)

Coding: Completed

,011=110 ,

Back of Card

Not completed (explain)

Code:

Introductory Letter Sent: By: Date:

Assignment Group Number:

Interviewer:

Ta4n!, You Letter Sent: By: Date:
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INTERVIEWER'

ASSIGNMENT GROUP DATE

FINAL DISPOSITION:

COMPLETED INTERVIEW

ASSIGNMENT AND CONTACT FORM

UNCOMPLETED CALL BACK

NAME

(CHANGES)

RESPONDENT'S NUMBER

WIN GROUP

SEX RACE BIRTHRATE

ADDRESS PHONE

ADDRESS PHONE

CO ACTS nst 2nd 3rd 4th '5th

Date

Day

With

RESULTS .

-Tele-

phone
Per-
sonal

Tele-
_phone

Per-

sonal

Tele-
_phone

Per-
sonal

r Tele-
phone

Per-
sonal

Tele-
_phone

Per-
sonal

.Not Home

Moved
Married
Name Change
Wrong
Address

Deceased

Dther

Refusal*
-COMPLETED
and PAID

COLLATERAL CONTACTS:

*COMMENTS:
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ASSIGNMENT GROUP:

MASTER LIST

ELIOT:

Code 0 Name

CHECK

NUMBER INTERVIEWER

QUESTIONNAIRES

CI HO RE
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interStudy
123 East Grant Street, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55403/telephone (612} 338-8761

InterStudy, a private non-profit research organization, has been
conducting a survey of past and present WIN participants in Ramsey
County.

Your name has been selected at random from lists of all past and
present WIN participants supplied to us by the government, and you
are in the sample of people to be incldded in the survey. The survey
will take about one hour and we will pay you $5.00 for your time. We
want to find out how well you liked the program, what some of its
problems are, and what could be improved.

One of our professional survey interviewers has tried to contact you
to schedule an appointment at your convenience, but was unable to
reach you. If you would be willing to talk to one of our interviewers,
please call Sue Peterson at 338-8761 and let us know what your current
address and phone number is or else fill out the enclosed past card
and return it to us.

We ask for your interest and cooperation to help make this survey a
success. Thank you for any help you can give us.

Sincerely,

147011 (110114."'

Leonard G. Bower
Project Director, WIN Survey

18.5

156

Interdisciplinary studies for policymakers



1

1
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1

Postage will be paid by

Inter Study
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Minneapolis MN 55403

Att: S. Peterson

FIRST CLASS

PERMIT NO. 10019
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PHONE:
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1. NAME:

2. ADDRESS:

3. PERIOD OF PERFORMANCE

CONSULTING INVOICE

(To be provided to IS consultants

for invoicing services)

Social Security i

From To

Total Pay for
the Interview

Total Pay for
Total Interviews

Completed

Interviews
Base Pay
per Interview

Bonus Pay for
the Interview

1 8 0 8 8
2 8 0 8 16
3 8 0 8 24
4 8 0 8 32
5 8 0 8 40
6 8 2 10 50
7 8 3 11 61

8 8 4 12 73
9 8 5 13 86
10 8 6 14 100
11 8 7 15 115
12 8 7 15 130
13 8 7 15 145
14 8 7 15 160
15 8 7 15 175
16 8 7 15 190
17 8 7 15 205
18 8 7 15 220

TOTAL $

CONSULTANT SIGNATURE

PROJECT NAME/NUMBER:

APPROVALS:

PROJECT DIRECTOR:

FINANCE & ADMINISTRATION:

DATE:
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DATA COLLECTION RESULTS

The procedures outlined in the previous section of this

chapter were used to aid in managing the successful completion

of 1,163 interviews during Waves I and II of the project.

These completions represent 76% of the 1,533 clients that were

assigned to interviewers durifig the course of the field work.

The total number of completions include 313 from the WIN I

Program and 508 from the WIN II Program interviewed during the

first wave of interviews in 1974. In addition, a follow-up

interview was completed on 342 of the WIN II participants

during the second wave of the interviews conducted during 1975.

This section spells out in more detail, assisted

by a summary table, the number of completions attained during

our field work by each sub-group of our sample. In addition,

we discuss how the survey documents were translated into a

computer-readable format, to permit efficient data summaries

and lay the basis for more detailed data analysis.

WIN Female Results

A total of 159 WIN I females were interviewed during Wave

I -- 81 of these were in the successfully terminated category,

and 78 were in the unsuccessfully terminated category. For

the WIN 1 female successful group, 107 assigned attempts were

made, with a 77% completion rate. A 70% completion rate was

achieved for the WIN I female unsuccessful group. There were

218 interviews assigned for these two groups of WIN I females,

and 74% of these attempted interviews were completed. There

were 35 assigned respondents in the WIN I female group whom

the interviewers were unable to locate. Nine of the respondents

located refused to participate in the survey, and it was deter-

mined that nine others had moved from the area. Since we were

locating these respondents 1-1/2 to 3 years after their termin-

ation from the WIN Program, we believe that our overall
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completion rate of 74% was a very favorable outcome of the

field work.

WIN I Male Results

During the Wave I effort, 154 WIN I males were inter-

viewed. There were 294 assigned attempts; thus, the comple-

tion rate for this group of respondents was 54%. Of the 154

completed interviews, 67 were unsuccessfully terminated from

the WIN Program, and 87 were successfully terminated. For

the WIN I male unsuccessful group, 146 attempts were assigned,

with a completion rate of 45%. Of the 148 assigned attempts,

60% were interviewed for the successful group of males.

Although the completion rate for WIN I males is lower

than for other groups of respondents, if figures were used

which included only those respondents we were able to locate,

the WIN I male group completion rate would be essentially the

same as the other groups of respondents. We found that almost

40 men in this group would be "impossible to interview."

They had moved from the area, died, or were now in prison or

jail, etc. We were unable to locate 64 other WIN I males.

They, too, may have moved from the area, since we could not

get information about them from old neighbors, ex-wives, etc.

Twenty-eight other potential respondents did not wish to

participate in the survey. Some of these broke several inter-

view appointments, and the rest refused to be interviewed.

Thus, our field work reconfirmed other impressions we had

gained in the course of this study: that the WIN males are a

highly mobile and multi-problemed group. This has abearing

on their employability, as well as on their locatability. We

discuss these issues further elsewhere in this report.
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WIN II Female Results

A total of 339 WIN II females were assigned to be inter-

viewed during Wave I, and 87%, or 293 of these attempts, were

completed. The reason most often noted by interviewers as to why

they were not able to compinte an assigned attempt was that they

were not able to locate the respondent. A few respondents re-

ported that they had never been in the program, and 14 others

did not wish to participate in the survey.

During Wave II, 232 WIN II females were assigned to be

interviewed. One hundred nineteen of these women had been

successfully terminated from WIN and 113 had been unsuccess-

fully terminated. An overall completion rate for this group

was 85% or 197 completed interviews. Of these, 104 were success-

fully terminated and 93 were unsuccessfully terminated. Again,

one of the most frequently mentioned reasons given by the inter-

viewers as to why they were unable to complete an interview

was that they were unable to locate the respondent. Fourteen

other women chose not to participate in the survey a second

time. The rest of the potential respondents were found to be

"impossible to interview;" they had either moved from the area,

were in prison or the hospital, etc. In general we enjoyed a

great deal of success in completing interviews from among women

in our WIN II sample.

WIN II Male Results

The WIN II male completion rate was also quite high. In

Wave I there were 215 (79%) completed interviews out of 269

assigned atempts. Again, the reason most commonly given for

an unsuccessful attempt was that the interview could not locate

the respondent. This was noted on 21 of the returned survey

booklets. It was determined that another 11 respondents would

be "impossible to interview;" they'had moved from the area, were

6 190
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in prison or jail, were retarded and could not he interviewed,

or had already been interviewed on a WIN I questionnaire. Only

10 of the potential respondents refused to be interviewed.

We had hoped to complete more interviews with WIN II

males during the first wave of interviewing. We discovered,

however, that there were fewer males currently in the WIN Pro-

gram than we had been led to believe by the program staff.

Realizing that we had fewer males than we wanted, we went

back to the current WIN files in Ramsey County approximately

three months after the original sample was drawn and added

every male who had entered WIN during that period. After

attempting to interview every male in the WIN Program at the

time the original sample was drawn, we also tried to inter-

view all those who had entered during the next three months.

Thus, we achieved a very good completion rate with the WIN II

males, but ended up with a completed set of interviews slightly

smaller than we had anticipated.

During the second or follow-up wave of interviewing a

total of 145 WIN I/ males were interviewed out of 183 assigned

attempts. Thus, the completion rate for this group of res-

pondents was 79%. One hundred and two of the assigned attempts

were men who were successfully terminated from the WIN Program

and 83, or 817, of these attempted interviews were completed for

a completion rate of 77%. Fifteen of these potential respondents

refused to be interviewed a second time and interviewers could

not locate 13 of the others. It was determined that 10 other

respondents had either moved from the area or were in prison.

The following table summarizes the total interview completions

and completion rates.
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TABLE 3

RAMSEY COUNTY Final Data Collection Statistics

WIN SURVEY

WAVE I

Group
Assigned Completed Completion
Attempts Interviews Percentalts

WIN I

Male (S)

Male (U)

148

146

87

67

60%

46%

Total Males 294 154 54%

Female (S) 107 81 77%

Female (U) 111 78 70%

Total Females 218 159 74%

WIN II

Males 269 215 79%

Females 337 293 87%

WIN II TOTALS 606 508 84%

WAVE II WIN II

Male (S) 102 83 81%

Male (U) 81 62 77%

Total Males 183 145 79%

Female (S) 119 104 87%

Female (U) 113 93 82%

Total Females 232 197 85%

WIN II, WAVE II
TOTALS 415 342 82%

FINAL OVERALL TOTALS 1533 1163 76%

DATA COLLECTION
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Coding of Completed Surveys

A detailed coding manual was developed for the three

survey booklets. These manuals assigned numerical codes to

the possible responses to each of the questions asked in the

interviews, with the exception of a few open-ended items that

were treated differently (as discussed below). The WIN I

survey questions were coded into an eight-card machine-readable

format, while the somewhat shorter WIN II-Wave I survey questions

were coded into a seven-card machine-readable format. The

follow-up survey booklet for WIN II respondents was coded into

a five-card machine-readable format.

Each coding manual was entirely pretested on six com-

pleted survey booklets. The manuals were revised on the basis

of the first pretest, and were pretested further. Final ver-

sions of the coding manuals were prepared, and a copy of each

was made for persons directly involved in the coding.

The staff assigned to coding Wave I survey booklets

included five Welfare Policy Division staff members, and one

person who had previously been a research assistant in the

Welfare Policy Division and involved in this project at an

earlier stage. In addition, one person, hired on the basis

of his education and experience, helped with coding. The

Wave II survey booklets were coded by four of the same people

who had coded the first wave booklets. This was done to pro-

vide consistency between waves of interviews.

After each person had coded a few questionnaires, a

second group meeting was held to review procedures and to dis-

cuss coding problems. A random sample of questionnaires were

then recorded by another person, and differences were discussed

with the original coder to provide a check on internal corsIst-

ency. In addition, quality control checks were previded by

the project director and research assistant during the entire
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coding operation. One or both of these people were also avail-

able at all times to answer questions and to help with possible

problems.

Finally, all employment data was coded by either the pro-

ject director or the research assistant assigned to the project.

This was done to increase consistency on items for which more

discretion was necessary.

The physical coding was done on eighty-column coding

sheets especially prepared for our own use. Upon completion,

the first wave questionnaire code sheets were keypunched and

given a 100% verification by Dynamic Data Services, a minority-

owned business firm in Minneapolis. The follow-up code sheets

were keypunched and given 100% verification by Twin City Key-

punch, Inc.

After receiving the returned card records, we supple-

mented verification by performing'a series of checks for valid

codes and internal consistency to ensure the integrity of the

data base. Problems uncovered were resolved by referring to

the coded forms and the original completed survey booklet. In

general, we encountered very few problems with "st-ay" or

invalid codes, and uncovered a few cases of internal incon-

sistency.*

The data processing, including the valid code and con-

sistency checks just discussed, is being done on the University

of Minnesota Cyber 74 System (a Control Data Corporation system),

using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS).

Our data are organized into two SPSS files, one for the WIN I

respondents, and one for the WIN II respondents. Each file

*We acknowledge, however, that these checks after the fact can
only determine whether codes fall within acceptable ranges and
were internally consistent within coded interviews. Such checks
cannot determine that coding was done accurately, or that it was
consistent between coders. Steps taken to deal with these areas
of quality control were discussed earlier.
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is of N x M dimensions, wh ere:

V = number of cases

M = number of variables.

Each file is also broken down into two subfiles, one for males,

and one for females.

processing of data f

bined analysis whet

This procedure, then, allows for separate

or either the males or females, or for com-

e the two subfiles are merged.
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PART E

STATISTICAL TABLES

For ease of reference we have indicated the pages of the

text referring to each set of tables. The sequence of the tables

corresponds to their discussion in the narrative.

On each contingency table we have indicated the minimum

level of significance for the chi-square statistic. Minimum

levels of statistical significance are as follows:

*** = .01

** = .05

* = .10
a = .15

b = .20

c = .30
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SECTION I

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Tables 4 through 20 pertain to the discussion of personal

characteristics contained in pages 29 to 36 in the text.
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TABLE 4 AGE

WIN I WIN II
FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

21 Years or 0% 100% 2% 44% 56% 5%

Younger 0 3 3 4 5 9

Between 21 and 43% 57% 33% 48% 52% 32%

29 Years 23 30 53 30 33 63

Between 30 and 54% 47% 27% 63Z 37% 25%

34 Years 23 20 43 31 18 49

35 Years and 58% 42% 38% 51% 49% 39%

Older 35 25 60 39 37 76

Missing 0 0 0 0

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

a

Empl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unemol. Not Empl. Total

21 Years or 33% 33% 33% 2% 44% 44% 12% 5%

Younger 1 1 1 3 4 4 1 9

Between 21 and 47% 29% 43% 33% 46% 10% 44% 32%

29 Years 25 5 23 53 29 6 28 63

Between 30 and 65% 5% 30% 272 57% 8% 35% 25%

34 Years 28 2 13 43 28 4 17 49

35 Years and 62% 15% 23% 38% 54% 9% 37% 39%

Older 37 9 14 60 41 7 28 76

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0

Chi Square a **

Level of
Significance
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MALES

TABLE 5 AGE

WIN I
Successful Unsuccessful Total

WIN II
Successful Unsuccessful Total

21 Years 38% 63% 5% 43% 57% 5%

Or Younger 3 5 8 3 4 7

Between 21 61% 39% 29% 63% 37% 39%
And 29 Years 27 17 44 35 21 56

Between 30 66% 34% 21% 65% 35% 16%
And 34 Years 21 11 32 15 8 23

35 Years 51% 49% 46% 51% 49% 41%
Or Older 36 34 70 30 29 59

Missing 0 0 0 0

Chi Square Level
of Significance

Ems. Unempl. Not Emol. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total

21 Years
Or Younger

38%
3

50%
4

13%
-1

5%

8

14%
1

71%
5

14%
1

5%
7

Between 21 73% 14% 14% 29% 54% 29% 18% 39%

And 29 Years 32 6 6 44 30 16 10 56

Between 30 75Z 16% 9% 21% 70% 2uX 4% 16%

And 34 Years 24 5 3 32 16 6 1 23

35 Years 63% 16% 21% 46% 58% 32% 10% 41%

Or Older 44 11 15 70 34 19 6 59

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0

Chi Square Level
of Significance

a a
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FEMALES

TABLE 6 YEARS OF EDUCATION

WIN I WIN II
Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

7 Years or 25% 75%

'Lass 1 3

3% 75% 25%

4 3 1

2%

4

8 To 11 Years 32% 68% 30% 40% 60% 329,

15 32 47 25 37 62

High School 57% 43% 52% 59% 41% 48%

Graduate 47 35 82 56 39 95

Some College 65% 35% 15 55% 45% 17%

15 8 23 18 15 33

College Grad. 100% 0% 2% 67% 33%

or More 3 0 3 2

Missing 0 0 0 0

Chi Square level ***
of Significance

2%

3

Empl. (inward.. Not Emol. Total Empl. Unemol. Not Empl, Total

7 Years cr 0% 0% 100% 3% 50% 25% 25% 2%

Less 0 0 4 4 2 1 1 4

8 to 11 Years 45': 11% 45Z 30% 40% 15% 45% 32%

21 5 21 47 25 9 28 62

High School 66% 10% 24% 52% 56% 72 37% 48%

:;raduate 54 8 20 82 53 7 35 95

Some College 61% 13% 26% 151 61% 9% 302 17%

14 3 6 23. 20 3 10 33

College Grad. 67% 33% 0% 22 67% 332 0% 2%

or More 2 1 0 3 2 1 0 3

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0

Chi Square Level **

of Significance

2
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TABLE 7 YEARS OF EDUCATION

WIN I

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total
WIN II

Successful Unsuccessful Total

7 Years 40%

Or Less 6

60%

9

10%

15

60%
6

40%
4

7%

10

8 To 11. 52% 49% 46% 46% 54% 30%

Years 35 33 68 20 24 44

High School 64% 36% 34% 64% 36% 41%

Graduates 32 18 50 38 21 59

Some College 64% 36% 9% 57% 43% 19%

9 5 14 16 12 28

College Graduate 100% 0% 1% 75% 25% 3%

Or More 2 0 2 3 1 4

Missing 3 2 0 0

Chi Square Level c

of Significance

Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Emp1. Total

7 Years 47% 27% 27% 10% 30% 60% 10% 7%

Or Less 7 4 4 15 3 6 1 10

8 to 11 62% 22% 16% 46% 41% 41% 18% 30%

Years 42 15 11 68 18 18 8 44

High School 78% 10% 12% 34% 61% 29% 10% 41%

Graduates 39 5 6 50 36 17 6 59

Some College 79% 7% 14% 9% 71% 18% 11% 19%

11 1 2 14 20 5 3 28

College Graduate 100% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 3%

Or More 2 0 0 4 0 0 4

Missing 2 1 2 0 0 0

Chi Square Level
of Significance

rZ
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TABLE Is RACE

WIN I WIN II
FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

White 52% 48% 79% 53% 47% 82%

65 60 125 85 76 161

Non-White 47% 53% 21% 51% 49% 18%

16 18 34 18 17 35

Missing 0 0 1 0

Chi Square Level -
of Significance

Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total Emil. Unempl. Not Empt. Total

White 58% 10% 32% 79% 53% 10% 37% 82%

73 12 40 125 85 16 60 161

Non-White 53% 15% 32% 21% 46% 14% 40% 18%

18 5 11 34 16 5 14 35

Missing 0 0 0 1 0 0

Chi Square Level
of Significance

-
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TABLE 9 RACE

WIN I WIN II

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

White 59% 41% 87% 55% 45% 81%

78 55 133 64 53 117

Non-White 45% 55% 13% 68% 32% 19%

9 11 20 19 9 28

Missing 0 1 0 0

Chi Square Level - c

of Significance

Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total

White 71% 14% 16% 87% 57% 30% 13% 81%

94 18 21 133 67 35 15 117

Non-White 40% 40% 2Q% 13% 50% 3)% 11% 19%

8 8 4 20 14 11 3 28

Missing 1 0 0 0 0 0

Chi Square Level ***

of Significance
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TABLE 10 MARITAL STATUS

WIN I WIN II
FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Never Married 45% 55% 16%
14 17 31

Married 80% 20% 5%

8 2 10

Separated 49% 51% 18%
17 18 35

Divorced 54% 46% 60%

64 55 119

Widowed 50% 50% 1%

1 1 2

Missing 0 0

Chi Square Level
of Significance

Unempl. Not Empl. Total yampl. Nct Empl. Total

Never Married 36% 29% 36% 9% 44% 16% 40% 13%
5 4 5 14 11 4 10 25

parried 61% 4% 35% 29% 50% 13% 37% 8%
28 2 16 46 8 2 6 16

Separated 42% 11% 47% 12% 46% 8% 46% 13%
8 2 9 19 12 2 12 26

Divorced 63% 11% 26Z 45% 55% 10% 35% 65%
45 8 19 72 70 13 44 127

Widowed 63% 13% 25% 5% 33% 0% 67% 2%
5 1 2 8 1 0 2 3

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0

Chi Square Level
of Significance

c
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TABLE 11 MARITAL STATUS

WIN I

MALES

WIN II
Successful Unsuccessful Total

Never Married 0 100% 1%
2 2

Married 59% 41% 90%
77 53 130

Separated 67% 33% .2%
2 1 3

Divorced 50% 50% 4%
3 3 6

Widowed 25% 75% 3%
1 3 4

Missing 0 0

Chi Square Level
of Significance

Never Married

Em14,' pnempl,

63%
5

Not Ewa. Total mu.
0

Unempl. Not Emil. Total

1%
2

25%
2

'13%

1

5%
8

50%
1

50%
1

Married 71% 13% 16% 80% 57% 33% 10% 84%
87 16 19 122 70 40 12 122

Separated 58% 25% 17% 8% 60% 20% 20% 7%

7 3 2 3 6 2 2 10

Divorced 75% 0% 25% 5% 33% 33% 33% 4%

6 0 2 8 2 2 2 6

Widowed 33% 67% 0% 2% 60% 20% 20% 3%
1 2 0 3 3 1 1 5

Missing 0 0 1 0 0

Chi Square Level
of Significance

*** *MP
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TABLE 12 FAMILIES WITH A CHILD FIVE YEARS OLD OR YOUNGER

FEMALES Successful
WIN I

Unsuccessful Total
WIN II

Successful Unsuccessful Total
...

Na Child Five Yrs. 571E 43% 58% 577 43% 622
or Younger 52 39 91 69 52 121

Child Five Yrs. 42% 58% 427 45% 552 3816

or Younger 28 38 66 34 41 75

Missing 1 1 1

Chi Square Level *
of Significance

a

pneinni. Not Etna. Total Emil. Unemnl- Not Eml. Total

Na Child Five. 652 13% 2290 587 55% 11% 34% 62%

Yrs. or Younger 59 12 20 91 67 14 42 123

Child Five Yrs. 47% 6% 47% 427 47% 10% 43% 3816

or Younger 31 4 31 66 35 7 32 74

Missing 1 1 0 0 0 0

Chi Square Level ***
of Significance

2 k; 6
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TABLE 13 FAMILIES WITH A CHILD FIVE YEARS OLD
OR YOUNGER

MALES Successful
WIN I

Unsuccessful To_ tal

WIN II
Successful Unsuccessful Total

No Child 5 57% 43% 55% 61% 39% 71%
Years Or Younger 48 36 84 63 40 103

Child 5 Years 56% 44% 45% 48% 52% 29%
Or Younger 38 30 68 20 22 42

Missing 1 1 0 0

Chi Square Level
of Significance

a

Ems. Unempl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not EmpI. Total

No Child 5 68% 18% 14% 55% 58% 31% 11% 62%
Years Or Younger 57 15 12 84 52 28 10 90

Child 5 Years 68% 15% 18% 45% 53% 33Z 15% 38%

Or Younger 46 10 12 68 29 18 8 55

Missing 0 1 1 0 0 0

Chi Square Level
of Significance

-
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TABLE 14 FAMILIES WITH A CHILD THREE YEARS OLD OR YOUNOER

WIN II

FEMALES Employed Unemployed

No Child Three 55%
Years or Younger 92

Child Three 327
Years or Younger 10

Missing 0

Chi Square Level
of Significance

* * *

MALES Employed

No Child Three 587
Years or Younger 32

Child Three 5491

Years or Younger 49

Missing 0

Chi Square Level
of Significance

10%
16

167

5

0

Not Employed Total

357 847

58 166

52% 167
16 31

0

Unemployed Not Employed Total

13%
18

317
28

0

2i8

179

ui 387

5 55

147 62%

13 90

0
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TABLE 15

FEMALES

Yes

No

Missing

Chi Square Level
of Significance

HEALTH PROBLEMS OF RESPONDENT

Does the respondent have a health problem?

WIN I WIN II
Successful Unsuccessful Total

48% 52% 257.

24 26 50

547. 46% 75%
80 67 147

0 0

Emp1. pnempl. Not Emig, Total EMD1,. Unempl. Not Empl. Total

Yes 43% 9% 48% 29% 36% 9% 55% 227..

20 4 22 46 16 4 24 44

No 63% 11% 26%. 712 56% 11% 33% 78%

71 12 29 112 86 17 50 153

Missing 0 1 0 0 0 0

Chi Square Level
of Significance

* **
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TABLE 16 HEALTH PROBLEMS OF RESPONDENT

Does respondent have a health problem?

WM I WIN II
MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Yes 51% 49% 28%
21 20 41

No 60% 40% 72%

62 42 104

Missing 0 0

Chi Square Level
of Significance

Auk pnempA. Not Empl. Total Empl. UnemR1. Not Empl. Total

Yes 50% 15% 34% 30% 46% 32% 22% 28%

23 7 16 46 19 13 9 41

No 742 18% 8% 702 60% 32% 9% 72%

80 19 9 108 62 33 9 104

Missing 0 0 0 0 0

Chi Square Level ***
of Significance
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TABLE 17 FAMILY HEALTH PROBLEMS

Is there anyone in respondent's household who is sick
and disabled and requires constant care?

WIN I WIN II

FEMALES Empl. Enempl. Not Empl. Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Yes 11% 11% 78% 6% 44% 56% 5%
1 1 7 9 4 5 9

No 60% 11% 30% 94% 53% 47% 95%
89 16 44 149 94 82 176

Missing 1 0 0 6 6

Chi Square **

Level of
Significance

211
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TABLE 18. FAMILY HEALTH PROBLEMS

Is there anyone in respondent's household who is sick
and disabled and requires constant care?

WIN I
WIN II

MALES Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Yes 12% 24% 65% 11% 36% 64% 10%
2 4 11 17 5 9 14

No 74% 16% 10% 89% 60% 40% 90%
100 22 14 136 74 49 123

Missing 1 0 0 4 4

Chi Square * * * c
Level of
Significance

212

183

Inter Study/123 East Grant Street/Minneapolis. Minnesota 55403



TABLE 19 POLICE RECORD

Were you ever convicted for anything?

WIN I WIN /I

FEMALES Successful Ufisuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

No 52% 48% 96% 52% 48% 95%
78 71 149 98 89 187

Prefer Not 02 100% 1% 0% 0% 0%

To Answer 0 1 1 0 0 0

Yes 33% 672 4% 60% 40% 5%
2 4 6 6 4 10

Missing 1 2 0 0

Chi Square Level

of Significance

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

No 60% 40Z 66% 56% 44% 79%

61 40 101 64 50 114

Prefer Not 0% 100% 1% 100% 0% 3%

To Answer 0 1 1 4 0 4

Yes 48% 52% 33% 58% 42% 18%

24 26 50 15 11 26

Missing

Chi Square Level
of .Significance

2 0 0 1

21 3
184

InterStud% 123 Eat. Grant Street Aunneapolus, MInnecnta 55403



TABLE 20 POLICE RECORD

Were you ever convicted for anything?

FEMALES Empl.
WIN

Untpal..

I

Not Empl, Total 1k21.
WIN

phempl,
II
Not Empl. Total

No 58% 10% 32% 96% 51% 10% 39% 95%
87 15 47 149 96 19 72 187

Prefer Not 0% 100% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%
To Answer 0 1 0 1

Yes 33% 0% 67% 4% 60% 20% 20% 5%
2 0 4 6 6 2 2 10

Missing 2 1 0 0 0 0

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

MALES Fang. Unempl. Not Empl, Total Empl. Unempl, Not Empl. Total

No 66% 18% 16% 66% 57% 31% 12% 79%
67 18 16 101 65 35 14 114

Prefer Not 0% 100% 0% 1% 100% 0% 0% 3%
To Answer 0 1 0 1 4 0 0 4

Yes 68% 14% 18% 33% 46% 39% 15% 18%
34 7 9 50 12 10 4 26

Missing 2 0 0 0 1 0

Chi Square c
-

Level of
Significance
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SECTION 2

COMPONENTS OF THE WIN PROGRAM

Tables 21 through 33 pertain to the discussion of the

WIN Program components presented on pages 38 to 44 in the text.
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TABLE 21 JOB GOAL

FEMALES Successful

WIN I

Unsuccessful Total Successful

WIN II

Unsuccessful Total

Had A 557 45% 83% 52% 48% 95%
Job Goal 71 58 129 89 83 172

Did Not 317 69% 17% 60% 40% 5%

Have a 8 18 26 6 4 10

Job Goal

lissing 2 2 9 6

Chi Square **
Level of
Significance

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Had A 627 38% 717 577 437 98%

Job Goal 62 38 100 78 60 138

Did Not 42% 587 29% 677 33% 27

Have a 17 23 40 2 1 3

Job Goal

Missing 6 8 3 1

Chi Square * -
Level of
Significance

216
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TABLE 22 CLIENT'S FEELING ABOUT JOB GOAL

WIN I WIN II

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Really 58% 42% 737 56% 44% 81%

Wanted It 53 39 92 75 60 155:-

Wasn't 46% 54% 222 417 597 167

Sure 13 15 28 11 16 27

Really 67% 337 5% 20% 807 3%

Disliked It 4 2 6 1 4 5

Missing

Chi Square

1 2 2

a

3

Level of
Significance

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Really 657 35% 84% 577 437 857

Wanted It 51 28 79 64 48 112

Wasn't 42% 58% 13% 507 50% 16%

Sure 5 7 12 11 11 22

Really 67% 33% 5% 0% 100% 1%

Disliked It 2 1 2 0 1 1

Missing 4 2 3 0

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

217
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TABLE 23 WIN ORIENTATION

WIN I

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Participated 50% 50% 82%
and Completed 65 64 129
Orientation

Participated, But 0% 100% 1%

Did Not Complete 0 2 2

Orientation

Did.Not Partici- 59% 41% 17%
pate in Orientation 16 11 27

Missing 0 1

Chi Square Level
of Significance

c

MALES Successful

Participated 65%
and Completed 60
Orientation

Participated, But 47%
Did Not Complete 9

Orientation

Did Not Partici- 42%
pate in Orientation 17

Missing 1 1

Unsuccessful Total

35% 61%
32 92

532 13%
10 19

597 277

24 41

Chi Square Level
of Significance

* *
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TABLE 24 HELPFULNESS OF WIN ORIENTATION

FEMALES

Agree

WIN Orientation was helpful to respondent.

WIN I

Successful

50%
53

No Opinion 100%
1

Disagree 44% 56% 19%
11 14 25

Missing 0 0

Chi Square Level -
of Significance

Unsuccessful Total

50% 80%
52 105

0% 1%
0 1

MALES Successful

Agree 65%
47

No Opinion 677
4

Disagree 55% 45% 30%*

18 15 33

Missing 0 0

Chi Square Level
of Significance

Unsuccessful Total

35% 659

25 72

337 5%

2 6
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TABLE 25 WIN COUNSELOR

WIN II

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Met with VTN 532 47% 91%
Counselor 94 84 178

Did Not Meet With 56% 44% 92
WIN Counselor 10 8 18

Missing 0 1

Chi Square Level
of Significance

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Met with WIN 55% 45% 92%
Counselor 73 60 133

Did Not Meet With 832 17% 8%
WIN Counselor 10 8 12

Missing 0 0

Chi Square Level a

of Significance

220

192

InierStudy ; 123 East Grant Street /Minneapolis, Minnesota 55403



TABLE 26 HELPFULNESS OF WIN COUNSELOR

The WIN Counselor was helpful to respondent.

WIN II

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Agree 53% 47% 78%
73 65 138

No Opinion 80% 20% 3%
4 1 3

Disagree 47% 53% 19%
16 18 34

Missing 1% 0%

Chi Square Level
of Significance

* *

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Agree 597 41% 82%
63 43 106

No Opinion 507 sn% 2%
1 1 2

Disagree 36% 64% 17%
8 14 22

Missing 1% 2%

Chi Square Level
of Significance

a
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TABLE 27 VOCATIONAL TRAINING

WIN I

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Participated

Completed 802 20% 34%
43 11 54

Not Completed 432 57% 22%
15 20 35

Did Not 33% 67% 44%
Participate 23 46 69

Missing 0% 1%

Chi Square I **

Level of
Significance

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Participated

Completed 58% 422 162
14 10 24

Not Completed 54% 46% 97
7 6 13

Did Not 56% 44% 76%
Participate 65 51 116

Missing IX 0%

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

Successful

56%
62

48%
42

0% 02

WIN II

Unsuccessful Total

44% 56%
48 110

52% 44%
45 87

Successful Unsuccessful Total

222

194

66% 342 40%
38 20 58

52% 487 60%
45 42 87

07 n%

a
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TABLE 28 VOCATIONAL TRAINING

WIN I WIN II
FEMALES Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total Eta. Unempl. Not Empl. Total

Participated 62% 9% 29% 56%
68 10 32 110

Completed 82% 6% 13% 34%
44 3 7 54

Did Not 49% 20% 31% 22%
Complete 17 7 11 35

Did Not 42% 10X 48% 44% 39% 13% 48% 44%

Participate 29 7 33 69 34 11 42 87

Missing 1 0 0 0 0 0

Chi Square *** ***

Level of
Significance

MALES MEL.

Participated

Unempl. Not Empl Total gla,

67%
39

titempl. Not Empl, Total

21%
12

12%
7

40%
58

Completed 62% 23% 15% 9%

8 3 2 13

Did Not 75% 8% 17% 16%

Complete 18 2 4 24

Did Not 66% 18% 16% 76% 48% 39% 13% 60%

Participate 76 21 19 116 42 34 11 87

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0

Chi Square **

Level of
Significance
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TABLE 29 BASIC EDUCATION

WIN I WIN II

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Participated 46% 54% 427
37 44 81

Completed 567 44% 30%
27 21 48

Did Not 21% 79% 187

Complete 6 22 28

Did Not 58% 42% 52% 57% 43% 59%
Participate 48 35 83 65 49 114

Missing 0 0 2 0

Chi Square *** b

Level of
Significance

MALE'S Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Participated 537 477 34%
26 23 49

Completed 52% 48% 15%
12 11 23

Did Not 51% 49% 247

Complete 19 18 37

Did Not 607 40% 61% 597 41% 66v

Participate 56 38 94 57 39 96

Missing 0 0 0 n

Chi Square
Level of
Significance
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TABLE 30 BASIC EDUCATION

WIN I WIN II
FEMALES 1421.,. LAspl, Not Empl. Total 1121. Unempl. Not Empl. Total,

47% 6% 47% 42%
38 5 38 81

Participated

Completed

Did Not

56%
27

29%

17%
8

111

27%

13
61%

Complete 8 3 17

Did Not 68% 7% 25%

Participate 56 6 21

Missing 0 0 0

Chi Square ***

Level of
Significance

30%
48
18%
28

52% 55% 14% 32%

83 62 16 36

2 0 0

**

59%
114

MALES Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total

Participated 45% 39% 16% 34%

22 19 8 49

Completed 52% 22% 26% 15%

12 5 6 23

Did Not 54% 30% 16% 24%

Complete 20 11 6 37

Did Not 76% 11% 14% 61% 62% 28% 10% 66%

Participate 71 10 13 94 59 27 10 96

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0

Chi Square ** b

Level of
Significance
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TABLE 31 JOB SEARCH AND PLACEMENT

WIN I WIN II

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Participated

Completed

Did Not
Complete

722 287

23 9

332 677_

2 4

207
32

4%
6

Did Not 46% 54% 76%
Participate 55 64 119

Missing 1 1

Chi Square ** ***

Level of
Significance

647 36% 507
63 35 9R

41% so, 507

41 58 00

n n

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Participated

Completed

Did Not

71% 292

42 17

50% 50%

387
59

32

Complete 2 2 4

Did Not 477 537 597
Participate 43 43 91

Missing 0 0 0 0

Chi Square *** *

Level of
Significance

Successful Unsuccessful Total

532 47% 75%

57 51 108

707 311°z 257

26 11 37
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TABLE 32 JOB SEARCH AND PLACEMENT

Aid anyone from WIN try to find a paying job for you.

FEMALES Successful

WIN I

Unsuccessful Total Successful

WIN II

Unsuccessful Total

Yes, 33% 67% 4% 70% 30% 5%
Part time 2 4 6 7 3 10

Yes, 72% 28% 20% 64% 36Z 38%
Full-time 23 9 32 47 27 74

No 46% 54% 76% 43% 57% 57%
55 64 119 48 63 111

Missing 1 1 2 0

Chi Square ** * * *

Level of
Significance

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Yes, 50% 50% 3% 0% 100% 1%
Part-time 2 2 4 0 1 1

Yes, 71% 29% 38% 56% 44% 74%
Full-time 42 17 59 60 47 107

No 47% 53% 59% 62% 38% 25%
43 48 91 23 14 37

Missing 0 0 0 0

Chi Square ***
Level of
Significance

.427
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TABLE 33 JOB SEEKING SKILLS

WIN II

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Participated 59% 41X 36%
41 29 in

Did Not 49% 51% 64%
Participate 62 64 126

Missing 1% 0%

Chi Square Level
of Significance

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Participated 54%
35

Did Not 40%
Participate 32

Missing

Chi Square Level
of Significance

46% 45%
30 65

607 55%
48 80

0% 0%

228
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SECTION 3

FINANCIAL INCENTIVES

Tables 34 through 58 correspond to the discussion of WIN

and non-WIN financial incentives presented in the text on pages

45 to 51.

229
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TABLE 34 WIN REGISTRATION REQUIREMENT

Are you, legally required to be in the WIN Program?

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful

Yes 31% 69% 18% 48%
9 20 29 39

No 56% 45% 81% 56%
71 57 128 61

Don't Know 50% 50% 1% 50%
1 1 2 4

Missing 0 0 0

Chi Square **

Level of
Significance

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful

Yes 57% 43% 54% 51%
47 36 83 48

No 56% 44% 45% 67%

39 31 70 32

Unsuccessful Total

52% 41%
42 81

44% 55%
47 108

50% 4%
4 8

0

Unsuccessful Total

49% 65%
46 94

33% 33%
16 48

Don't know 100% 0% 1% 100% 0% 2%
1 0 1 3 0 3

Missing 0 0 0 0

Chi Square 0 *

Level of
Significance
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TABLE 35 WIN REGISTRATION

Did you volunteer to participate in the MIN Program?*

FRMALES
WIN II

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Yes 54% 46% 94%
59 50 109

No 86% 14% 6%
6 1 7

Don't know 0% 0% 0%
0 0 0

Missing 0% 0%

Chi Square Level
of Significance

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Yes 67% 33% 887.

30 15

No 509 502 12%
3 3 6

Don't know 0% 0% 0%
0 0 0

Missing 0% 0%

Chi Square Level
of Significance

*Asked only of those respondents who didn't indicate WIN Program
was mandatory.

20.
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TABLE 36 WIN REGISTRATION

Would respondent have volunteered to be in the WIN Program
it they hadn't been legally required to participate?*

WIN Z WIN II

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Yes 35% 657 797 447 56% 757
8 15 23 27 34 61

No 177 837 217 617 30% 227
1 5 6 11 7 18

Don't Know 07,

0

0%
0

07
0

50%
1

507
1

37

2

Missing 0 0 0 0

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

MALES successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Yes 61% 397 617 53% 47 R27

31 20 51 41 36 77

No 50% 50% 397 41% 59% 187

16 16 32 7 10 17

Don't Know 07 07 0% 07 0% 07

0 0 0 0 0 o

Missing

Chi Square

0 0 0

c

0

Level of
Significance

*Asked only of those respondents who indicated WIN Program mandatorti.

. .
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TABLE 37 WIN PROGRAM SANCTIONS

What did respondent think would happen to them if they
either dropped out of WIN or didn't cooperate with the
program?

WIN I
WIN II

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Nothing 57% 43% 25% 53% 47% 347
4 3 7 35 31 66

Cut-off AFDC 0% 100% 14% 46% 54% 30%
Check 0 4 4 26 31 57

Reduce AFDC 38% 63% 29% 67% 33% 3%
Check 3 5 8 4 2 6

Withhold AFDC 0% 0% 0% 33% 67% 3%
Check 0 0 0 2 4 6

Be Talked Into 50% 50% 7% 50% 50% 2%
Cooperating 1 1 2' 2 2 4

Other 17% 83% 21% 56% 44% 13%
1 5 6 14 11 25

Don't Know 0% 100% 4% 66% 34% 15%
0 1 1 19 10 29

Missing 0 1 2 2

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Nothing 64% 36% 13% 69% 31% 18%

7 4 11 18 8 26

Cut-off AFDC 53% 47% 60% 51% 497 53%
Check 26 23 49 39 38 77

Reduce AFDC 57% 43% 9% 40% 60% 3%
Check 4 3 7 2 3 5

Withhold AFDC 50% 50% 2% 0% 100% 1%

Check 1 1 2 0 1 1

Be Talked Into 50% 50% 2% 0% 100% 6%
Cooperating 1 1 2 0 9 9

Other 73% 27% 13% 100% 0% 12%
8 3 11 18 0 18

Don't Know 0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 6%
0 0 0 6 3 9

Missing 0 1 0 0
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TABLE 38 ,FINANCIAL INCENTIVE OF THE WIN PROGRAM

Did respondent participate in any WIN activity for which they
received payment?*

WIN II

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Yes 52% 48% 86%
86 80 166

No 61% 39% 14%
17 11 28

Missing 1% 2%

Chi Square Level
of Significance

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Yes

No

Missing

Chi Square Level
of Significance

58% 42% 80%
67 49 116

55% 45% 20%
16 13 29

02 02

*$30 per month for participation in training classes and up to
$40 per month for expenses.
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TABLE 39 FINANCIAL INCENTIVE OF THE WIN PROGRAM

How did respondent feel about the amount of money received
for participating in certain WIN activities?

WIN II

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Too Much 100% 0% 1%
2 0 2

About Right 49% 51% 70%
66 69 135

Not Enough 60% 40% 297

34 23 57

Missing 2% 1%

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Too Much 0% 0% 0%
0 0 0

About Right 567 44% 64%

51 40 91

Not Enough 59% 41% 36%
30 21 51

Missing 2% 1%
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TABLE 40 FINANCIAL INCENTIVES OF THE WIN PROGRAM

HOw did respondent feel about the amount of money received
for participating in certain WIN activities.*

WIN II

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Too Much 0% 0% 0%
0 0 0

About Right 47% 53% 68%

53 59 112

Not Enough 62% 38% 32%
32 20 52

Missing 1% 1%

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Too Much 0% 02 0%
0 0 0

About Right 60% 40% 61%
42 28 70

Not Enough 56% 44% 39%
25 20 45

Missing 0% 1%

*Only those respondents who had participated in a WIN paying
activity.
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TABLE 41 FINANCIAL INCENTIVES OF THE WIN PROGRAM

Would respondent be willing to Participate in WIN paying
activities if they didn't receive payment?

WIN II

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Yes 56% 44% 617
66 51 117

.No 48% 527. 3 °Z

36 39 75

Missing 2% 3%

Chi Square Level
of Significance

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Yes 61% 39% 697
61 39 100

No 48% 52% 31%
21 23 44

Missing 1% 0%

Chi Square Level.
of Significance
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TABLE 42 FINANCIAL INCENTIVES OF THE WIN PROGRAM

Would respondent be willing to participate in WIN paying
activities if they didn't receive payment?*

WIN II

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Yes 55% 452 59%
54 44 98

No 48% 52% 41%
32 35 67

Missing 0% 1%

Chi Square Level
of Significance

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

64% 36% 67%
49 28 77

No 4_)% 55% 33%
17 21 38

Missing 1% 0%

Chi Square Level
of Significance

* *

*Only those respondents who had participated in a WTN paying
activity.
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TABLE 43 WIN PROGRAM SACTIONS

Are there any penalties for being absent from the
WIN Program without an excuse?

WIN II

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Yes 52% 48% 52%
53 49 102

No 53% 47% 40%
42 37 79

Don't Know 56% 44% 8%
9 7 16

Missing 0% 0%

Chi Square Level
of Significance

-

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Yes 51% 49% 48%
36 34 70

No 64% 36% 46%
43 24 67

Don't Know 50% 50% 6%
4 4 8

Missing 0% 0%

Chi Square Level
of Significance

-
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TABLE 44 WIN PROGRAM SANCTIONS

What are the penalties for being absent from the
program without an excuse?*

WIN II

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Reduce WIN 49% 51% 73%
Expense Check 33 35 68

Other 40% 60% 22%
8 12 20

Don't Know 60% 40% 57
3 2 5

Missing 9% 0%

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Reduce WIN 52% 48% 63%
Expense Check 23 21 44

Other 50% 50% 29%
10 10 20

Don't Know 50% 50% 9%
3 3 6

Missing 0% 0%

*Asked only of those respondents who indicated there were
penalties for being absent from the WIN Program.

212

Inter Slud0123 East Grant Street/ Minneapolis, Minnesota 55403

240



TABLE 45 GENERAL KNOWLEDGE OF BEING ABLE TO WORK AND
RECEIVE WELFARE

Can a woman work and receive welfare at the same time:

WIN I WIN II
FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Yes 52% 48% 97% 55% 45% 92%
78 72 150 96 80 176

No 0% 100% 3% 33% 67% 8%
0 4 4 5 10 15

Missing 5 0 3 3

Chi Square Level a

of Significance

Emp1. Unempl,. Not pRoe Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl, Total

Yes 58% 10% 32% 97% 55% 9% 36% 92%

87 15 48 150 96 16 64 176

No 25% 25% 50% 3% 27% 27% 46% 8%

1 1 2 4 4 4 7 15

Missing 3 1 3. 2 1 3

Chi Square Level
of Significance

- **
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TABLE 46 SPECIFIC KNOWLEDGE OF BEING ABLE TO WORK AND
RECEIVE WELFARE

Would a friend on AFDC who made $100 in a month have more
money to spend after the reduction in her welfare checks
WIN I WIN II

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Yes, More 49% 51% 76% 572 43% 762
Money to Spend 52 54 106 73 55 128

No, Same Amount 63% 34Z 24% 55% 45% 24%
to Spend 21 12 33 22 18 40

Missing 8 12 9 20

Chi Square Level
of Significance

Elsa. Unempl. Not Empl, Total Empl. Unempl. Not Emp1. Total

Yes, More 60% 102 29% 76% 54% 9% 37% 76%

Money to 64 11 31 106 69 12 47 128

Spend

No Same 55% 9% 36% 24% 58% 10% 32% 24%

Amount to 18 3 12 33 23 4 13 40

Spend

Missing 9 3 8 10 5 14

Chi Square Level
of Significance
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TABLE 48 SPECIFIC KNOWLEDGE OF EXPENSES ALLOWED BY THE
WELFARE DEPARTMENT WHILE WORKING

While she works, will the welfare department consider
for allowable expenses:

FEMAIISS

Successful

WIN I

Unsuccessful Total Successful

WIN II

Unsuccessful Total

Child Care

Yes 50% 50% 98% 53% 47% 96%
68 67 135 86 77 163

No 67% 33% 2% 83% 17% 4%
2 1 3 5 1 6

Missing 11 10 13 15

Transportation

52% 48% 81% 59% 41% 78%Yes
56 52 108 75 53 128

No 50% 50% 19% 35% 65% 22%
13 13 26 13 24 37

Missing 13 12 16 16

Income and Social
Security Taxes

55% 45% 71% 57% 43% 65%Yes
47 39 86 52 40 92

No 56% 44% 30% 53% 47% 35%

20 16 36 26 23 49

Missing 14 23 26 30

Union Dues

55% 45% 67% 62% 38% 53%Yes
42 35 77 44 27 71

No 55% 45% 33% 48% 52% 47%
21 17 38 30 33 63

Missing 18 26 30 33

Work Expenses

54% 46% 59% 74% 26% 45%Yes
35 30 65 39 14 53

No 57% 44% 41% 49% 51% 55%
26 20 46 33 34 67

Missing 20 28 31 45
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FEMALES

TABLE 47 GENERAL KNOWLEDGE AND RECOGNITION OF THE
INCOME DISREGARD*

WIN I WIN II
Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Said They Knew 53% 47% 80%
About The Plan 66 59 125

52%
87

48% 85%
79 166

Said They Did 44% 567. 20% 53% 47% 15%
Not Know About 14 18 32 16 14 30
The Plan

Missing

Chi Square Level
of Significance

1 1 1

Empl,. linempl. Not Empl. To_ tal Empl. Unempl. Not Empk. Total

Said They Knew 59% 11% 30X 80% 54% 9Z 37% 85%
About the Plan 74 14 37 125 89 15 62 166

Said They Did 50% 9% 41% 20% 43% 20% 37% 15%
Not Know About
the Plan

16 3 13 32 13 6 11 30

Missing 1 0 1 0 0 1

Chi Square Level
of Significance

*Respondent was read a simple statement of the income disregard and asked if
they knew about the regulation.
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TABLE 49 GENERAL KNOWLEDGE OF THE INCOME DISREGARD PLAN

How did client hear about the plan?

FEMALES Successful
WIN I

Unsuccessful Total
WIN II

Successful Unsuccessful Total

Social Worker 60% 40% 29% 56% 44% 33%
21 14 35 31 24 55

WIN Program 53% 47% 59% 51% 49% 51%

38 34 72 43 42 85

Other 40% 60% 12% 50% 50% 16%

6 9 15 13 13 26

Hissing 1 2 0 0

lata. gatnal. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total

Social Worker 66% 6% 29% 29% 66% 13% 28% 33%

23 2 10 35 36 7 12 55

WIN Program 60% 10% 31% 59% 46% 9% 45% 51%

43 7 22 72 39 8 38 85

Other 47% 33% 20% 12% 54% 0% 46% 16%
7 . 5 3 15 14 0 12 26

Missing 1 0 2 0 0 0
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TABLE 50 THE EFFECT OF THE INCOME DISREGARD ON WORK EFFORT

Has the Income Disregard caused you to work more hours
or seek more training or jobs?

WIN I WIN II
FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Yes 59% 427 43% 43% 577 40%

31 22 53 29 38 67

No 49% 51% 57% 59% 4196 60%

34 36 70 58 41 99

Missing 1 1 0 0

Chi Square Level
of Significance

*

Unempl. 12k31nl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total

Yes 76% 9% 15% 43% 45% 5% 50% 402

40 5 8 53 30 3 33 66

No 47% 13% 407 57% 59% 12% 29% 60%

33 9 28 70 59 12 29 100

Missing 1 0 1 0 0 0

Chi Square *** **

Level of
Significance

24(i
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TABLE 51

FEMALES Successful

Yes 56%
60

No 38%
15

Missing 6

Chi Square
Level of
Significane

THE EFFECT OF THE INCOME DISREGARD ON WORK EFFORT

Do you think the Income Disregard will cause more
AFDC clients to work?

WIN I WIN II
Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

44% 73% 562 442 70%
48 108 73 58 131

63% 27% 43% 572 30%

25 40 24 32 56

5 7

a

3

Empl, linempl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total

Yes 63% 9% 28% 73% 57% 8% 35% 70%
68 10 30 108 75 10 46 131

No 43% 18% 402 27% 41% 16% 43% 30%
17 7 16 40 23 9 24 56

Hissing 6 0 5 4 2 4

Chi Square *
*

Level of
Significance
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TABLE 52 THE EFFECT OF THE INCOME DISREGARD ON WORK EFFORT

Has the Income Disregard made work more appealing to you?

WIN I WIN II
FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

52% 48% 64%
65 60 125

Yes 52% 487. 62%
49 45 94

No 46% 54% 38%
26 31 57

Missing 5 3

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

54% 46% 36%

37 32 69

2 1

Empl. tirpril. Not Emil. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total

Yes 64% 77 29% 62% 51% 10% 39% 6490

50 7 27 94 64 12 49 125

No 46% 18% 37% 38% 54Z 12% 34% 362

26 10 21 57 37 8 24 69

Missing 5 0 3 1 1 1

Chi Square * *

Level of
Significance
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TABLE 53 GENERAL KNOWLEDGE OF BEING ABLE TO WORK AND RECEIVE WELFARE

Can a man work and receive welfare at the same time?

HALES Successful
WIN I

Unsuccessful Total
WIN II

Successful Unsuccessful Total

Yes 57% 442 70% 582 42Z 70%
52 40 92 54 39 93

No 53% 48% 30% 50% 50% 30%
21 19 40 20 20 40

Missing 14 8 9 3

Chi Square -
Level of
Significance

Empl. ynempl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total

Yes 67% 122 212 70% 54% 32% 142 70%
62 11 19 92 50 30 13 93

.:o 68% 252 8% 302 552 35% 10% 30%
27 10 3 40 22 14 4 40

Missing 14 5 3 9 2 1

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

* *
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MALES

TABLE 54 SPECIFIC KNOWLEDGE OF BEING ABLE TO WORK AND RECEIVE WELFARE

How many hours per month do you think a man with a family
.exactly like yours could work before he would no longer
receive an AFDC check?

WIN I WIN II
Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

None 67% 33% 6% 100% 0% 4Z
2 1 3 2 0 2

Less Than 62% 38% 53% 50% 50% 29%
100 Hours 18 11 29 8 8 16

100 Hours 60% 40% 9% 64% 36% 20%

3 2 5 7 4 11

100 - 159 67% 33% 6% 88% 12% 14%

Hours 2 1 3 7 1 8

160 Hours Or 33% 67% 272 63% 37% 34%

More
(full-time)

5 10 15 12 7 19

Missing 22 15 18 19

Empl. phempl. Not Emel. Total Empl. Unemol. Not Empl. Total

None 100% 0% 0% 6% 50% 9% 50% 4%
3 0 0 3 1 0 1 2

Less Than 66% 3% 31% 53% 56% 31% 13% 29%
100 Hours 19 1 9 29 9 5 2 16

100 Hours 40% 40% 20% 9% 82% 9% 9% 20%
2 2 1 5 9 1 1 11

100 - 159 67% 0% 33% 62 88% 0% 12% 14%
Hours 2 0 1 3 7 0 1 8

160 Hours 67% 20% 13% 27% 42% 47% 11Z 34%
or More 10 3 2 15 8 9 2 19

Missing 26 5 6 16 15 6
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TABLE 55 GENERAL KNOWLEDGE OF THE HUNDRED-HOUR MAXIMUM
WORK RULE*

MALES Successful
WIN I

Unsuccessful Total
WIN II

Successful Unsuccessful Total

Said They 65% 35% 32% 59% 41% 33%
Knew of Rule 32 17 49 27 19 46

Said They Did 52% 48% 68% 57Z 43% 67%
Not Know of 55 50 105 54 41 95
Rule

hissing 0 0 2 2

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

gmpl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total gml. Uneml. Not Empl. Total

Said They 65% 14% 20% 32% 63% 24% 13% 33%
Knew of Rule 32 7 10 49 29 11 6 46

Said They Did 68% 18% 147 68% 53% 35% 12Z 67%
Not Know of 71 19 15 105 50 34 11 95
Rule

MissIng 0 0 0 2 1 1

Chi Square
Level. of
Significance

*Respondent was read a simple statement about the 100-hour maximum work rule
and asked if they knew about the regulation.
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MALES

TABLE 56 SPECIFIC KNOWLEDGE OF BEING ABLE TO WORK AND RECEIVE WELFARE
Xf a man who is receiving AFDC begins to work, but works less
than 100 hours per month, now would the first $30 he earned
change the size of his AFDC check?

WIN I WIN II
Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

No Change 47% 53% 56%

9 10 19

AFDC Cancelled 50% 50% 6%
1 1 2

Larger 0 0 0

Smaller 69% 31% 38%
9 4 13

Missing 33 25

67% 33% 46%

22 11 33

0% 0% 0%

0 0 0

75% 252 6%
3 1 4

54% 46% 49%

19 16 35

10 11

gatmg. Not Erna. Total Emal. Eltmal. Not Empl. Total

No Change 68% 16% 16% 56% 61% 27% 12% 46%

13 3 3 19 20 9 4 33

AFDC 100% 0% 0% 6% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Cancelled 2 0 0 2

Larger 0% 0% 0% 0% 75% 25% 0% 6%
3 1 0 4

Smaller 77% 8% 15% 38% 66% 26% 9% 49%

10 1 2 13 23 9 3 35

Missing 37 7 14 4 11 6
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TABLE 57 SPECIFIC KNOWLEDGE OF BEING ABLE TO WORK AND RECEIVE WELFARE

If a man who is receiving AFDC begins to work full-time,
,tow would this change the size of his AFDC check?

WIN I WIN II
MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

No Change 0% 100% 2% 100% 0% 2%
0 1 1 2 0 2

AFDC 55% 46% 67% 57% 43% 49%
Cancelled 18 15 33 24 18 42

Larger 0 0 0 0 0 0

Smaller 53% 47% 31% 61% 39% 48%
8 7 15 25 16 41

Missing 26 17 3 5

Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total Ermi. Unempi. Not Empl. Total

No Change 100% 0% 0% 2% 50% 0 50% 2%
1 0 0 1 1 0 1 2

AFDC 73% 18% 9% 67% 57% 31% 12% 49%
Cancelled 24 6 3 33 24 13 5 42

Larger 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Smaller 80% 7% 13% 31% 59% 34% 7% 48%
12 1 2 15 24 14 3 41

Missing 25 4 14 1 3 4
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TABLE 58 THE EFFECT OF THE HUNDRED-HOUR RULE ON WORK BEHAVIOR

Has the 100-hour rule made any difference in the number
of hours per month you have worked or plan to work?

MALES Successful
WIN I

Unsuccessful

Yes 33% 67%
2 4

No 57% 43%
85 63

Missing 0 0

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

Total
WIN II

Successful Unsuccessful Total

4% 75% 25%
6 9 3

96% 56% 44%

148 71 57

3 2

9%
12

91%

128

Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total

Yes 67Z 33% 02 4% 58% 25X 17% 9%

4 2 0 6 7 3 2 12

go 67 16% 17% 96% 56% 33% 12% 91%

99 24 25 148 71 42 15 128

Missing 0 0 0 3 1 1

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

25 t
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SECTION 4

ATTITUDINAL VARIABLES

Tables 59 through 116 pertain to the section on non-

monetary and attitudinal variables presented on pages 52 to 67

in the report. Immediately following these tables are the

questions and methodology used to construct the attutude scales.

i
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TABLE 59 JOB SATISFACTION

Aggregate Job Satisfaction

FEMALES

High

Medium

Low

Missing

Mean/Level Of
Significance

Reliability
Coefficient

Chi Square lawl
of SignificanQc.

',;ALES

'Ugh

tedium

Low

"issIng

Tan !Lev,.

Signio

Coefficient

Chi Square Level
of Signficance

Successful

WIN I

Unsuccessful Total Successful

WIM II

Unsuccessful Total

67% 33% 48% 56% 44% 42%
45 22 67 43 34 77 -

40% 60% 37% 53% 47% 48%
21 31 52 47 41 88

33% 67% 15% 41% 59% 9%
7 14 21 7 10 17

8 11 7 8

41.82 38.09 .06 42.18 41.97 .93

.92 .94 1,
* * *

Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

60% 40% 65% 63% 37% 49%

55 36 91 41 24 65

57% 43% 31% 61% 39% 37%

25 19 44 30 19 49

20% 80% 4% 45% 55% 15%

1 4 5 9 11 20

6 8 3 8

.3.67 42.37 .44 42.12 44.74 .39

.89 .96

2 5 .3

228
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TABLE 60 JOB SATISFACTION

Aggregate Job Satisfaction

WIN I WIN II

FEMALES 1. Unempi. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total

High 81% 7% 12% 48% 53% 10% 36% 42%
54 5 8 67 41 8 28 77

Medium 48% 10% 42% 37% 51% 11% 38% 487
25 5 22 52 45 10 33 88

Low 29% 29% 43% 15Z 47% 12% 41% 9Z
6 6 9 21 8 2 7 17

Missing 6 1 12 8 1 6

Mean/Level Of 42.40 36.67 .01 43.06 41.03 39
Signific.ince

Reltabilitv .92 .94

Coefficient

Chi Square Level ***
of Significance

PALES Empl. Unempl. Not Empl,. Total Empl. Unempl Not Empl. Total,

High 78% 13% 10% 65% 49% 38% 12% 49%
70 12 9 91 32 25 8 65

Medium 64% 23% 14% 31% 61% 24% MI! 174
28 10 6 44 30 12 i 49

Low 20% 40% 40% 4% 65% 25% 10% 15%
1 2 2 5 13 5 2 20

Missing 4 2 8 6 4 1

Mean/ Level Of 43.64 41.96 .35 41.42 45.55 .17
Significance

Reliability .89 .96

Coefficient

Chi Square Level
5 i

)f Significance
229
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TABLE 61 WORK ETHIC

All things considered, do you think it is worthwhile
for you to work?

WIN I WIN II

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Yes 59% 41% 80% 57% 43% 86%

75 52 127 93 69 162

No 19% 81% 20% 23% 77% 14%

6 26 32 6 20 26

Missing 0 0 5 4

Chi Square Level

of Significance

*** * * *

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Yes 58% 42% 93% 58% 42% 94%

82 60 142 78 57 135

No 40% 602 7% 50% 50% 6%

4 6 10 4 4 8

Missing 1 1 1 1

Chi Square Level
of Significance
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TABLE 62 WORK ETHIC

All things considered, do you think it is worthwhile
for you to work?

FEMALES 1.

WIN I

linempl. Not Empl. Total Empl.

WIN

liana.
II

Not Empl. Total

Yes 697.. 10% 21% 80% 56% 9% 35% 86%
87 13 27 127 91 14 57 162

No 13% 13% 75% 20% 31% 19% 50% 14%

4 4 24 32 8 5 13 26

Missing 0 0 0 3 2 4

Chi Square Level *** **
of Significance

1.10§ !EEL. Unempl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total

Yes 70% 182 122 93% 57% 31% 11% 942
99 26 17 142 77 43 15 135

No 30% 0% 70% 7% 25% 37% 37% 6%
3 0 7 10 2 3 3 8

Missing 1 0 1 2 0 0

Chi Square Level *** *

Of Significance
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TABLE 63 WORK ETHIC

If you had enough money to meet your needs without workin
working, would your

FEMALES Successful

3 = work full-time at something you enjoyed
2 = work part-time at something you enjoyed
1 = not work at all?

WIN I WIN II

Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

3 42% 58% 28% 50% 50% 23%
19 26 45 22 22 44

2 59% 41% 62% 56% 44% 70%
58 40 98 75 60 135

1 25% 75% 10% 40% 607. 8%
4 12 16 6 9 15

Missing 0 0 1 2

Chi Square ** -

Level of
Significance

HALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

3 57% 43% 57% 57% 43% 54%
50 38 88 44 33 77

2 62% 38% 36% 53% 47% 43%
34 21 55 33 29 62

1 27% 73% 7% 1007 0% 3%
3 8 11 4 0 4

Missing 0 0 2 0

Chi Square a b

Level of
Significance

2$U
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TABLE 64 WORK ETHIC

If you had enough money to meet your needs without working, would you:

3 = work full-time at something you enjoyed
2 = work part-time at something you enjoyed
1 = not work at all

WIN I WIN II

FEMALES Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total

3 67% 7% 27% 28% 48% 5% 48% 23%
30 3 12 45 21 2 21 44

2 54% 14% 32% 62% 53% 13% 35% 70%
53 14 31 98 71 17 47 135

1 50% 0% 50% 10% 53% 13% 33% 8%
8 0 8 16 8 2 5 15

Missing 0 0 0 2 0 1

Chi Square Level b -
of Significance

MALES. Empl. UrtLErtl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total

3 72% 15% 14% 57% 52% 36% 124 54%
63 13 12 88 40 28 9 77

2 622 20% 18% 36% 57% 292 15% 43%
34 11 10 55 35 18 9 62

1 55% 18% 27% 7% 100% 0% 0% 3%

6 2 3 11 4 0 0 4

Missing 0 0 0 2 0 0

Chi Square Level
of Significance
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TABLE 65 ATTITUDES TOWARDS WORK

Work Ethic.

FEMALES Successful

WIN I

Unsuccessful Total Successful

WIN II

Unsuccessful Total

High 59% 41% 63% 58% 42% 66%
57 40 97 70 51 121

Moderate 41% 59% 28% 40% 60% 26%
18 26 44 19 28 47

Low 28% 71% 9% 50% 50% 8%
4 10 14 7 7 14

Hissing 2 2 8 7

Mean/Level of 6.86 6.54 .03 6.83 6.67 .13
Significance

Reliability .09 .16
Coefficient

Chi Square Level
of Significance

* * a

,M4LES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

High 58% 42% 79% 557. 45% 77%

71 51 122 58 47 105

Moderate 48% 52% 14% 54% 46% 18%

10 11 21 13 11 24

Low 55% 44% 6% 88% 12 6%

5 4 9 7 1 8

Missing 1 1 5 3

Mean /Level Of 7.16 7.17 .98 7.05 7.17 .45

Significance

Reliability 22 .27

Coefficient

Chi Square Level **

of Significance
162 a
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TABLE 66 ATTITUDES TOWARDS WORK

Work Ethic.

FEMALES Eul.
WIN I

gam!. NotEalk. ;Total Ago;
WIN II

nUmg, Not Empl. Total

High 62% 11% 26% 56% 56% 10% 34% 66%
54 10 23 87 68 12 41 121

Moderate 48% 11% 41% 28% 45% 9% 47X 26%
21 5 18 44 21 4 22 47

Low 21% 7% 71% 9% 43% 21% 36% 8%

3 1 10 14 6 3 5 14

Missing 3 1 0 7 2 6

Heart/Level of 6.93 6.40 .00 6.79 6.69 .43
Significance

Reliability .09 .16
Coefficient

Chi Square Level ***
of Significance

MALES Empl. EREEL. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Elva. Total

High 70% 16% 14% 79% 50% 38% 12% 77%

85 20 17 122 52 40 13 105

Moderate 62% 19% 19% 14% 71% 17% 13% 18%

13 4 4 21 17 4 3 24

Low 44% 22% 33% 6% 50% 25% 25% 6%
4 2 3 9 4 2 2 8

Missing 1 0 1 8 0 0

Mean /Level of 7.25 6.98 .08 7.07 7.14 .64

Significance

Reliability .22 .27

Coefficient 1 .

Chi Square Level -
of Significance

263 C
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TABLE 67 WORK ETHIC

2 = Jim thinks a lot of people get ahead without working hard.
Getting ahead in life does not always depend on hard work.

2 = Sam thinks you have to work hard if you want to get ahead
in life. You do not get anywhere without working hard.

FEMALES Successful

WIN I

Unsuccessful Total Successful

WIN II

Unsuccessful Total

2 53% 47% 822 53% 47% 81%

68 60 128 84 75 159

1 39% 61% 182 54% 46% 19%

11 17 28 20 17 37

Missing

Chi Square

2

c

1 0 1

Level of
Significance

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

1

2 56% 44% 80% 56% 432 72%

68 54 122 58 45 103

61% 39% 20% 63% 37% 28%
19 12 31 25 15 40

Missing 0 1

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

264
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TABLE 68 WORK ETHIC

1 = Jim thinks a lot of people get ahead without working hard.
Getting ahead in life does not always depend on hard work.

2 = Sam thinks you have to work hard if you want to get ahead
in life. You do not get anywhere without working hard.

FEMALES Emel.

WIN I

Unempl. Not Empl. Total Empl.

WIN II

Unempl. Not Empl. Total

2 58% 10% 32Z 82% 51% 112 38% 81%

74 13 41 128 81 18 60 159

1 54% 11% 36% 18% 57% 8% 35% 192
15 3 10 28 21 3 13 37

Missing 2 1 0 0 0 1

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

IIINUa Empl. pnempl. Not Empl. Total Empl, Unempl. Not Empl. Total

2 69% 16% 16% 80% 52% 35% 132 72%

84 19 19 122 54 36 13 103

1 61% 23% 16% 20% 63% 25% 13% 28%

19 7 5 31 25 10 5 40

Missing 0 0 1 2 0 0

Chi Square
Level of
Significance
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TABLE 69 WORK ETHIC

1 = Tom feels you shoUld only work hard if you get something out
of it. You do not owe your boss anything. You are a sucker
if you work harder than you have to.

2 = Tim feels that people should work hard. You just feel better
after you put In a hard day's work.

FEMALES, Successful

WIN I

Unsuccessful Total Successful

WIN II

Unsuccessful Total

2 50% 50% 90% 52% 48% 94%
71 71 142 95 87 182

67% 33% 10% 58% 42% 6%
10 5 15 7 5 12

Missing 0 2 2 1

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

hala Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

2 55% 45% 92% 57% 44% 937;

77 64 141 74 57 135

1 83% 17% 82 70% 30% 7%

10 2 12 7 3 10

Missing 0 2 2

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

238
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TABLE 70 WORK ETHIC

1 = Tom feels you should only work hard if you get something out
of it. You do not owe your boss anything. You are a sucker
if you work harder than you have to.

2 = Tim feels that people should work hard. You just feel better
after youput in a hard day's work.

FEMALES ELIT1'

WIN

YaEREL.

I

Not Empl. Total gmpl.

WIN
Rama.

II

Not Empl. Total

2 57% 11% 32% 90% 52% 11% 37% 94%

81 15 46 142 95 20 67 182

1 60% 7% 33% 10% 42% 8% 50% 6%

9 1 5 15 5 1 6 12

Missing 1 1 0 2 0 1

Chi Square Level
of Significance

UAW Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total

2 67% 17% 16% 92% 57% 31% 12% 93%

94 24 23 141 74 41 16 131

1 75% 17% 8% 8% 30% 50% 20% 7%

9 2 I 12 3 5 2 10

Missing 0 0 1 3 0 0

Chi Square Level
of Significance

:239
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TABLE 71 ATTITUDES TOWARDS WORK

Perceived benefits to family of working.

WIN I WIN II

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Agree 45% 55% 14% 59% 41% 11%
10 12 22 13 9 22

Qualified 47% 53% 32% 57% 43% 23%
24 27 51 26 20 46

Disagree 55% 45% 54% 50% 50% 65%
47 39 86 65 64 129

Missing 0 0 0 0

Mean/Level of 4.80 5.08 .43 4.51 4.30 .45
Significance

Chi Square Level
of Significance

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Agree 57% 437. 24% 43% 57% 16%
21 16 37 10 13 23

Qualified 5296. 48% 37% 60% 40% 29%
29 27 56 25 17 42

Disagree 62% 38% 39% 61% 39% 55%

37 23 60 48 31 79

Missing 0 1 0 1

Mean/level of 5.38 5.71 .35 4.71 5.23 .15

Significance

Chi Square Level
of Significance

268
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TABLE 72 ATTITUDES TOWARD WORK

FEMALES Enl.

Agree 68%
15

Qualified 61%
31

Disagree 52%
45

Missing 0

Mean/Level of 5.24

Significance

Chi Square Level -

of Significance

MALES Empl.

Agree 59%
22

Qualified 77%
43

Disagree 63%
38

Missing 0

Mean/Level of 5.52
Significance

Chi Square Level -

of Significance

Perceived benefits to family of working.

WIN I

Empl. Not Empl. Total ad.
WIN II

unempl. Not Empl. Total

9% 23% 14% 36% 14% 50% 11%
2 5 22 8 3 11 22

14% 25% 32% 61% 13% 26% 23%
7 13 51 28 6 12 46

9% 38% 54% 51% 9% 40% 65%

8 33 86 66 12 51 129

0 0 0 0 0

4.53 .04 4.40 4.42 .95

Unempl. Not Empl. Total Empl. EmEak. Not Empl. Total

22% 19% 24% 43% 43% 13% 16%

8 7 37 10 10 3 23

14% 9% 37% 45% 45% 10% 29%

8 5 56 19 19 4 42

17% 20% 39% 65% 22% 14% 55%

10 12 60 51 17 11 79

0 1 1 0 0

5.52 .99 4.50 5.47 .01

269
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TABLE 73 WILLINGNESS TO OVERCOME BARRIERS / HASSLES TO EMPLOYMENT

MAW Successful

WIN I

Unsuccessful Total
,..

High 63% 37% 26%
26 15 41

Moderate 50% 50% 69%
53 54 107

Low 13% 882 5%
1 7 8

Missing 1 2

Mean/ Level of 12.09 11.00 .04

Significance

Reliability .73

Coefficient

Chi Square Level
of Significance

c

WIN II

Successful Unsuccessful Total

66% 34% 16%
19 10 29

51% 49% 82%
78 75 153

50% 50% 2%
2 2 4

5 6

11.57 11.20 .30

.57

c

MALE* Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

High

Moderate

Low

Missing

60% 40% 49% 62% 38% 37%
44 29 73 32 20 52

54% 46% 49% 55% 45% 62%
39 33 72 48 39 87

33% 67% 2% 50% 50% 1%
1 2 3 1 1 2

3 3 2 2

Mean/Level of 13.69 13.02 .19 12.80 12.60 .65
Significance

Reliability .63 .54
Coefficient

Chi Square Level
of Significance

270
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TABLE 74 WILLINGNESS TO OVERCOME BARRIERS / HASSLES TO EMPLOYMENT

FEMALES Emil. GnTe

WIN I

Not Empl.

High 66% 10% 24%
27 4 10

Moderate 58% 122 30%
62 13 32

Low 13% 0% 887
1 0 7

Missing 1 0 2

Mean/Level of 12.19 10.70

Significance'

Reliability .73

Coefficient

Chi Square Level
of Significance

***

MALES Empl. Eilmel. Not Empl.

High 64% 222 14%
47 16 10 .

Moderate 72% 14% 14%
52 10 10

Low 33% 0% 66%
1 0 2

Missing 3 0 3

Mean/Level of 13.44 13.31
Significance

Reliability .63

Coefficient

Chi Square Level *
of Significance

Total

267
41

697
107

5%
8

.00 11.45 11.33 .74

.57

c

WIN II

Empl. ynempl. Not Empl. Total

487 14% 38% 16%
14 4 11 29

54% 10% 36% 82%
83 15 55 153

0% 257 75% 2%
0 1 3 4

5 1 5

Total Empl, ynempl. Not Empl, Total

49% 60%
73 31

49% 54%
72 47

2% 0%
3 0

3

29% 12% 37%

15 6 52

33% 13% 62%

29 11 87

50% 50% 1%
1 1 2

1 0

.81 12.91 12.47 .33

.54

271 c

243

Inter Study 121 r,,,t Cram slwet SInneapoto.., Ntsithescita 55403



TAI3LC 75 MCEIVED HASSLES OF WORK

LEMLE2 Successful.

No Problems 23%
24

Transportation 10%

10

Child Care 19%

20

Not Enough 27%

Time For 28

Children,
Family Lire

Sick Kids 4%
4

Loss Time For 6%

Home Chores 6

Bad Hours 5%
5

Affects 0%
Personal 0

Health

Makes Outside 1%

Activities 1

Harder

All other 6%

6

Hissing 0

Chi Square
Levels of
Significance

WIN II

Unsuccessful Total. Empl, Unewri% Not Empl. Tote]

25%

23

7%

24%
47

8%
6 16

29% 24%
27 47

171 22%
16 44

1% 3%
1 S

3% 5%
3 9

3% 4%
3 8

1% I.Z

1 1

0% 1%

0 1

14% 10%
13 19

0

244

28%

29

8%

247

5

10%

18%

13

8%

24%
47

8%
8 2 6 16

16% 24%, 35% 24%
16 5 26 47.

26% 19% 19% 22%
26 4 .14 44

3% 5% 1% 3%
3 1 1 5

7% 0% 1% 5%
7 0 2 9

4% 10Z 3%, 4%
4 2 2 8

1% 0% 0% 1%
1 0 0 1

1% 0% 0% IZ
1 0 0 I

7% 10% 14% 10%
7 2 10 19

0 0 0

Inler5,1.PriV / 73 UN: Crain; Cure: ..1,a,v mqvle,01,, 51103



TABLE 76 PERCEIVED HASSLES OF WORK

WIN II

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Empl. Onempl. Not Empl. Total

No Problems 61% 53% 57% 58% 59% 50% 57%
49 33 82 46 27 9 82

Transportation 3% 1396 7% % 7% 17% 7%
2 8 10 4 3 3 10

Child Care 3% 3% 3% 3% 2% 6%. 3%
2 2 4 2 1 1 4

Not Enough 10% 3% 7% 10% 4% 0%. 7%
Time For 8 2 10 8 z 0 10
Children,
Family Life

Sick Kids 0% 2% 1% 0% 2% 0%- 1%
0 1 1 0 1 0 1

Less Time For 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Home Chores 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Bad Hours 14% 7% 11% 13% 11% 0% 11%
11 4 15 10 5 0 15

Affects 0% 1% 1% 0% 21; 6% 1%
Personal 0 2 2 0 1 1 2

Health

Makes Outside 1% 0% 1% 1% .2%, Cr% 1%
Activities 0 2 2 2 1 0 2

Harder

All Other 11% 13% 12% 10% 11% 22: 12%
9 8 17 8 5 4 17

Missing 2 0 2 0 0

Chi Square * *

Levels of
Significance

273

245

L. 1.3 f.o: ' vet:At...rim 3-003



TABLE 77 PERCEIVED HASSLES OF WORK

What do you consider to be your biggest problem(s)
with child care?

WIN II

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Employed Unemployed Not Employed Total

No problem

No good child care
available

None available
close to home/work

Too expensive

Not enough money
from welfare for
child care

Won't take sick
children

Don't like strangers
caring for my
children

Arrangements not
flexible for
special hours

Lack of care or
supervision for
after school hours

All other

Missing

Chi Square Level
of Significance

49%
51

15%
16

39%
36

18%
17

44X
87

17%
33

58%
59

12%
12

4% 4% 4% 3%
4 4 8 3

2% 8% 5% 42
2 7 9 4

0% 2% 1% 0%
0 2 2 0

5% 7% 6% 5%
5 6 11 5

2% 3% 3% 1%
2 3 5 1.

6% 5% 6% 4%
6 5 11 4

7% 4% 6% 6%
7 4 11 6

11% 10% 10% 8%
11 9 20 8

0 0 0

- *

274
246

29% 30% 44%
6 22 87

19% 23% 17%
4 7 33

10% 4% 4%
2 3 8

5% 5% 5%
1 4 9

5% 1% 12
1 1 2

5% 7% 6%
1 5 11

0% 5% 3%
0 4 5

14% 5% 62
3 4 11

5% 5% 6%
1 4 11

10% 14% 10%
2 10 20

0 0

Inter Studs' 123 East Grant Street ;Munnoapolus, tslmnesota 55403



TABLE 78 PERCEIVED HASSLES OF WORK

MALES

No Problem

No good child care
available

What do you consider to be your biggest problemls)
with child care?

WIN II

Successful Unsuccessful Total Employed Unemployed Not Employed Total

None available
close to home/work

Too expensive

Not enough money
from welfare for
child care

Won't take sick
children

Don't like strangers
caring for my
children

Arrangements not
flexible for
special hours

Lack of care or
supervision for
after school hours

All other

Missing

Chi Square Level
of Signi- ficance

83% 84%
68 52

2% 10%
2 6

1% 3%
1 2

2% 0%
2 0

1% 0%
1 0

0% 0%
0 0

0% 0%
0 0 .

4% 2%
3 , 1

0% 0%
0 0

6% 2%
5 1

1 0

83%
120

78%

63

91%

41
89%
16

83%
120

6% 7% 4% 0% 6%
8 6 2 0 8

2% 3% 0% 6% 2%
3 2 0 1 3

1% 3% 0% 0% 1%2 2 0 0 2

1% 0% 2% 0% 1%
1 0 1 0 1

0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
0 0 0 0 0

0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
0 0 0 0 0

3% 4% 0% 6% 3%
4 3 0 1 4

0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
0 0 ( 0 0

4% '6% 2% 0% 4%
6 5 1 0 6

0 1 0

2 7 5

247

InterStudy; 123 Ewa Grant Street Minneapoiis, Minnesota 55403



TABLE 79 INTERFERENCE OF WORK WITH OTHER ROLES

WIN / WIN //

FEMALES Successful Uasuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Low 57% 43% 8% 50% 50% 2%

4 3 7 1 1 2

Moderate 55% 45% 58% 45% 55% 44%
28 23 51 25 30 55

High 50% 50% 34% 57% 43% 54%

15 15 30 38 29 67

Mising 34 37 40 33

Mean/Level of 11.23 30.46 .35 28.31 29.40 .11

Significance

Reliability .78 .79
Coefficient

Chi Square Level
of Significance

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Low 66% 34% 28% 60% 40% 35%
19 10 29 18 12 30

Moderate 54% 46% 67% 59% 42% 64%
37 31 68 32 22 54

High 100% 0% 5% 100% 0% 1%
5 0 5 1 0 1

'4.

Missing 26 26 32 28

Mean/Level of 35.03 34.54 .50 35.53 35.62 .90

Significance

Reliability .81 .72

Coefficient

Chi Square Level h

of Significance

248

Inter5iudy 123 E. »: Grant Street 'N'onneapoifs, Minnesota 55403

276



TABLE 80 INTERFERENCE OF WORK WITH OTHER ROLES

FE ES Ell, pnempl.

WIN I

Not Empl. Total Ala.
WIN

ynempl.

II

Not Empl. Total

Low 57% OZ 43% 8% 50% 0% 50% 2%
4 0 3 7

1 0 1 2

Moderate 55% 10% 35% 58% 55% 20% 25% 44%
28 5 18 51 30 11 14 55

High 60% 17% 23% 34% 49% 9% 422 54%
18 5 7 30 33 6 28 67

Missing 31 7 23 38 4 31

Mean/ Level of 30.90 30.84 .95 28.89 28.78 .87
Significance

Reliability Coefficient .78 .79

Chi Square Level
of Significance - -

=Li Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total

Low 83% 10% 7% 28% 43% 37% 20% 35%
24 3 2 29 13 11 6 30

Moderate 63% 18% 19% 67% 63% 31% 5% 64%

43 12 13 68 34 17 3 54

High 80% 20% 0% 5% 100% 0% 0% 1%

4 1 0 5 1 0 0 3

Missing 32 10 10 33 18 9

Mean/Level of 35.35 33.65 .03 35.31 35.89 .42
Significance

Reliability Coefficient .81 .72

Chi Square Level
of Significance a

249

Inter Study!123 Cam Grant Streei Minneapoll>, Monnesold 55403

277



TABLE 81 ATTITUDES' TOWARD WELFARE PROGRAM

Many people feel there are serious problems with the
welfare system. Do you think so?

WIN I WIN II

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total.

Yes 50% 50% 85% 56% 44% 72%

64 63 127 79 62 141

No 46% 55% 15% 45% 55% 28%

10 12 22 25 31 56

Missing 7 3 0 0

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

MALE g Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Yes 55% 45% 74% 57% 43% 68%

57 47 104 56 42 98

No 53Z 67% 26% 57% 43% 32%

19 :7 36 27 20 47

Missing 11 3
0 0

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

278
250

Inter Study/123 East Grant Street / Minneapolis, Minnesota 35403



TABLE 82

FEMALES

High

Moderate

Low

Missing

Mean/Level Of
Significance

Reliability
Coefficient

Chi Square Level
of Significance

MALES

High

Moderate

Low

Missing

Mean/Level Of
Significance

Reliability
Coefficient

ATTITUDES TOWARD WELFARE PROGRAM

Dissatisfaction with welfare.

Successful

WIN I

Unsuccessful Total Successful

WIP II

Unsuccessful Total

0%
0

100%
6

5%
6

67%
6

33%
3

6%
9

56% 44% 70% 60% 40% 59%
49 39 88 49 33 82

53% 47% 25% 47% 53% 35%
17 15 32 23 26 49

4.58 4.93 .35 4.64 4.31 .40

.53 .65

* *

Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

100%
1

0%
0

1%
1

0%
0

100%
2

2%
2

50% 50% 72% 52% 48% 65%
36 36 72 32 30 62

62% 38% 26% 68% 32% 33%

16 10 26 21 10 31

4.56 4.70 .73 4.08 5.00 .02

'.47 .49

Chi Square Level
of Significance 2 7 9

251

InterCtudv 123 EA r Cram "t:% et xtinneapolis. hrinnescria 55403



TABLE 83 ATTITUDES TOWARD WELFARE PROGRAM

Dissatisfaction with welfare.

FEMALEQ

High

Moderate

Low

Missing

Mean/Level Of
Significance

Reliability
Coefficient

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

pays

High

Moderate

Low

Missing

Mean/Level Of
Significance

Reliability
Coefficient

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

LT21.

WIN I

Unempl. Not Empi. Total
5112.1..

WIN II
mono. Not Empi. Total

33% 33% 33% 5% 78% 0% 22% 6%
2 2 2 6 7 0 2 9

59% 9% 32% 70% 57% 9% 34% 59%
52 8 28 88 47 7 28 82

59% 13% 28% 25% 43% 16% 41% 35%
19 4 9 32 21 8 20 49

4.58 4.98 .29 4.83 4.11 .07

.53 .65

Empi. Uhempl. Not Empl. Total Empl. ynempl. Not Empl. Total

0% 100% 0% 1% 0% 0% 100% 2%
0 1 0 1 0 0 2 2

63% 17% 21Z 72% 61% 27% 11% 65%
45 12 15 72 38 17 7 62

77% 19% 4% 26% 61% 26% 13% 33%
20 5 1 26 19 8 4 31

4.25 5.35 .01 4.39 4.63 .55

.47 .49

* * *

28i
252

InterSiuill '123 E.Ni Grant Street NIonne.tpolk, Nluririesota $1403



TABLE 84 ATTIT"DES ThWART) GIFT FART' FROnRAM

Tolerance of welfare abuse.

FEMALES

Low

Moderate

High

Missing

Mean/Level Of
Significance

Reliability
Coefficient

Chi Square Level
of Significance

WIN II

Successful Unsuccessful Total

53% 47% 55%
51 46 97

59% 41% 29%
30 21 51

45% 55% 16%
13 16 29

10 10

8.31 8.20 .66

.73

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Low

Moderate

High

Missing

,lean /Level Of

Significance

Reliability
Coefficient

Chi Square Level
of Significance .

57% 43% 56%
43 33 76

55% 45% 32%
24 20 44

63% 38% 12%
1.0 6 16

6 3

8.42 8.46 .87

.66

281
253

Iniorciork 111 East grant Street Minneapolis, Minnecota 55403



TABLE R5 ATTITUDES TMARD WPLPARF PIWRAM

FEMALES

Low

Moderate

High

Missing

:Mean /Level Of

Significance

Reliability
Coefficient

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

MALES

bow

Moderate

High

Missing

Mean/Level Of
Significance

Reliability .66

Coefficient

Tolerance of welfare abuse.

EEP1.

WIN

Unempl.

II

Not Empl. Total

47% 13% 39% 55%
46 13 38 97

61% 10% 29% 29%
31 5 15 51

38% 7Z 55% 16%
11 2 16 29

14 1 5

8.28 8.23 .84

. 7 3

b

Empl. ynempl. Not Empl. Total

51% 36% 13% 56%
39 27 10 76

55!! 27% 14% 32%
26 12 6 44

56% 38% 6% 12%
9 6 1 16

7 1 18

8.38 8.50 .62

Chi Square
Level of
Significance 282

254

InterSuutiv, 123 Eaa Grant siteet Minneapolis, hunnesota 55403



TABLE 86 ATTITUDES TOWARD WELFARE PROGRAM

Earn money and not
report it to the
caseworker

Use welfare money
for liquor or
gambling

Participate in a
sit-in to get
higher welfare
payments

Report never having
received a welfare
check when it had
come

Secretly receive
support from the
father of children
who lives
separately

Tolerance of welfare abuse. (Would you criticize people
who do the following things?)

% Responded Yes

Successful Unsuccessful Employed Unempl. Not Empl.,

Females 62% 56% 58% 65% 58%

Males 65% 65% 68% 64% 53%

Females 82% 80% 84% 862 75%

Males 81% 77% 79% 80% 77%

Females 36% 37% 37% 48% 33%

Males 46% 39% 39% 46% 50%

Females 86% 83% 85% 91% 82%

Males 87% 90% 89% 89% 83%

Females 69% 66% 68% 62% 69%

Males 67% 712 64% 70% 85%

283
255

Inlerstudy 123 East (Irani !sheet mlnneapolux, Minrw.ota 55403



TABLE 87 ATTTTUDFS TOWARDS UFLPARF PROGRAM

Availability of welfare

WIN II

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total.

Low 55Z 45% 16%
16 11 20

Moderate 55% 45% 602
49 48 107

High 49% 51% 24%
21 22 43

Missing 87 10%

Mean/Level of 2.657 2.77% .5(17,

Significance

Reliability .62%

Coefficient

Chi Square Level
of Significance

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Low 507 507 137

9 0 18

Moderate 597 417 697

55 38 93

High 547 467 187
13 11 24

Missing 67 4%

Mean/Level of 2.617 2.557 .75

Significance

Reliability .477

Coefficient

Chi Square Level
of Significance

284
256
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TABLE 88 ATTITUDES TOWARDS WELFARE PROGRAM

Availability of welfare

WIN II

FEMALES Employment Unemployment Not Employed Total

Low 557 10% 35% 167
16 3 10 29

Moderate 497 157 367 607
52 16 39 107

High 56% 1% 42% 247
24 1 18 43

Missing 109; 17 77

Mean/Level of 2.75 2.66 .61

Significance

Reliability .62

Coefficient

Chi Square Level
of Significance

a

MALES Employment Unemployment Not Employed Total

Low 617 227 177 137
11 4 3 18

Moderate 537 34% 137 69%
49 32 12 93

High 637 297 87 187
15 7 2 24

Missing 67 37 19;

Mean/Level of 2.64 2.52 .51
Significance

Reliability .47

Coefficient

Chi Square Level
of Significance

*

283
257

Inrercaudv 123 Eat Grant camel Nfinneapollc. Minnesota 55403



TABLE 89 ATTITUDES TOWARD WELFARE PROGRAM

If there are a lot Female
of children and the
parent cannot Male
support them
adequately

If the parent is Female
able-bodied and will
only work if he or Male
she can get the type
of work desired

If there is one Female
parent and he or
she is able-bodied Male
and simply does not
feel like working

If there is one Female

Parent (female) and
she feels that the Male
mother's role is in
the home

If there is one Female
parent (female) and
she does not try to Male
keep up the home

Availability of welfare. (Should welfare
be available to families in the following
situations?)

% Responded Yes

Successful PmucLenoful Employed Unempl. Not Empl.

98% 99% 99% 95% 99%

96% 97% 96% 98% 94%

29% 37% 34% 30% 33%

32% 34% 31% 37% 29%

13% 20% 16% 5% 21%

13% 8% 16% 6% 0%

80% 84% 78% 86% 85%

82% 87% 82% 89% 78%

44% 43% 50% 24% 39%

39% 32% 43% 23% 39%

r.
s.

28i
258
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TITLE 90 PERCEIVED STIG:1A OF HUFARE

In .7eneral, ha: go you think people in this community
;"eel about peo7le who ;;.et AFDC payments?

FEMALES Successful

WIN I

Unsuccessful Total Successful

WIN II

Unsuccessful Total,

Hostile 50% 40% 49 61% 39% 35%
44' 22 73 40 26 56

Indifferent 51% 49% 26% 47% 532 29%
20 19 39 26 29 55

Understand-
ing 38Z 62% 25% 52% 48% 36%

14 23 37 35 32 67

'Missing 3 7 3 6

Ciii Square ** -
Level of
Significance ft*

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

iTostile 61Z 39 44% 63Z 38% 28%
37 24 61 25 15 40

Indifferent .58; 42% 27t 61% 39% 26%
22 16 38 22 14 36

Understand
Ing 54Z 467 29% 53% 45% 46%

22 19 41 36 29 65

i3sing 6 8 0 4

Chi Square ** -

Level of
Significance

287

259
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TABLE 91

FEMALES Envoi.

PERCEIVED STIGMA OF WELFARE

In jeneral, ho,., do you think people in this community
;"ea about people who get AFDC payments?

WIN I WIN II
Unem.kl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl_ Total

Hostile 68% 10 22% 49% 59%
.

2% 32% 3y
50 7 16 73 39 6 21 66

Indifferent 54% 10% 36% 26% 45% 13% 42% 29%

21 4 14 39 25 7 23 55

Understand-
ing 35% 14% 51% 25% 51% 92 40% 36%

13 5 19 37 34 6 27 67

Missing 7 1 2 4 2 3

Chi Square * c
Level of
Significance

MALES, Empl. 11nem_21. Not Empl. Total Empl. pnempl. Not E. Total.

Hostile 75% 13% 11% 44% 60% 30% 10% 28%

46 8 7 61 24 12 4 40

Indifferent 71% 1877 11% 27%. 53% 36% 11% 26%

27 7 4 38 13 13 4 36

Understand-
ing 49% 27% 24% 29% 557. 29% 15% 46%

20 11 10 41 36 19 10 65

Ziissing 10 0 4

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

2 2 0

288

260
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TABLE 92 PERCEIVED STIGMA nF VF1YARF

Some people who get APDC Daments say that they feel
embarrased or uncomfortable when they are with people who
are not on welfare. Others say then, don't feel this wag
at all. Do you feel embarrassed or uncomfortable?

WIN I WIN II

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Always 54% 427 207 467 14T 28%
18 13 31 26 30 56

Often 477 537 487 567 447 457
36 40 76 49 39 88

Sometimes 537 477 107 622 387 117
R 7 15 13 8 21

Never 517 497 227 567 50 16'
18 17 35 16 16 32

Missing 1 1 0 0

Chi Square ,

Level of
Significance

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Always 437 577 2°7 647 367 207

19 25 44 27 15 41

Often 587 427 327 547 467 417
1g 20 4R 32 27 50

Sometimes 737 27' 7' 537 477 127
R 3 11 q 8 17

Never 652 35v 327 567 447 1447

32 17 49 15 12 27

Missing

Chi Square

0

a

2 n 0

Level of
Significance

289
261

Incer 123 Cast Gram Street :MunncaPolis, Minnesota 55403



TABLE 93 PERCEIVED STIGMA OF WELFARE

Some people who get AFDC payments say that they feet
embarrassed or uncomfortable when they are with people
who are not on welfare. Others say they don't feel this
way at all. Do you feel embarrassed or uncomfortable:

. WIN II
Total Empl. Unemal. Not Empl. Total

WIN I
FEMALES Emol, ynempl. Not Empl.

Always 52% 192 29%
16 6 9

Often 59% 7% 34%
45 5 26

Sometimes 602 13% 27%
9 2 4

Never 57% 9% 34%
20 3 12

Nissing 1 1 0

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

MAILS

Always

Often

Sometimes

:lever

Missing

Emnl,

Chi Square
LeN.el of

Significance

20%
31

48%
76

10%
15

22%
35

Unempl. Not Empl. Total

29%

44

327.

48

597. 21% 21%

26 9 9

57% 21% 13%
32 10 6

82% 0% 18%

9 0 2

74% 12% 14%

36 6 7

0 1 1

7%

11

32%
49

290
262

50% 9% 41% 282
28 5 23 56

53% 8% 39% 45%
47 7 34 88

522 19% 29% 11%
11 4 6 21

50% 16% 34% 16%
16 5 II 32

0 0 0

&W1_. ynempl. Not Empl,. Total

62% 31% 7% 29%

26 13 3 42

63:" 20% 17% 41%
37 12 10 59

47% 47% 6% 12%

8 8 1 17

37% 482 15% 19%

10 13 4 27

0 0

Irv( : ' ro sA,ne".(1* 1 ;03



TABLE 94 2ERCZIVED SI7-,;21. 07 WELFARE

dour lhfilr7n -vcr Z:een tcassd or discriminated
coainat 1ecaqse ,,our family/ is/Was on welfare?

WIN I WIN II

fEN4LES Successful Unsuccessful Total Suctlyssful Unsuccessful Total..nw=me*
537; 47Z 82!

........rr.
537

0.1....
8396Yes 47%

65' 38 123 83 73 156

:lo 480 52Z 18% 49% 52% 18%

13 14 27 16 17 33

Assin, 3 6 5 3

Chi Squara
Laval of
Significance

HALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successiul-------. Untucetpsful Total

Yea 63Z ,40:..: )1% 60Z 40% 83
83 54 134 70 47 117

No 39% 62:; 2::: 46Z 54% 17%
3 8 13 11 13 24

:'issing 2 5 2 2

Chi Square
Level of
Sicoificance

2a1
261
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TABLE

FEMALES Empl.

95 PERCEIVED

Have your
against

WIN I
tinempk.

STIGMA OF WELFARE

children ever been
because your family

Not Empl. Total

teased or discriminated
is/was on welfare?

WIN II
Erul. Unempl. Not Empl. Total

Yes 55% 11% 34% 82% 50% 13% 37% 83%
68 13 42 123 78 20 58 156

No 67% 11% 22% 18% 58% 3% 39% 18%
18 3 6 27 19 1 13 33

Missing 5 1. 3 5 0 3

Chi Square c
Level of
Significance

MALES Empi. Uneupl. Not Eiripl. Total Empl. Upempl. Not Empl. Tote]

Yes 69% 15% 16% 91; 612 27% 12% 83%

93 20 21 134 71 32 14 117

No 62 15% 23% 7 38% 50% 13% 17%

8 2 3. 13 9 12 3 24

Nissing 2 4 1 1 2 1

Chi Square et

Level of
Significance

292
264
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TABLE 96 ATTITUDES OF OTHERS RFGARDING WELFARF AND WORK

Perceived Stigma of Welfare

WIN I

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful

High 47% 53%
14 16

Moderate 52% 487
44 40

Low 64% 367

18 10

Missing 57 127

Mean/Level of 5.87 6.33
Significance

Reliability .30

Coefficient

Chi Square Level
of Significance

-

MALES Successful Vnsuccessful

High 567 447
20 16

Moderate 567 447
40 32

Low 737 277

19 7

Missing 8 12

Mean/Level of 5.97 6.53

Significance

Reliability .24

Coefficient

Chi Square Level
of Significance

c

WIN II

Total Successful Unsuccessful Total ,.

21A

30

597
84

207
28

.14

54% 46% 387
37 32 69

537 477 47%
46 40 86

52% 487 157
14 13 27

7% 87

6.67 6.79 .68

.43

Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

277.

36

547
72

199'

26

.10

293
265

607 407 402
33 22 55

597 417 467

37 26 63

587 42% 147

11 8 19

2 6

6.R8 6.84 .91

.42

Inter Sttuiv 123 Easi Grant ',tree! Mmneapoin, Mponecnia 55403



TABLE 97 ATTITUDES OF OTHERS REGARDING WELFARE AND WORK

Perceioed St.gma of Welfare

WIN I
WIN IIFEMALES Emol. Unemol. atfelts], Total Empl. agml. Not W.. Total

Higil 40% 13% 47% 21% 49% 9% 42% 38%12 4 4 14 30 34 6 29 69
Moderate 58% 11% 31% 59% 53% 13% 34% 47%49 9 26 84 46 11 29 86
Low 68% 7% 25% 20% 56% 72 37% 15%19 2 7 28 15 2 10 27
Missing 11 2 4 7 2 6
Mean/Level of
Significance 5.73 6.55 .01 6.61 6.85 .40

Reliability .30 .43
Coefficient

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

MALES Empl. 1inevl. Not Emil. Total Empl. Prmal.- Not Empl. Total
High 50% 28% 22% 27% 64% 25% 11% 40%18 10 8 36 35 14 6 55
Moderate 75% 14% 112 54% 52% 32% 16% 46%54 10 8 72 33 20 10 63
Low 737. 8% 192 19% 53% 42% 5% 14%19 2 5 26 10 8 1 19
Missing 12 4 4 3 4 1

Mean/Level of
Significance 5.96 6.72 .03 7.12 6.53 .08
Reliability .24 .42
Coefficient

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

291
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TABLE 98 ATTITUDES OF OTHERS REGARDING WELFARE AND WORK

FEMALES

Low

Moderate

High

Missing

Mean/Level of
Significance

Influence of family and friends towards welfare.

Successful

WIN I

Unsuccessful Total Successful

WIN II

Unsuccessful Total

59% 41% 13% 52% 48% 12%

10 7 17 11 10 21

62% 38% 63% 55% 45% 61%

53 33 86 60 50 110

18% 82% 24% 50% 502 27%

6 27 33 24 24 48

12 11 9 9

16.29 19.52 .00 17.18 17.61 .51

Reliability .56 .45

Coefficient

Chi Square Level
of Significance

MALES

Low

Moderate

High

Missing

Mean/Level of
Significance

Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

57% 43% 23% 56% 442 30%

17 13 30 22 17 39

59% 41% 662 592 41% 61%

51 36 87 47 32 79

43% 57% 11% 55% 45% 9%

6 8 14 6 5 11

13 10 8 8

15.14 15.84 .32 14.63 14.65 .98

Reliability .47 .53

Coefficient

Chi Square Level a

of Significance 295
267
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TABLE 99 ATTITUDES OF OTHERS REGARDING WELFARE AND WORK

Influence of family and friends towards welfare.

FEMALES 1. Unempi.

WIN I

Not Empl. Total Empl. Mumg..
WIN II

Not Empl. Total

Low 712 122 18'2 13% 48% 19% 33% 12%
12 2 3 17 10 4 7 21

Moderate 64% 82 28% 637. 552 9% 362 61%

55 7 24 86 60 10 40 110

High 45% 15% 39% 242 482 10% 42% 27%
15 5 13 33 23 5 20 48

Missing 9 3 11 9 2 7

Mean/Level of 16.91 19.35 .00 17.54 17.21 .61

Significance

Reliability .56 .45
Coefficient

Chi Square Level ***
of Significance

MALES Empl. Rana. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total

Low 662 20% 132 23% 62% 31% 13% 30%

20 6 4 30 24 12 3 39

Moderate 71% 132 16% 662 56% 322. 13% 612

62 11 14 87 44 25 10 79

High 36% 362 29% 11% 45% 452 9% 9%
5 5 4 14 5 5 1 11

Missing 16 4 3 9 3 4

Mean/Level Of 14.89 16.55 .02 14.32 15.05 .32

Significance

Reliability .47 .53

Coefficient

Chi Square Level -

of Significance
268
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TABLE 100 SELF CONFIDENCE RELATED TO YIN PROGRAM

WIN II

FEIIALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

High 557 457, 43%
36 30 66

Moderate 537 477 54%
44 39 83

Low 207 An% 37
1 4 5

Missing 237 207

Mean/Level of 7.31 7.10 .30

Significance

Chi Square Level
of Significance

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

High 737 277 36%

32 12 44

Moderate 517 497 507
37 35 72

Low 177 R37 57

1 5 6

Missing 137 107

Mean /Level of 7.27 15.54 .00

Significance

Chi Square Level,
of Significance

left

269
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TABLE 101 SELF CONFIDENCE RELATED TO WIN PROGRAM

WIN II

FEMALES Employed Unemployed Not Employed Total

High 53% 8% 39% 43%
35 5 26 66

Moderate 51% 12% 37% 54%
42 10 31 83

Low 20% 40% 40% 3%
1 2 2 5

Missing 24 4 15

Mean/Level of 7.31 7.11 .32
Significance

Chi Square Level b

of Significance

MALES Employed Unemployed Not Employed Total

High 70% 20% 9% 36%
31 9 4 44

Moderate 47% 38% 15% 59%
34 27 11 72

Low 50% 33% 17% 5%
3 2 1 6

Missing 13 8 2

Mean/Level of 7.21 6.65 .02
Significance

Chi Square Level b

of Significance

270
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TABLE 102 SELF CoNFTDENCE RFLATTVE TO gETTI"O A JOR

Personal efficacy.

WIN I Wit' TT

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

High 597 417 3n7 577 411' 347
27 19 46 39 ln 60

Moderate 577 . 437 427 5(17 5n7 307

37 28 65 1A 38 76

Low 367 64' 287 537 677 257
16 28 64 26 73 40

Missing 1 3 1 2

Mean/Level of 7.R4

Significance
7.36 .04 7.65 7.67 .93

Reliability .56 .63

Coefficient

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total cuccessful unsuccessful Total

High 647 167 377 607 4(17 4n7

36 20 56 14 21 57

Moderate 5ov LOY 447 56% 44°' 3/17

39 27 66 `in 21. 54

Low 347 66% 07 58% 42% 237
10 10 20 leo 14 33

Missing 2 1 0 1

Mean/Level of R.15 7.44 .00 7.86 7.80 .84

Significance

Reliability .51 .62

Coefficient

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

fat

271
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TABLE 103 SELF CONFIDENCE RELATIVE TO GETTING A JOB

FEMALES Ern 1.

Personal

WIN
Ilalmal,

efficacy.

I

Not Empl, Total Ellip1.

WIN II
lfneme.l. Empl.. Total,Not

High 76% 13% 11% 30% 542 9% 36% 36%
35 6 5 46 38 6 25 70

Moderate 602 9% 319 42% 55% 7% 382 39%
39 6 20 65 42 5 29 76

Low 36Z 9% 552 28% 41% 202 39% 25%
16 4 24 44 20 10 19 49

Missing 1 1 2 2 0 1

Mean/Level 7.99 7.08 .00 7.78 7.53 .26

of Significance

Reliability .56 .63

Coefficient

Chi Square *fir:

Level of
Significance

MALES Emnl.. Unempl. Not Empl. Total Empl. ypemol.. Not Empti. Total

High 73Z 142 lr 37% 61% 30% 9% 402
41 8 7 56 35 17 5 57

Moderate 68% 207.: 1224 44% 552 33% 11% 38%
45 13 8 66 30 18 6 54

Low 52Z 17Z 31% 197 45% 33% 212 232
15 5 9 29 15 11 7 33

Missing 2 0 1 1 0 0

Mean/Level 8.01 7.50 .04 8.01 7.61 .11
of Significance

Reliability .51 .62
Coefficient

Chi Square a

Level of
Significance

?72
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TABLE 104 SELF CONFIDENCE. RELATIVE TO GETTImG A JOB

WIN I GUN II

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

High 707 307 237 497 517 347
23 10 33 25 26 51

Moderate 497 51'7 557 557 457 AO,

38 40 78 40 40 80

Low 387 637 227 507 507 57
12 20 37 4 4 8

Missing 8 8 26 23

Mean/Level of 11.05 9.97 .00 18.30 18.41 .80
Significance

Reliability .45 .36
Coefficient

Chi Square **

Level of
Significance

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful !tnsuccessful Total

High 697- 317 187 607 317 35'i

18 8 26 20 13 42

Moderate 557 45% 6n7 527 487 53%
47 38 85 33 30 63

Lot.' 407 607 217 477 517 137
12 18 30 7 8 15

Missing 10 3 14 11

Mean/Level of 11.01 0.16 .02 18.58 17.41 .03
Significance

Reliability .42 .47
Coefficient

Chi Square *** b
Level of
Significance

273
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FEMALES

TABLE 105

10.

SELF CONFIDENCE RELATIVE

WIN I
UnemPl. Not Empl. Total

TO GETTING

Plink.

A JOB

WIN II
UnemPl Not Empl. Total

High 79% 6% 15% 23% 49% 8% 43% 34%
26 2 5 33 25 4 22 51

Moderate 58% 13% 29% 55% 55% 11% 34% 60%
45 10 23 78 49 10 30 89

Low 28% 13% 59% 22% 38% 25% 38% 5%

9 4 19 32 3 2 3 8

Missing 11 1. 4 25 5 19

Mean/Level 11.31 9.52 .00 18.43 18.28 .73

of Significance

Reliability .45 36
Coefficient

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

MALES ma.

***

1422mpl. Not Total. Emgi. ynenipl. Not Erna. Total

High 81% 8% 12% 18% 71% 24% 5% 35%
21 2 3 26 30 10 2 42

Moderate 71% 16% 12% 60% 49% 37% 14% 53%
61 14 10 85 31 23 9 63

Low 40% 23% 37% 21% 402 33% 26% 13%

12 7 11 30 6 5 4 15

Missing 9 3 1 14 8 3

Mean/Level 11.06 9.74 00 18.67 17.34 .01

of Significance

Reliability .42 .47

Coefficient

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

*

302
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TABLE 106

FEMALES

Low

Moderate

High

SELF CONFIDENCE RrLATIVE TO GETTM A JOB

Job interviev anxiety.

Successful

WIN I

Unsuccessful Total Successful

iN IT

Unsuccessful Total

44% 567, 177 557 45% 107
12 15 27 11 9 2n

557 457 397 467 547 357
34 28 62 31 36 67

5n7 507 437 597 417 547
34 34 68 61 43 104

Missing 1 1 1 5

Mean/Level of 4.81 4.79 .04 4.26 4.51 .32

Significance

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

MALES

Low

"oderate

High

Missing

Mean/Level of
Significance

Chi Square
Level. of

Significance

Successful

c

Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

467 547 23' 727 387 177
16 19 35 IA 7 25

657 357 32% 547 467 477
32 17 40 37 31 68

56% 447 457 537 477 357
39 31 70 27 24 51

n 0 ] n

4.93 4.94 .98 5.15 4.87 .32

c c

303
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TABLE 107 SELF CONFIDENCE RELATIVE TO GETTING A JOB

Job interview anxiety.

WIN I WIN II
FEMALES Rapti. giumg, Not Emo, Total gml, ElitgAL. Not Empl. Total

Low 63% 15% 22% 17% 60% 10% 30% 10%
17 4 6 27 12 2 6 20

Moderate 58% 13% 29% 39% 49% 10% 40% 35%
36 8 18 62 33 7 27 67

High 54% 7% 38% 43% 50% 12% 38% 549E

37 5 26 68 52 12 40 104

Missing 1 0 1 5 0 1

Mean/Level 4.97
of Significance

4.58 .17 4.47 4.28 .43

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

MALES Empl. Unen!pl. Not Empl. Total Emp1,. ppelpl. Not %l g. Total

Low 71% 11% 17% 23% 64% 32% 4Z 17%
25 4 6 35 16 8 1 25

Moderate 61% 20% 18% 32% 51% 35% 13% 47%
30 10 9 49 35 24 9 68

High 69% 17% 14% 45% 57% 27% 1.6% 35%
48 12 10 70 29 14 8 51

Missing 0 0 0 1 0 0

Mean/Level 5.01 4.78 .48 5.04 5.02 .94

of Significance

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

3 04
276
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TABLE 108 EXPECTATIONS

Which of the following do you feel you will most likely
be doing one year from now? (1st Interview)

FEMALE' Successful

WIN I

Unsuccessful Total Successful

WIN II

Unsuccessful Total

Employed 63% 37% 62% 59% 41% 74%
Full-time 61 36 97 82 57 139

Employed 47% 53% 12% 35% 65% 9%
Part-time 9 10 19 6 11 17

In Training or 23% 77% 17% 36% 64% 15%

School 6 20 26 10 18 28

Unemployed 272 73% 10% 20% 80% 3%

4 11 15 1 4 5

Missing 1 1 5 3

Chi Square Level
of Significance

*** **

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Employed 62% 38% 80% 61% 39% 88%

Full-time 76 47 123 78 49 127

Employed 50% 50% 5% 25% 75% 3%

Part-time 4 4 8 1 3 4

In Training or 40% 60% 7% 31% 69% 9%

School 4 6 10 4 9 13

Unemployed 17% 83% 8% 0% 10C% 1%

2 10 12 0 1 1

Missing 1 0 0 0

Chi Square Level
of Significance

** **

3 3 5
277
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TABLE 109 EXPECTATIONS

Which of the following do you feel you will most likely
be doing one year from now? (1st Interview)

WIN I WIN II
FEMALES kiplo 2, NotAnsi... Total lea. linempl, Not Emnl, Total

Employed 74% 10% 16% 62% 60% 12% 28% 73%
Full-time 72 10 15 97 83 17 39 139

Employed 47% 16% 37% 12% 41% 0% 59% 9%
Part-time 9 3 7 19 7 0 10 17

In Training 312 15% 54% 17% 29% 7% 64% 15%
or School 8 4 14 26 8 2 18 28

Unemployed 7% 0% 93% 10% 40% 0% 60% 3%
1 0 14 15 2 0 3 5

Missing 1 0 1 2 2 4

Chi Square *** * * *

Level of
Significance'

MALES Ems, Unempl. Not Empl. Total Emig. Llama. Not Empl. Total

Employed 76% 16% 7% 80% 58% 32% 9% 88%
94 20 9 123 74 41 12 127

Employed 38% 38% 25% 5% 25% 25% 50% 3%
Part-time 3 3 2 8 1 1 2 4

In Training 30% 30% 40% 7% 46% 23% 31% 9%
or School 3 3 4 10 6 3 4 13

Unemployed 17% 0% 83% 8% 0% 100% 0% 1%
2 0 10 12 0 1 0 1

Missing 1 0 0 0 0 0

Chi Square * * * * *

Level of
Significance

278
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TABLE 110 EXPECTATIONS

What do you think your labor force status will
be one year from now? (2nd Interview)

WIN II

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Employed Full-time 64% 36% 70%
82 46 128

Employed Part-time 24% 77% 9%
4 13 17

In Training or School 21% 792 13%
5 19 24

Unemployed 62% 39% 7%
8 5 13

Missing 5 10

Chi Square Level of ***

Significance

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Employed Full-time 64% 36% 87%
74 41 115

Employed Part-time 0% 100% 1%
0 I 1

In Training or School 21% 79% 11%
3 11 14

Unemployed 33% 67% 2%
1 2 3

Missing 5 7

Chi Square Level of ***

Significance

279
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TABLE 111 EXPECTATIONS

What do you think your labor force status will be

FEMALES, Employed

one year from now? (2nd Interview)

WIN II

Unemployed Not Employed Total

Employed 66% 12% 22% 70%
Full-time 85 15 28 128

Employed 18% 12% 71% 9%
Part-time 3 2 12 17

In Training 21% 8% 71% 13%
or School 5 2 17 24

Unemployed 312 Oz 69% 7%
4 0 9 13

Missing 5 2 8

Chi Square ***
Level of
Significance

MALES Employed Unemployed Not Employed Total

Employed 65% 29% 6% 87%
Full-time 75 33 7 115

Employed 0% 0% 100% 1%
Part-time 0 , 0 1 1

In Training 21% 362 43% 11%
or School 3 5 6 14

Unemployed 02 67Z 33% 2%
0 2 1 3

Missing 3 6 3

Chi Square ***

Level of
Significance

3 u 8

20
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TABLE 112 EXPECTATIONS

Which do you think is more likely, that you will or will not
be receiving an AFDC check at this time next year?
(1st Interview)

FEMALES Successful

WIN I

Unsuccessful Total Successful

WIN II

Unsuccessful Total

Will Not Be 59% 41% 71% 58% 42% 63%
63 43 106 67 49 116

Will Be 35% 657. 29% 46% 54% 37%

15 - 28 43 31 37 68

Missing

Chi Squate Level
of Significance

3

***

7 6

a

7

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Will Not Be 59% 41% 91% 62% 38% 90%
79 55 134 79 49 128

Will Be 39% 62% 9% 27% 73% 10%

5 8 13 4 11 15

Missing

Chi Square Level
of Significance

3

c

4 0

**

2

k.,$)

281
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TABLE 113 EXPECTATIONS

Which do you think is more likely, that you will or will not
be receiving en AFDC check at this time next year?
(1st Interview)

FEMALES
WIN

IT.1,
I

Not Empl.

Will Not Be 71% 9% 20%
75 10 21

Will Be 30% 9% 612
13 4 26

Missing 3 3 4

Chi Square ***

Level of
Significance

Total 101.

71% 57%
106 66

29% 462
43 31

5

*

DALES Ihipa. pnempl. Not Empl. Total gm].

Will Not Be 72% 15% 13% 912 59%
96 20 18 134 75

Oill Be 39% 15% 462 9% 4090

5 2 6 13 6

Missing 2 4 1 0

Chi Square *** ***
Level of
Significance

3i0
282

WIN
phempl.

II
Not Empl. Total

13% 30% 63%
15 35 116

7% 47% 372
5 32 68

1 7

Unempl. Not Erna,. Total

33% 9% 90%
42 11 128

20% 402 10%
3 6 15

1 1
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TABLE 114 EXPECTATIONS

Which do you think is more likely: that uou will or will not
be receiving an AFDC check at this time next year?
(2nd interview)

WIN II

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Will Not Be 58% 43% 60%
65 48 113

Will Be

Missing

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

47% 53% 4n7
35 39 74

4 6

c

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Will Not Be 58% 437 95%
77 57 134

Will Be 437 577 5%

3 4 7

Missing 3 1

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

311
283
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TABLE 115 EXPECTATIONS

Which do you think is more likely; taht you will or will not
be receiving an AFDC check at this time next year?
(2nd Interview)

WIN II

FEMALES Employed Unemployed Not Employed Total

Will Not Be 59% 14% 27% 60%
67 16 30 113

Will Be 43% 4% 53% 40%
32 3 39 74

Missing 3 2 5

Chi Square Level ***
of Significance

MALES Employed itempload Not Employed Total

Will Not Be 58% 31% 10% 95%
78 42 14 134

Will Be 14% 29% 57% 5%
1 2 4 7

Missing 2 2 0

Chi Square Level ***
of Significance

312
284
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TABLE 116 EXPECTATIONS

Which do you think is more likely, that you will
or will not be receiving an AFDC check at this
time next year? (1st Interview)

FEMALES

Are you receiving an AFDC check now?
(2nd Interview)

WIN II
Not receiving AFDC Receiving AFDC Total

Will not be 38% 62% 63%
44 72 116

Will be 4% 96% 37%
3 65 68

Chi Square Level
of Significance

***

MALES

Will not be 73% 26% 89%
94 34 128

Will be 47% 53% 10%
7 8 15

Chi Square Level
of Significance

**

313
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ATTITUDES TOWARD WORK

Work Ethic

1/2/3/4 added
Low (4-5)
Medium (6)
High (7-8)

1. All things considered, do you think it is worth it
for you to work?

Yes
No 0

For each pair of statements, tell me which one comes closest to describing
how you feel about things.

2. a. Tom feels you should only work hard if you get
something out of it. You do not owe your boss
anything. You are a sucker if you work harder
than you have to.

b. Tim feels that people should work hard. You
just feel better after you put in a hard day's
work.

Which one do you agree with more?

3. a. Sam thinks you have to work hard if you want
to get ahead in life. You do not get anywhere
without working hard.

b. Jim thinks a lot of people get ahead without
working hard. Getting ahead in life does not
always depend on working hard.

Which one do you agree with more?

4. If you had enough money to meet your needs without
working, would you:

a
b =i 2

a = 2
b =1

Work full-time at something you enjoyed 3

Work part-time at something you enjoyed 2

Not work at all

314
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ATTITUDES TOWARD WORK

Perceived benefits to family of working

1/2 added
Disagree (2-4)
Qualified (5-7)
Agree (8-10)

What would be the extent of your agreement or disagreement with the
following two statements?

1. The more money a person earns, the more his/her
children will respect him/her. Do you:

Strongly agree 5

Agree 4

Disagree, or 2

Strongly disagree

2. The more money a person earns, the better the
family can get along with one another. Do you:

Strongly agree S

Agree 4

Disagree, or 2

Strongly disagree 1

315
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WILLINGNESS TO OVERCOME BARRIERS/HASSLES TO EMPLOYMENT

1/2/3/4/5/6/7 added
Low (0-7)
Moderate (8-13)
High (14-21)

1. In order to get a job, I would be willing to
travel at most

a. An hour or more 3

b. Between 11 an hour and an hour 2

c. A half hour or less 1

d. I would rather not work 0

2. The pay that I would be willing to take

a. Would have to be higher than my last job 1
b. Could be the same as my last job... 2

c. Could be lower than my last job 3

d. I would rather not work 0

3. I would be willing to work

a. With a boss watching me all the time 3

b. With a boss watching me some of the time 2

c. Only where I was on my own most of the time 1

d. I would rather not work 0

4. I would be willing to work

a. Only in my own line of work
b. In some new line of work that is similar to

my usual work (or my WIN job goal) 2

c. At almost anything 3

d. I would rather not work 0

5. I would be willing to take a job

a. Only that would be steady from now on 1

b. Which is steady for now but with a chance
that I might get laid off in the distant future 2

c. Even if there was a chance I might get
laid off soon 3

d. I would rather not work 0

6. I would be willing to take a job

a. Only if it was exciting
b. That meant doing the same thing over and

over again 3

c. That was sometimes interesting and sometimes not 2

d. I would rather not work 0

7. I would be willing to take a job

a. If I have to take training in a good new field 2

b. if I have to take training in any field 3

c. If I have to take training in my own field
d. I would rather not work 0

288

intelStudy!123 East Grant StreetiMmneapolis, Minnesota 55401



INTERFERENCE OF WORK WITH OTHER ROLES

1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/10/11 added
High Interference (22-29)
Moderate Interference (30-36)
Low Interference (37-44)

I am going to read the names of some activities. For each activity, tell
me whether you think working would result (or does result) in your per-
forming that activity better, worse, or no different than if you were not
working.

Better 4

No Differently 3

Worse 2

1. Taking care of your children

2. Playing with your children

3. Doing jobs around the house

4. Doing the cooking

5. Being a husband or wife

6. Being a friend and neighbor

7. Being a careful shopper

8. Being a club member

9. Being a good citizen

10. Having a social life

11. Getting enough rest
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ATTITUDES TOWARD WELFARE PROGRAM

Taerance afoelfare abuse

1/2/3/4/5 added
High (5-6)
Moderate (7-8)
Low (9-10)

Would you criticize people who do the following things?

1. Earn money and do not report it to the caseworker.

Yes 2

No 1

2. Use welfare money for liquor or gambling.

Yes 2

No

3. Participate in a sit-in in a welfare office
to get higher payments.

Yes 2

No 1

4. Report never having received a welfare
check when it had come.

Yes 2

No 1

5. Secretly receive support from the father
of children who lives separately.

Yes 2

No 1

018
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ATTITUDES TOWARD WELFARE PROGRAM

Availability of welfare

1/2/3/4/5 added
Low (0-1)
Moderate (2 3)
High (4-5)

Do you think that welfare should be available to families in the following
situations?

1. If there are a lot of children and the parent
cannot support them adequately.

Yes 1

No 0

2. If the parent is able-bodied and will only
work if he or she can get the type of work
desired.

Yes 1

No 0

3. If there is one parent and he or she is
able-bodied and simply does not feel like
working.

Yes 1

No 0

4. If there is one (female) parent and she
feels that the mother's role is in the home.

Yes 1

No 0

5. If there is one (female) parent and she
does not try to keep up her home.

Yes 1

No 0
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ATTITUDES TOWARD WELFARE PROGRAM

Dissatisfaction with welfare

1/2/3/4/5/6 added
Low (0-3)
Moderate (4-8)
High (9-12)

Many people feel there are serious problems with the welfare system. Do
you think so?

If yes: What are the problems?

Mentions Agrees when Disagrees or
spontaneously _suggested doesn't know

1. Cash grants are too low. 2 1 0

2. Some say that social workers
aren't fair in applying rules. 2 1 0

3. Some say that some people get
money who should not, or some
people get too much money. 2 1 0

4. Some say that some people get
Jess than they are entitled to. 2 1 0

5. Some say that social workers
pry into your private affairs. 2 1 0

6. Some people say the flat grant
system is unfair. 2 1 0
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ATTITUDES OF OTHERS REGARDING WELFARE AND WORK

Influence of family and friends towards welfare

(6+7) X 4 + (8X5) + 1 -1- 2 3

Low (6-12)
Moderate (13-20)
High (21-27)

1. During the last three months, how many times have
you invited friends or relatives over for parties
or just to talk and spend your time together?
Would you say you've done this:

Two or more times a week 5
Once a week 4
Two or three times a month 3

Once a month 2

Only once or twice in the last three months 1

Not at all 0

Now I will read some statements about how people feel about friends.
Please tell me if you agree or disagree with each statement.

Agree Disagree

2. I have as many friends as a person
would want. 2 1

3. Friends, for me, are necessary for
a well-rounded life. 2 1

4. I have a lot of respect for my
friends' opinions. 2 1

5. I have a lot of respect for my
relatives' opinions. 2 1

6. How many of your friends are on welfare now?

All 5

Most 4

Some 3

Few 2

None 1
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i

ATTITUDES OF OTHERS REGARDING WELFARE AND WORK

Influence of family and friends towards welfare
Cont.

7. How many of your friends are working full-time now
(i.e., over 100 hours a month)?

All I

Most 2

Some 3

Few. 4

None .... ....... 5

8. How many of your relatives not living in your home
or apartment are on welfare now?

All..... ............... . ... 5

Most.... ..... 4

Some............ 3

Few 2

None ... 1
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ATTITUDES OF OTHERS REGARDING WELFARE AND WORK

Perceived Stigma of Welfare

1/2/3 added
Lai (2-4)
Moderate (5-7)
High (8-10)

1. In general, how do you think people in the community
feel about people who get AFDC payments. Would you
say they feel:

Very understanding ..... 5
Fairly understanding........ ........... .. 4

Indifferent . .............. 3
Fairly hostile or .... ...................... 2
Very hostile ...................................... 1

2. Some people who get AFDC payments say that they feel
embarrassed or uncomfortable when they are with people
who are not on welfare. Others say that they don't
feel this way at all. How do you feel?

Never ... .......... ...... 4
Sometimes ............... ...... 3
Often, or... .... ........... . 2

Always embarrassed or uncomfortable..... .. 1

3. Have your children ever been teased or discriminated
against because your family is/was on welfare?

Yes ... ........................... 0
No .... ............ ................. 1
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SELF CONFIDENCE RELATIVE TO GETTING A JOB

Job interview anxiety

1/2 added
High (2-4)
Moderate (5-6)
Low (7-8)

1. Before being interviewed for a job, how nervous would you
say you usually feel:

Very I

Fairly............. 2

Abit, or.... ..... ... 3
Not nervous at all. 4

2. After being interviewed for a job, how much do you
worry about the results:

Not at all 4

Just a bit 3

A fair amount. 2

A great deal I
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JOB SATISFACTION

1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/10/11 added
Low (11-25)
Medium (26-40)
High (41-55)

How satisfied are (were) you with this on your job?

Not Satisfied 1

Slightly Satisfied 2

Satisfied 3

Very Satisfied 4

Extremely Satisfied 5

1. Being able to keep busy all the time.

2. The chance to do different things from time to time.

3. The way your boss handles his people.

4, The way your job provides for steady employment.

5. The chance to do something that makes use of your abilities.

6. Your pay and the amount of work you do.

7. The chances for advancement on the job.

8. The working conditions.

9. The way your co-workers get along with each other.

10. The feeling of accomplishment you get from the job.

11. Making more than you would get just being on welfare.
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SELF CONFIDENCE RELATIVE TO GETTING A JOB

Personal efficacy

1/2/3/4/5 added
Low (5-6)
Moderate (7-8)
High (9-10)

This card has more pairs of statements that people might use to
describe the way things usually go for them. Tell me which one
of each pair best describes how things usually go for you.

1. a. When I make plans, I am almost certain that
I can make them work. a = 2

OR b = 1
b. It is not always a good idea to plan too

far ahead because many things turn out to
be a matter of good or bad luck anyway.

2. a. I've usually felt pretty sure my life would
work out the way I want it to. a = 2

OR b = 1
b. There have been times when I haven't been

very sure that my life would work out the
way I want it to.

3. a. When I make plans ahead, I usually get to
carry things out the way I expected. a = 2

OR b = 1
b. Things usually come up to make me change my

plans.

4. a. When people disagree with me, I sometimes
start to wonder whether I am right. a = 1

OR b = 2
b. I nearly always feel sure of myself, even

when people disagree with me.

5. a. I often have trouble making up my mind about
important decisions. a = 1

OR b= 2
b. I do not have much trouble making up my mind

about important decisions.

Cl
6

298

InterStudy/123 East Grant Street !Minneapolis, Minnesota 55403



SELF CONFIDENCE RELATED TO THE WIN PROGRAM

1/2 added
Low (2-4)

Moderate (5-7)
High (6 -10)

1. I am going to read some statements that describe how well
different people might think they will do in the WIN program.
Which one of these best describes how you feel about your
own chances?

I am sure I will be able to make it
through the program without any trouble 4

I am sure I will be able to make it
but I may have a little trouble 3

I think I will be able to make it, but
I will have a lot of trouble 2

I am afraid I might not be able to make it 1

2. How do you think you will do compared to the others who
are in WIN? Which one of these statements best describes
your feelings?

I think I will do much better than most
others in WIN 5

I think I will do a little better than
most others 4

I think I will do about thesame as
most others 3

I think maybe I will not do as well as
most others 2

I think I will do much worse than most
others 1
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SELF CONFIDENCE RELATIVE TO GETTING A JOB

Overall Self Confidence

WIN I Personal efficacy items (p.298) + 1

Low (6-8)
Moderate (9-12)
High (13-15)

WIN II Personal efficacy items (p.298) + WIN confidence items (p.299) + 1

1. Assuming that you are unemployed right now, what
do you think would be your chances of getting a
job you really want?

Almost certain 5

Very good 4

50-50 3

Not so good 2

Very little chance 1

3:;, 8
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SECTION 5

OUTCOME VARIABLES

Tables 117 through 127 pertain to the discussion of

follow-up outcomes presented on pages 68 to 76.

Tables 120 through 123 present changes in the level of

average monthly earnings which occurred between the three year

period prior to entry into WIN and the follow-up period after

WIN termination. Summing over the observations which fall along

the diagonal (from upper-left to lower-right, as indicated) pro-

vides the total of cases whose earnings did not change, positive-

ly or negatively, sufficiently to move thc.m to a higher or

lower $50 interval. Observations above and to the right of the

diagonal indicate recipients whose positive change of earnings

placed them in a higher t50 interval. The observations below

and to the left of the diagonal indicate clients whose negative

change in earnings placed them in a lower $50 earnings level.
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TABLE 117 EMPLOYMENT STATUS AT FOLLOW-UP

FEMALES Empl,.

WIN I
Uren)1. yot Empl, Total Erna,.

WIN II
Unempl. Not Empl, Total

-

Successful 78% 7% 15% 51% 80% 9% 12% 537
63 6 12 81 83 9 12 104

Unsuccessful 36% 14% 50% 49% 20% 13% 67% 47%.
28 11 39 78 19 12 62 93

Missing 0 0 0 0 0

Chi Square *** ***

Level of
Significance

MALES Empl, iingm21.. Not Ewa, Total Nina. UnejLpl. Not Empl.. Total

Successful 82X 12% 7% 577 74% 22% 57 577
71 10 6 87 61 18 4 83

Unsuccessful 48% 24% 28% 44% 327 45% 23% 437
32 16 19 67 20 28 14 62

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0

Chi Square *** * * *

Level of
Significance
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TABLE 118 POST -WIN EMPLOYMENT HISTORY

Successful at WIN Termination

Employed at Follow-up on WIN Job

Employed at Follow-up, but not on
WIN Job

Not Employed at Follow-up, but
employed on another job since WIN Job

Not Employed at Follow-up, and not
employed on another job since WIN Job

Unsuccessful at WIN Termination

Employed at Follow-up and had more than
one job since WIN termination

Employed at Follow-up, but only one job
since WIN termination

Not Employed at Follow-up, but employed
since WIN termination

Not Employed at Follow-up and not
employed since WIN termination

331

WIN I

Females Males

WIN II

Females Males

31 35 61 49

32 35 22 12

9 5 3 5

9 11 18 17

14 17 3 8

14 15 16 12

28 24 19 23

22 11 55 19
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TABLE 119 WORK HISTORY PRIOR TO WIN

WIN I

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful

JOil During- 55% 46% 56X 611%

Three-year 48 40 88 49
Period Prior
to WIN

Previous Job 679= 33% 13% 56%
But Not in 14 7 21 30

Three-Year
Period to WIN

No Job Prior 39% 611! 31% 40%
to WIN 19 30 49 24

WIN II

Unsuccessful Total

407 422
33 82

441' 28%
24 54

60% 31%
36 60

Missing 0 1 1 0

Chi Square **

Level of
Significance

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Job During 59% 417 84%
Three-Year 75 52 127
Period Prior
to WIN

Previous Job 609

But Not in 3

Three-Year
Period to WIN

40% 3%
2 5

No Job Prior 45% 55% 139

to WIN 9 11 20

Missing 0 2

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

332
304

59%

77

41%
53

907;

130

50% 50% 67
4 4 8

33% 67% 4%
2 4 6

0 1
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TABLE 120

Level of Monthly
Cross earmiugg In
3-Year Period
Prior to Entry

WIN I FEMALES

Level of Cross Earnings at Follow-Up

No
Into WIN Total Job 140 51-100 101 -150 151-200 201-250 251-300 301-350 351-400 401-450 451-500 501-550 551-600 601-650 651-700 701+

Total 140 60 2 2 2 2 S 4 3 13 14 12 6 4 11
( 8 missing)

No Job Prior To 68 30 2 1 2 I 1 3 5 8 8 3 1 3

WIN or No Job In (2 missing)
3-Year Period
Prior to WIN

Job in 3-Year 72 30

Period Prior To (16 missing)

w1N:

1-50 2 2

51-100 2 1

101-150 3 1 1

151-200 7 3 2

201-250 6 2 - 1

251-300 4 1 - 1 2

301-350 14 8 1

351-400 7 3 1

401-450 7 4

451-500 6 1 1

501-550 3

551-600 2 1

601-650 3 1 1 1

651-700 1 1

701+ 0

2

1

1

1

1

1

1 1.

2 1 0
en fn

- 1 Cr)

1 - -

1 1

2 2

1 1



TABLE 121

Gro.-s Earnings In

*J-Year

Into
r Entry I

WIN Total] Job 1-50I 5I-400 101-150I 151-200I 201-2501 251-300 301-350I 351-4001 401-4501 451-5001 501-5501 551-6001 601-6501 651-7001 701+
Prio tO No I

WIN I MALES

Level of Gross Earnings at Follow-Up

Total 122 44 1

(30 Missing)

No Job Prior To 22 13

WIN or So Job In (3 missing)
3-Year Period
Prior to WIN

Job in 3-Year
Period Prior To
WIN:

1-50

100 31
( 7 missing)

1 1 7 2 4 5 8 2 47

1 1 1 2

51-100 1 1

101-150 2 1 -. 1

151-200 2 1 - 1

201-250 4 1 1 2 -

251-300 4 1 1 2

101-350 7 1 1 - 2 _ 3

351-400 3 1 - - 1 1

401-450 6 2 - - - . 3

451-500 10 3 - 1 . 6

501-550 5 1 - - 1 1 - 2

551-600 10 4 - . - 1 1 1 3

601-650 12 4 - - 1 1 6

651-700 6 2 - - 1 3

701+ 28 10 - . - 2



TABLE'122

Levet of Monthly
Oross Earnings In
1-Year Period
Prior to Entry
Into WIN

WIN II FEMALES

Level of Gross Earninga at Vollow-Up

Total 101-1501 151-200 201 -2501

Total.

No Job Prior To
WIN or No Job In
3-Year Period
Prior to WIN

Job in 3-Year
Period Prior To (10 missing)

WING

186 92
(10 Missing

114 63
( 0 Missing)

72 29

0 6

I

3

1

3

2

5

2

1

$ 1-50 0

51-100 2 2

101-150 3 2

151-200 7 4

201-250 8 3

251-300 10 4 1.

301-350 9 5

351-400 9 1

401-450 10 3 1

451-500 2 2

501-550 6 2

551-600 3 1

601-650 2

651-700 0

701+ 1

1.

251-300 301-350
1
851-400 401-450 451-500 501-550 551-6001 601-650 651-700i 701+

2

1

6

1

1

I

1

13

3

4

1

10

2

2

15

5

7

7

3

3

7

1

1

1

9

7

3

1

1

5

3

1

1

1

1



TABLE 121

Level of Monthly
Gross Earnings In
3-Year Period

WIN It DALES
Level of Gross Earnings at Follow-Up

Prior to Entry No
Into WIN Total Job 1-50 51-1001 101-150 151-2001 201-250 1 251 -300 301-350 351-400[ 401-4501 451-500 501-550 551-600 [601-650 651-700]

Total 127 55 0
(17 Missing)

No Job Prior To 14 9 -
WIN or No Job In ( 0 Missing)
3-Year Period
Prior to WIN

0 2 2 2 0

Job in 3-Year
Period Prior To
WIN:

113 46

(17 Missing)

4 1-50 0

51-100 0

101-150 1

151-200 4 3

201-250 1

251-300 1 1

301-350 3 2

351-400 6 1

401-450 5 2

451-500 12 4 1 1

501-550 8 4

551-600 10 6 1

601-650 1g 6

651-700 7 3

701+ 37 14 1 1 1

0 0 7

o b.

5

1

1

6 8

1

S

1

701+

9 26

1

3

1

1 1 2

2

1

1

1 2

1 1 2 2



TABLE 124 EARNINGS OF RECIPIENTS

Average
Gross
in
Period
Entry

FEMALES

WIN I

Monthly
Earnings

3-Year
Prior to
Into WIN

Average Monthly
Gross Earnings
ac Follow-up

WIN II

Average Monthly Average Monthly
Gross Earnings Gross Earnings
in 3-Year at Follow-up
Period Prior to
Entry Into WIN

Successful 331.97 584.66 384.02 480.67

Unsuccessful 344.94 410.24 302.25 333.53

Ratio of Successful
to Unsuccessful .96 1.43 1.27 1.44
Earnings

Mean Level of .704 .806 .013 .001

Significance

MALES

Successful 617.89 838.02 666.51 683.62

Unsuccessful 604.34 766.13 633.37 597.58

Ration of Successful
to Unsuccessful 1.02 1.07 1.05 1.14
Earnings

Mean Level of .820 .000 .970 .188

Significance

33'i
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TABLE 125 AFDC STATUS AT FOLLOW-UP

FEMALES

ReceivInn
WIN I

Not Rezeiviao Total Receiving

WIN II

Not Receivin& Total
AFDC at

Follow-up

AFDC gat

Follow-up
AFDC at

Follow-up
AFDC at

Follow-up

Successful 41% 59% 51% 62% 39% 53%
33 48 81 64 40 104

Unsuccessful 68% 32% 49% 88% 12% 47%
53 25 78 82 11 93

Missing 0 0 0 0

Chi Square Level
of Significance

*** * * *

MALES

Successful 9% 91% 57% 15% 86% 57%
8 79 87 12 71 83

Unsuccessful 31% 67% 44% 52% 48% 43%
21 46 6T 32 30 62

Missing 0 0 0 0

Chi Square Level
of Significance

*** * * *
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TABLE 126 AFDC STATUS AT WIN TERMINATION

FEMALES

Receivin&
WIN I

Not Receiving Total Receivina_
WIN II

Not Receiving Total
AFDC at AFDC at AFDC at AFDC at
WIN WIN

Termination
WIN
Termination

WIN
TerminationTermination

Successful 73% 27% 51% 81% 19% 53%
59 22 81 84 20 104

Unsuccessful 87% 137. 49% 100% 0% 67%
68 10 78 93 0 93

Missing 0 0 0 0

Chi Square Level
of Significance

* * * * *

MALES

Successful 36% 64% 57% 52% 48% 77%
31 56 87 57 52 109

Unsuccessful 65% 35% 43% 76% 24% 23%
43 23 66- 25 8 33

Missing 0 1 1 2

Chi Square Level
of Significance

*** * *
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TABLE 127 ATDC STATUS AT FOLLOW-UP

ReceivlEE
WIN I

Not Receiving Total Receiving
WIN II

Not Receiving Total
AFDC at AFDC at

F°Ii°w-up

AFDC at AFDC at
Follow-up Follow-up Follow-up

FEMALES

Employed 40% 60% 572 622 38% 522
36 55 91 63 39 102

Unemployed 76% 242 11% 762 242 11%
13 4 17 16 5 21

Not Employed 737 272 32% 91% 9% 38%
37 14 51 67 7 74

Missing 0 0 0 0

Chi Square Level
of Significance

*** ***

MALES

Employed 3% 97% 67% 102 902 56%
3 100 103 8 73 81

Unemployed 46% 54% 17% 54% 46% 32%

12 14 26 25 21 46

Not Employed 562 44% 16% 612 39% 12%
14 11 25 11 7 18

- Missing 0 0 0 0

Chi Square Level
of Significance

*** ***

34U

312

Intur Stud% 121 fa -t (.1".111'. 4 ;tie,yiyttIr.. ItAlt,1 55403



PART F

RESULTS OF THE REGRESSIM ANALYSIS

The first phase of our analysis has been bi-variate in

nature. That is, we have presented a sequence of two-way tables

displaying an outcome variable (employed status at WIN termina-

tion or a follow-up) and its relationship to other variables

which we hypothesized should, positively or negatively, impact og

employment outcomes. Using appropriate statistical techniques,

we have determined whether the independent variable under study

was related to either of the outcome variables and, if related,

the direction of association.

While this type of analysis is very useful, it has limita-

tions. It is a starting point for examining the explanatory vari-

ables set forth in the conceptual framework by providing a

description of our sample in an assessment of the importance of

each variable. This type of analysis is limited, however, in

that it does not permit us to control for other factors imoacting

on the outcome variable.

In order to examine a number of variables simultaneously,

suggested by a priori reasoning and the bi-variate analysis as

being relevant to the employment outcomes of WIN recipients, we

performed multiple regression analysis. This technique enables

one to measure the relative significance and size of the impact

of each variable while controlling for the influence of other

variables affecting the outcome variable. In this phase of the

analysis, we attempted to select a set of variables which best

predicted employment outcomes for WIN clients.

The following presentation discusses each of the variables

which were entered into our regression analysis as independent

iariables to explain either success/failure at WIN termination

or employed/not employed status at follow-up.
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SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS

Race

Race did not appear as a significant explanatory variable

for either employment status at termination or at follow-up.

Based upon our previous finding in the bi-variate analysis, this

result was not surprising. In general, Ramsey County has only a

small percentage of non-whites and this fact is reflected in our

samples.

Education

Having a high school education did not increase the

probability of WIN clients being employed at WIN termination

or follow-up for any group. Although the coefficient on the

education variable was always positive, it was not statis-

tically significant for any sample group. The lack of a

significant impact of education on employment outcomes is

explainable. Since one of the primary purposes of WIN is to

provide basic education and/or vocational training to clients

previously deficient in these areas, education prior to WIN

may no longer be a reliable predictor.

Family Size

Family size (defined as the number of persons covered by

the AFDC grant) did not have a significant impact on the probabil-

ity of employment outcomes for WIN clients. Since the theoretical

expectations of this variable were ambiguous to begin with, this

result is not surprising. On one hand, we would expect that the

larger the number of children in a family the greater the minimum

expected amount of homework recuired and, therefore, family size

would be expected to have a negative effect on market work. On

342
314

Inter Study/ 123 East Grant Street iMinneapolis, Minntsota 55403



the other hand, while AFDC programs pay more as the family size

increases, the grant structures are such that the per capita

grant declines, meaning that unmet need rises as family size

increases. Because family size appears to be positively asso-

ciated with unmet need, we expect family need, in this context,

to be positively associated with employment outcomes. The net

resuit of these two influences is not predictable from theory

and our empirical findings suggest that neither is predominantly

strong.

Marital Status

Being married with the spouse living in the household

was positively related to employment outcomes for three of our

sample groups: WIN I and WIN II females and WIN I males at

WIN termination. For each of these groups, clients who were

married and whose spouses were in the AFDC household were

more likely to be employed at WIN termination than those who

were not married and/or were married and were not living with

their spouses. Under the AFDC regulations, females are not

permitted to be the grantee in intact families unless the

father is incapacitated and unable to work or unable to earn

his potential salary. Under these circumstances, the financial

circumstances of incapacitated cases may be such that the

female must seek employment to supplement the AFDC allowances.

For the male-headed AFDC-UF (unemployed father) cases, the

presence of a mother in the household relieves the father

of the responsibilities of non-market activities, such as child

care.
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Ages of Children

As discussed in the chapter on personal and family char-

acteristics, preschool children were initially thought to pose

the greatest child care problems for the employment of AFDC

females. Later research, however, suggested that children three

years of age or younger were the main deterent to female AFDC

employment since the majority of day care facilities will not

accept children in this age bracket. Because WIN II recip-

ients were interviewed twice in this study, we were able to

obtain information on children three years of age or younger,

whereas, for WIN I recipients we obtained information only on

children younger than six years of age. The results of our

regression support the latest findings that mothers with very

young children (three years of age or younger) are less likely

to be employed than mothers with older children. The presence

of a child three years of age or younger was significantly

and negatively related to employment status at both WIN

termination and follow-up for WIN II females, whereas the

variable representing preschool children was not significant

for WIN I females for either employment outcome.

Health and the Respondent

In all groups clients who reported having a health problem

were less likely to be employed at either WIN termination or

follow-up than those who did not indicate a health problem. Gen-

erally, however, this variable was not significant statistically.

Prior Work History

When the variable representing prior work history entered

the equations, the direction of the impact was always positive,

as expected. That is, clients who had worked prior to entering
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the WIN Program were more likely to be employed at termination

and at follow-up than those who had not worked prior to WIN entry.

While the direction of impact was as expected, the coefficient

on this variable was not significant. While the mere presence of

a previous job is important, knowledge of the quality and dura-

tion of previous work history should improve the explanatory

power of this variable. Since this information was not available,

the fact that the presence of prior work variable entered the

equation with a positive coefficient is significant in itself.
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WIN PROGRAM COMPONENTS

Adult Basic Education

In seven out of the eight regressions the basic education

component of the WIN Program entered the equations with a nega-

tive sign, although this variable was not significant in any

regression. This finding reinforces the result obtained in the

bi-variate analysis on adult basic education. Again, it is

necessary to consider the process that may be going on to place

these findings in proper prospective. Clients entering adult

basic education may be the least well equipped of the WIN clients

educationally, and their inability to do well in.emnloyment may

reflect this educational lack more than the fact of their parti-

cipation in adult education. Our findings seem to indicate the

inability of even this additional education to make a particular-

ly unqualified group competitive in the job market. This

interpretation appears more likely than attributing any negative

influence to adult education itself on employment.

Vocational Training

Vocational training positively influences employment out-

comes for WIN II clients, although the size and significance of

the impact of vocational education is greater for employment

status at follow-up than at WIN termination. This finding

supports our previous analysis which indicated that vocational

education increased the probability of employment in the future

but possibly not in the short run. For the WIN I group, voca-

tional education did not impact significantly on employment

status at either WIN termination or f llow-up. In fact, for the

male WIN I clients the sign on the vocational educational variable

was negative.
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Job Goal

Because the job goal is specific to the WIN Program itself

and not to employment in general, this variable entered the re-

gressions explaining employment at WIN termination only. For

the WIN I clients, the presence of a job goal was associated with

increased probability of being successfully terminated from WIN,

although the coefficient was not statistically significant for

WIN I females. Because the job goal variable was specified as a

dichotomous (0-1) variable and approximately 95% of the WIN II

respondents reported having a job goal, we did not expect this

variable to differentiate between WIN termination status for

this group.
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ATTITUDINAL VARIABLES

Traditionally, we expect men and women to differ in their

attitudes towards market and non-market activities. Primarily,

the role of the male has centered on market work, whereas, that

of the female has centered on work in the home. Therefore, in

the following discussion of the attitudinal variables the rela-

tive impact of these variables was expected to differ between

WIN males and females.

Aggregate Job Satisfaction

The results of the regression analysis concerning aggregate

job satisfaction are similar to those found in the first phase of

our analysis. For WIN I males and females, the higher the score

on the job satisfaction, the higher the probability of employment

at termination from WIN. Although the job satisfaction variable

also entered the employment at follow-up equation for the WIN

clients with a positive coefficient, the impact was not generally

statistically significant.

Work Ethic

More than 90% of the total WIN I and WIN II samples scored

moderate to high on the work ethic scale. In general, males who

scored low on the work ethic scale were more likely to be employ-

ed at WIN termination and follow-up. The regressions supported

this previously found relationship between work ethic and male

employment, i.e., the work ethic variable entered the equation

with a negative sign. In the regression explaining female em-

ployment status, the coefficient of the work ethic scale variable

was positively related to employment. While these results are

mixed and in some instances contrary to our expectations, we must

also note that the scale designed to measure work ethic is not
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statistically reliable. Given the inconsistency of the work

ethic scale, the reader should not attach a great deal of signi-

ficance to the findings concerning work ethic.

Willingness to Overcome Barriers/Hassles to Employment

The scale developed to measure willingness of clients to

overcome hassles and barriers to employment was assigned a Posi-

tive coefficient in seven of the eight equations. While the co-

efficient of this variable was not always significant in a

statistical sense, the scale itself was generally reliable and

indicates a tendency for people with higher scores on this scale

to be employed either at WIN termination or follow-up.

Dissatisfaction With The Welfare Program

The scale designed to measure clients' attitude toward

the welfare program in general was not a reliable predictor of

employment outcomes. The results were inconsistent both in

the initial bi-variate analysis and multi-variate analysis.

Neither the direction or significance of this variable was

consistent for the sample groups. Dissatisfaction with AFDC

status and the AFDC program is difficult to explain. Speci-

fically, theory does not suggest that those capable of self-

sufficiency or those relatively dependent on welfare should

be more or less satisfied with the AFDC program. Our data

confirm this ambiguous attitudinal position and, hence, negate

the value of this attitude as a predictor of employment success.

Perceived Stigma of Welfare

A composite index measuring the perceived stigma of

being on welfare was developed by including questions pertaining

to embarrassment of the clients in the presence of friends or
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relatives who are not no welfare, community hostility towards

welfare recipients, and discrimination towards clients' children

because of their family receiving welfare. This scale developed

to measure perceived stigma of being on welfare was not statisti-

cally reliable. Therefore, results based on this scale are

suspect. Although we expected that the higher the perceived

stigma of being on welfare, the higher the probability of success-

ful employment, generally this variable was negatively correlated

with employment. Again, welfare clients who do not have the

capability of self-sufficiency via employment and, therefore,

view welfare as a way of life, may generally have a higher per-

ceived stigma of welfare than clients who view welfare as only a

short-term arrangement necessary because of a major but eventually

solvable problem which has occurred.

Influence of Family and Friends Toward Welfare

The scale developed to measure the strength and direction

of influence by family and friends towards working and welfare

had the expected impact on employment. The higher the influence

towards welfare and, therefore, the weaker the influence towards

work, the less likely clients were to have favorable employment

outcomes. While this variable was generally not statistically

significant, it was significant in the case of termination

status for WIN I females.

Personal Efficacy

Personal efficacy was positively and significantly associ-

ated with employment for several groups: WIN I males at termina-

tion and WIN I females at follow-up. It was also positively

associated but not statistically significant for WIN I males at

follow-up, WIN II males at termination, and WIN II males and

females at follow-up.
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WIN TERMINATION STATUS

Employment status at WIN termination proved to be the

best predictor, in terms of significance and magnitude of

impact, of employment status at follow-up. The probability of

being employed at follow-up was substantially greater for

clients who were successfully terminated from the WIN Program

than those who terminated WIN unsuccessfully. This result

could occur for one of two reasons. On the one hand, it could

be that a particular type of client, who has positive work

attitudes and a greater potential to succeed in the labor

market, will do well in WIN. On the other hand, it may be

that those clients who do well in WIN acquire an additional

boost in skills, confidence, job history, etc., which enables

them to continue to achieve above average results. even after

termination from WIN, and even though their own circumstances

may change over time.

We think it is highly significant that the WIN success-

ful clients have positive carryovers from their experience in

WIN. Since the majority of WIN II ziients indicated they had

either volunteered to participate in the WIN Program or would

have volunteered if WIN pariticpation had not been mandatory,

and, theoretically, all WIN I clients volunteered for the

program, most WIN participants view the WIN Program as a pro-

vider of services which the individual needs. Regardless of

the nature of these services, whether they are objective, such

as providing educational and vocational training, or subjective,

such as increasing self-confidence or reinforcing other posi-

tive attitudes towards work, WIN appears to provide incentives

and services to clients to enable them to perform well in re-

gard to employment over a period of time.
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TABLE 128 REGRESSION EQUATIONS

Dependent Variable: Employment Rate at WIN Termination

Variables

Regression Coefficients

Race

Education

Family Size

Married, Spouse Present

Age of Children

Health of Respondent

Prior Work

WIN Job Goal

WIN Adult Basic Education

WIN Vocatidnal Training

Job Satisfaction

Work Ethic

Willingness to Overcome
Barriers to Employment

Dissatisfaction with
Welfare

Perceived Stigma of
Welfare

Influence of Family and
Friends Toward Welfare

Personal Efficacy

Constant

R-Squared

F-Statistic

DOF 16 & 90 17 & 67 15 & 108 16 & 67

WIN I

I

WIN II

Females Males Females Males

-.071 .087 -.077 -.175
(.547) (.610) (.541) (.266)

.127 .059 .152 .101
(.345) (.641) (.161) (.448)

.037 -.006 -.017 .006
(.282) (.839) (.609) (.860)

.218 .260 .308 .135

(.033) (.162) (.165) (.530)
-.044 -.248
(.507) (.018)

-.074 -.222 -.116 .065
(.503) (.091) (.290) (.621)

.101 .113 .207

(.509) (.235) (.302)
.047 .288

(.732) (.036)
-.055 .023 -.113 -.104
(.463) (.750) (.255) (.444)

.049 -.088 .099 .148

(.443) (.351) (.308) (.241)
.007 .003 -.0007

(.099) (.645) (.831)

.035 .056 -.063
(.537) (.302) (.337)
.015 .026 .026 .025

(.333) (.145) (.190) (.451)

-.015 .011 .027 -.052
(.507) (.728) (.192) (.100)

-.041 .003 -.013
(.172) (.901) (.683)

-.025 -.004 .008 -.007
(.033) (.755) (.474) (.637)

-.005 .094 .008

(.917) (.026) (.830)

.219 -.609 .005 1.15
(.703) (.420) (.992) (.139)
.268 .248 .138 .148

2.06 1.30 1.15 .729
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TABLE 129 REGRESSION EQUATIONS

Dependent Variable: Employment Rate at Follow-up

Variables

Regression Coefficients

WIN I WIN II

1
Females Males Females Males

Race

Education

Family Size

Married, Spouse Present

Age of Children

Health of Respondent

Prior Work

WIN Adult Basic Education

WIN Vocational Training

Job Satisfaction

.Work Ethic

Willingness to Overcome
Barriers to Employment

Dissatisfaction with
Welfare

Perceived Stigma of
Welfare

Influence of Family and
Friends Toward Welfare

Personal Efficacy

WIN Termination Status

Constant

R-Squared

F-Statistic

DOF

-.034
(.743)
.089

.165

(.273)
.054

-.037
(.716)
.046

.080
(.549)
.132

(.461) (.635) (.593) (.245)

-.007 -.008 .025

(.821) (.761) (.360)
.102 -.022

(.467) (.866)
-.063 -.216
(.296) (.056)

-.023 -.159 -.129 -.060

(.810) (.175) (.155) (.624)

.201 .084 .115

(.139) (.292) (.514)

-.106 -.042 -.406 -.139

(.123) (.514) (.252)

-.019 .177 .175

(.S14) (.023) (.118)

.007 .005 .002 -.002
(.046) (.305) (.510) (.398)

.058 -.040

(.270) (.505)

.017 .004 .014

(.229) (.797) (.509)

-.012 -.056 .034 .027

(.554) (.045) (.044) (.347)

-.035 -.033 -.009 .047

(.137) (.220) (.656) (.081)

-.003 -.010 -.005 -.018

(.764) (.425) (.556) (.167)

.060 .025 .022 .049

(.056) (.501) (.365) (.158)

.238 .197 .517 .365

(.013) (.073) (.000) (.001)

-.541 .364 -.248 -.347

(.314) (.502) (.476) (.616)

.372 .335 .4.53 .335

3.594 2.14 5.54 2.11

15 & 91 16 & 68 16 & 107 16 & 67

0
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