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The Work Incentjve (WIN) Program, authorized in 1967,

" has sought to pi ple on Aid to Families with Depend-
ent Children (AFDC) to work. Initially, #variely of educa-
~ tional and traini tvices were provided, with partici-
pants spendmg as'much as a year in the ptogram. More te-
cently, education and trainif\g have been reduced in favor
of immediate ' job placement. This document reviews
selected research on 'WIN efforts, funded primarily by the
Department of Labor, as well as related research on low-
income families. The aim is to draw together empirical
findings that illuminate the factoff affecting WIN results

. and contribute to discussion gf future welfare, work-train-
- ing, and employment policies.

’

/

0

. : o o
- Organizing the' Research Studies
, : .- # .

" There are many ways to organize discussion of the
. research efforts. One way is chronologlcally A ganwularly

. iluminating way, howeve;‘ is to examine them within a
amework that shows the various systems affecting WIN
~,- fnd welfare operations. .

!
Two syste\ns immediately conie’to mmd The first is the

vide resourses for \ IN, namely,Congress and the execu-

" tive branch(see chart 1). There is also the recipient system.

* _It is composed of WIN participants who receive funds,

training, or services and are subject to the requlrements set
by the donor system. -

Two'intermediary systems may be dlstmgmshed The ad-

responsibil ity for. admlmstermg the various aspects of WIN,

including the g mt{:ts of 4abor and Health, Educa-

- tion, and Welfaré*(HEW) . The dolivery system irfcludes
" the staff ofdocal WIN offices. “There is also the job market
system to bé considered and the gonstituency system, repre-
- senting groups-that influence the donor syuem

Major interactions among symms are indicated by the
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1 INTRODUCTION AND. SUMMARY

* Federal efforts to deal with welfare and

donor system. It is made up of those who define and pro--

ministrative sy;zem consists of those charged with overall =~

) st udies appears.

. "

N e e e e e e L £
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orosshatched areas in chart | While recipients aré also
constituents of the doror system, their influence as constit-
uent is relatjv vely weak compared, for example, with the
iffluence of social security recipients, The charty in any
‘case, is meant to prov;de only a rough‘and convenient ap-
proximation of reality.

" Much of the research revnewed here has focused on
characteristics,of members of the recipient gystem and i in?

" teractions among members of the recipient, delivery, and

job market systems. Such a focus was eminently feasona- -
ble. When WIN was initiatdd 9 years ago, There ‘were -
serious unresolved questions about the characteristics of
welfare recipients in relation tqtheir participation in the -
work force. - It was not clear that recipients shared a

. strong werk ethic’or what other factors affected then'
,trpmabnhty and work effort. Hence, much of the resear:

focused on the labor force activity of welfare persons an
the way ih which the WIN effort "affected that activity.
That research is reviewed in the next three chapters. Sub- ~
sequent chapters' deal with what is known about the
results of offering jobs to welfare recipients, the impor- .
tance of family structure! and personal motivation in
welfare dependence, and the policy significance of the
research findings when viewed irf histori spective of
employment.
The present ¢hapter briefly summarizes the. research
review. It also serves as an lntroduqlonwthat review,en-» .
<ouraging direct examination of the chapters from which
thwn’clus'gon(pnd implications are drawn.

-

[
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Research anclusnons L,
(- ‘ e

Listed below are, the major conclusions that emerge
from the research studies r leyed Following each con-
clusion is the chaptef i dnscumon of the relevant

1..In gen
low- mcomeper

lfare recipients and other

A

o6 (along with most Americans) -
»
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c CHART 1. Systems invoived in Operatioh of a Natichal Puwéprognh:

- ‘OONSTITUERCY ‘?/-5‘. 7 e

%
:

*0
RECIPIENT SYSTEM  *

'Croes-hatchedumrepment important lnt’emctloneunong:ystm .
*  SOURCE, LeonardGoodwln Brldnlnglhe&pﬂetweenSocthe-

special permiasion from the Journal of Appiied Behevioral Reseerch,

search and Public Policy:Weifare, a Case in Point,” Jownal of Applied
Behevloml

Science,- vol. 9,No. 1, 1973, pp. 85-114. Reproduced by

copyrlght 1973 by the NIL Institute for Applied Behavioral Science.

) reclplents improve th

’
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have a strong work ethic, want to work, and when
feasible, do wor o study shows that a signifi-
cant segmet of the American populatlon prefers
mdolenceto work ‘(ch2). e

2. Substantial bagriers stand in the uﬁay of

‘welfare recipients’ pammpat ing in the present job

market system. They intlude lack of skllls,.poor
health, need for child care, and lack of jo

which they can earn enough to support t{elr
famlhes tch. 2).

3. Several researchers have soughz to locate a
group qf persons similar to welfare recipients in
Jmost. respects but not on welfare. All failgd to
locate suoh 2 group Those on welfare have less

educatipn, less resources, and larger families than

other low‘income pergon;. (ch. 2). -

4. WIN is successful®in helping some- welfare
their’ earnimgs -and length of
time in jobs. Improvement occurs ofly when@ese
persons obtain some kind of servnce%m WINand

not whén they are merely referred tlyto jobs

'(chs 3 and 4). - *

S. Just what aspects of the Wlﬁ effort are

es of help, such as “education,”

v . ‘
] 3 .
o

ruf, A closer look at what happens in the WIN
experience itself is needed (ch. 3).

6. I spite of the help WIN offers, it cannot
of itself resolve the welfare i issue, The training
provnded does not enable large numbers of welfare
recipients to obtain.work in the regulat' job

- market, ailowing them to laave the welfare rolls.

[ 4

Moreover, those who enter WIN and fail to obtain

jobs may be harmed by becoming more dépendent /)

upon welfare than they were when t‘hey entered
the program (chs. 3 and 4). '

7. Efforts to encourage employment of more.

businesses hiring recipients, by nof deducting all
the earnings of recipients from their welfare

grants,and by imposing stiffer work requirements -

have had véry limited impact. These efforts do
littte to change the job market situation faced by
welfare recipients (ch. 5).

8. Work-for-relief efforts (merely workmg

. 'of f onc’s relief payments in a makeshift job) are

costly, ineffictent, and resented by work super-

visors as well as participants. On the other hand, .

provisipn of publicly supported jobs for welfare
recipients has demonstrated that significant num-
bers of welfare recipients are willing to work and
can. perform competently in regular jobs over a-
period- of time." However, providing jobs costs
more than paying welfare, and relatively few per-

" sons .who perform well in these jobs find -

re.

, -

equivalent employiment in the regular work force,
suggesting limitations in the job market system
(ch. 5). .
9. During any Year thergfis considerable

MoV t of persons, not only on and off the

N welfare rolls, but above and below, the poverty

% level. However, low <income families headed by

tially less likely to 1dave poverty than are those
heqded by men (ch 2

" women’ ‘(and especnal l§‘black'women) are substan-

- 10. Relatw;ly little is known.about the face

tors influencing tow -income men to stay wnth or

: desert their families. There is reason to e
that desertlon would be less likely if

ep

could carn enough to supnort their famllm ade-.

.- quately (ch. 6).

+
— ' R

Poﬂcy and Research lmpllcatlons

.

locus of the welfare problem is not the welfare recipients as

responsible for helping frainees obtain, and hold" such. True enough, persons recgive the welfare. checks. But

;vbs hgs not been egpablished. THé formal catego- the
1

traiping;” or *‘on- -the-job’ trainming” do not seem to salaries at which they can support their families. The
signify the important everits that help certain characteristics of the job market system are such that they
traineey lmprove thelr work effort over t&e longer cannot obtain work that leads to financial independence.

5, ‘e

-

' welfare rectplents, by giving tax credit§ to _ .

A major |mpl|cat|on of the research ﬁndmgs is that the\' ’

‘eyidence “is that welfage recipients are wnllmg to ~
“vocational . work and do work;; they are, hoWever, unable to command .
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- The WIN effost, as it involves training and supportivg welfareonly if they cannot hold such a job (e g., because of
social services, helps some recipients. It improves thej 1lUness'or lack of child-care arrangements). * -~ -

~* .chances_of, obtaining and holding better jobs. But the A-guaranteed jobs program could have major repercus-

/..

|

effect 15 smalf in comparisoq with the total number of sidhs on The job market system jf the wages were at alt
adult wélfare.rcd'rpients." ~Ey using a new research ap- “subsfantia). Workers niight Teave existing jobs that are
‘proach (discussc/d later in this chapter) to lder'u.ify those * Im:' paid for the‘subsidlzed_ones. It would be useful to ini-
aspect¥vef Wlﬂ,lhat are of greatest hajp to trainees, it tiate a ell:designed experiment to, test the effects of a
should be possible to incfease this #fect™ But improve- guarantéed jobs and guaranteed income program. These
ment. in the delivery system withopt change in the job pessibilities, along with the other policy options, are dis-
market system can do httle to change the welfare cussed brlefly in chapter 7. The major poing to note-here 1s
situatron ¢ T ~\_ that thie choice pfvne or another optior shoujd be-based orr
' In keeping with this outlook, af least three policy, op- " the'recognition that many welfare reciptents will goto work
tions are open: + t when suitable jolgg, such as'those offéered in publicemploy-
| Stop trying to train welfare recipients at all. since the ment programs (discussed in-ch 5), are available.
trainin lhas only small effects, cut back on benefits paid  Research on WIN. as indnca?Ed above, has' been rele-
welfarg, recipiengggand raise eligibility standards-so that vant to p()|lcy‘ issues. The studies have had thgir flaws
mor:/persons will take low-paid jobs in the current job Many are limited with respect to sampling and data
market, even if the result is that the§ will be living beloy analysis, as discussed in subsequent chapters. But viewed

: 'lhe,‘poverty level. . " toggthter, they clearly delineate the pattern-of f_u;dingsjusg

. 2. Keep the status gquo whereby welfare’payments to 3 presented. * . . ,
or 4million families are accepted as normal, some traimng In one important respect, the research findings are defi-
is offered some recipients, and supplementary benefits cient. They do not sajisfactorily illuminate what is hap-
such as food stamps are coptinued, but no change is at- “penig in WIN that accounts for.its helping certain par-
tempted in the job market system. ticipants Much of the research has¢been statistical, look-

. 3. Attempt a major change in the job market by guaran- 1ng at overall results without considering.in detail the
teeing jobs to those whb ‘are willing and"alle to work but kinds of inferactions bctweﬁtaff and participants, The

n

." cannot fiRtemployment, whiie guaranteeing an incometo quality of these interactions may be of great significance

7/

those unable to work. . o in helping participants move into the work force. It is
Thege-diffgrent options reflect different value commit- Proposed, therefore, that participant-observation studies

ments. Research cannot determine which values are better. | be conducted in which the researchers spend time yorking
but it can help illuminate the consequences of choosing.one in WIN alongside other staff. .
Virtually all the research reviewed here focuses on the

rather than another optjon A’ consequence of followgn p .
either of the first two gptions 1s that a substantial number of SYSt€MS M the lower port:on of chart | —thedelvery. recip-

- persons are relegated 1o the bottom of the heap with lttle | '™t and job market systems. It would fe useful to con-
opportunity to rige through their own efforts. While sider the. administrative and domror systems as well,

researchy ﬁndnys show a substantial Ayearlf movement of i%ﬁ'j:: by _ex&‘rln{:lnmg h(:w thedbelki'efs.of their memt;gf}:' —
persons above‘and bélow the poverty level i the current” 2 way operates and what It can accomplishi

. L correspond to the beliefs and experiences of personsin the
Job market system Mamilies headed by women, especially :
those, headed by black women, show very little mobility. other Systems It would be of even greajer use to develop a

. ; . research effort that brought together members of the
Members of these Households will have ligle chdice but 1o yiecereny systems, who could compare their beliefs about
remain poor and disadvantaged under polides one and two

WIN ‘with’ one another and with empirical data about
WIN and the job market. From this kind of interaction,

ides apy addi-

+Neither (:)Vhose options, moreover, pr
tional jgcen(ive for low-income men to stay wjth their .improved policies and program ‘activities could emerge.
s

families™ ,Research indicates that the stability of a’low-
+ income family is significantly incteased4f the father Has a
job. When lbw-income families stay intact, there is a
‘much greater chance of their.moving out of poverty. -
Policy pption three is exphcitly aimed at brovidingjobs not- e otlows among. WIN graduates who discover that they can
only for wélfare mothers but also for low-income men who get (;nly the same kind of jobs that they had before. It is
might thefi be more inclined to stay with their families, beter for WIN to.provide sufficient services4o a smaller”
. Any major effort at subsidized jobs will be more expen- npmberof participants who then have a good chance of
sive than the current welfare effort. It may be appropriate mproving their job situation than to provide insufficient
to constder a guarantced jobs program fiot as a welfare seryices to a great number of participants he are likely ™
program at'all’but as something provided befofe people 80 - 1 experience nd improvement or anot her failure in the job
“on welfare. -That is, the jobs become availablé 10 market. Given the &urrent situation, WIN would servg
unemployed persons in financial straits. People go on el as 3 small, quality program. If a guaranteed jobs
i The current welfare program that mal;'.t.paymmum families where there 13 an employable  PrOgram were initiated and adequate funds for'lraiﬁ'mg Pro-

father AFD( 1715 incffective 1n keoping famplies 1ntact (see Wisem®n 197 and h b flisa Vided tf\en WIN COUId serve Wd" 'as a Iarge‘ q’ual lty
very small ptgram 1n any case with henetits qut off a8 s0n as the h!hﬂ wirks more than 100 .' : - M
. program. :

houns poy momth

‘Finally, it 1s necessary to take seriously the finding in
chapter 4 that failure to obtam a job after participating in ~-
WIN can hurt people, can make them less willing totry to

.obtain wagk. A similar discouragemerit effect probdbly . °

.
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2 WORK POTENTIAL AND »WORK ORI
WELFARE PERSONS

v
L]

A number of -research studies focus on the experiences
of welfare recipients if the labor force—interactions bé-

tween members of the recipient system andthe job market

system (as.shown in chart’| in ch. 1)- Whils a .major gen-
cern is with WIN participants, it is important to consider
work experiences of welfare and low-mcome adults in
general. :
Welfare recnp;ents clearly do not earn sufficient money
on their own to raise theirfamilies above the pdverty
level. The question is whether they coyld earn enough if
they worked“hardcr or if certain conditions were_altered.
Put andther way, what pofential do adult recnplents hav
for carmng'enough money to upport their fam:hes" L

The Eal_nilfg Potential
of Welfare Recipients

: ‘o
An early nationwide study of characteristics of 11,000
female welfare.recipients and former recipients carried
out for thé Department of Health, Education, and Welfare |
'mdlcated that the adults had'telatively little education,
low job skills, and numerous health problems (Levinson,
1970; Meyers and Mclntyre, 1969'). Their potentnal for
earning effough to support théir famlhes was seén as low.
Even 30, about ‘one-third of the group that had re&wed
welfare continuously for the previous 3 years"had worked
at some time- during that period (Meyers and Mclmyre
p.113). |
These data were gathbred through personal- interviews
with the sample, of recipients. The question might be
rdised as to whether ¢heir responses, especially those on

~

< -

Another approach to the employment potenual of
welfare recipients was taken by Leonard Hausman (1969)
in a doctoral dissertation sponsored by the Department of
Labor. He usednatiohal data on the characteristics of men.
and women receiving Aid 49 Families with &pendcnt
Children (AFDC) and national data indicating the eafn-
ings of persons in the kinds of oc,cmations that the
welfare recipients had previously engaged in. {Thepoint
was to determine how many welfare recipients, givent their
educational level and occupation category, could be ex-
pected to earn enough money to meet their.level of need, ~
based upon family size, and hence-be able to lesive welfare.

* Hausman found that about two-thirds of the female and

"\

* enough' on théir'own to support their f,amlhes (. 3).

one-third of the male recipients probably could not earn
(Male recipients make up less than 10 percent of AFDC
recnplents who are heads of households.) . .

There are limitations to the study. ‘The calcumfons ig-

nore individual dnﬁ'erences among welfare recipients other -

than sex, educatic occupation. Also ignored are
issues of health ’chological orientation. Hausman
is aware that t timates™of need and income-are based

upon some questio ptions; The study doés in-

,dlcate nevertheless, that the low education and Idw skill

health status, could be taken at face valug. Were these «

welfare reciplents merely finding excuses for not working
evén more than they did?~ It is necessary to look at
dlfferqu approaches :

7

of welfare recipients lessen their chancés bf obt aining jobs
at which they could earn enough to support their families.
Another source of evidence about the employability of
welfare recipients is the judgments made by those reglster-
ing and referring recipients for partnclpatlon in WIN.
Only about 1D percent of adult recipients arg regarded as
ready to participate in WIN. That is, 328,000 welfare
recipients were certified as entering WIN. in fiscal 1975,
while there continued to be over 3 million heads of house-
holds receiving FDC (US. Dep ent of Labor and U.S,
Panment of Health, Educatlon and Welfare, 1976, p..
It is not clear how many of those certified were
among the 16 gercent of AFDC recipients<ho work any-
way. Even if none were mcludfd the fngures still indicate

=
1

'Citarons #n the text are. to msthordyesr, and page number where relevant Full CHBtONg ar
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Somé o n WINp would probbly ocsw if the programway funded at s high-
er level —only 3220 uwllmn wn silocsted n fiocal yesr 1974 for wned work and traning
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. thafabout thred- qnarters of AFbC adults (lOOperceht -
16 percent employed -A0 percent in WIN) were regarded
as unsuited or nployfent or training because of such
problems as _poér ‘health and lack of child care arrange-
ments.

ments were being “soft”—that is, were not calistically
judging the work potential of welfare’ recipiendy,
Yy another way, are there great numbers o'f welfare r

ammatlons carried out by teams of experts in congection
with the New York State effort to have welfare redpients
“‘work for their relief payments. \Qf 10,000 persons assgssed
. for work in New Yotk City, 65 percent were found to-be
medtqally disabled (Gupte, 1973). It i not altogether
surprising that petsohs who live in conditions of poverty,
with inadequate diets and h%lth care, have medical
,difficulties. . ¥

All these dlfflcultles are not necesgarily~irremediable,
hawever. -A pilot study Sponsored ¢ by the Labor Depart- -
"~ ment and headed by a mgdical dogtor, Daphne Roe (1975),
. suggests that gt least some persons can be helped.
Detailed physical examinatiofs and some psychologlcal
- ¢valuations were carried out én 59 women and 12 men on
welfare in upper New. York State. Among the difficulties
t frequently entountered were dent31 Qeeay (including
I-fitting dentures), gross obesity, and emotional disturb-
ces (p- 2). A wile variety of other physical difficulties
were evident, ranging frony anemia td e need -for
eyeglasses (pp. 89ff.). By providing medical treatment
alorfg with rehabilitation and work counseling, the project

- helped~about 15 percent of these persons find jobs or stay
« on the job (p. 14). Since the pilot remedial effort lasted
_only 6 months; long-tert results of health jatervention are

not avitlable. An expanded effort is currently underway.
Conclusions régarding the potential of welfare mothers

“to work their way out of poverty and off welfare afe given a

. firmer foundation by considering Frank Levy’s
(1976) analyms of a study of a national sample of 5,000
low-income families. The study, conducted from the

L

year period, asking dét ailed questions about work and in-
_come. Levy’s prime concern was to discover who rose
" above poverty diring those 5 years and why. (He deducts
welfare\payments from income in calculating the poverty
level.)
* A strikin ﬁndmg is that -significant numbers of peo- -
ple are moving out ofspoverty as well as into it. That is,
there is a flow, rather than a stagnant pool of the sante
poor people over the years. Thus, 58 percent of the “target-
+ *population”—nondisabled persons under 60 years old who
-/ wesebelow the povﬁ leve[in 1967—were out of poverty
in l (p-9). Among household heads, men have a much
better chance of leaving poverty than do women. The pro-
portions of family heads in the target population moving
* out of poverty betaween 1967 and 1973 were 54 percent for
all men, only 37 percent for white women, and ¥ mere 25
percent for nenwhite women (p. 107). The reason has‘to

do with the lower earning power of women and, of course,
- > P

[Kc -

The further questlon is whether those making the judg--

University odof Michigan, -followed these fansilies over a §-

- results

P—

the possibility that,inah ulhold*headed?y\a man, the * -

wife also will work. Henge, intact households have a po-
tentl | economic advantage. . .

male head of household may escape from welfare
because mcreased child support money from the sepa-'
rated fat}:er changes in family compbsition-—2.g., children
growing ugp and leaving—or improvement in health that
allows for greater weork e.ffort, But the woman’s

H4 |

-

S - prospects ofﬁsward econpmic moblllty are not bright,

* especially if she.is black. Even when she works full time,
her earnings are not generally sufficient to raisé the living
‘standard of her large famijy very high (pp. 35, 46), &

Thls does noy mean, of course, that no female head of +
household on welfare earns her way oyt of the sltuatl n.
Wiseman (1976) examined a sample of about,’ 1
AFDG cases covering the years. 1967 through 1972 in
Alameda County, Calif. He used a Lnurtlvarlate analsis
"to determine the factors that affected the movenient of
mothers' of f welfare and out of poverty. He found tha
women who had recent job expegience were much mare\
likely to leave welfare and poverty than were those with-
ofit such experience (pp 39; 45). The absolute number
here is small. TFhus, Wiseman estimated that the prob-
ability of a welfare récipient’s leaving the rolls during a
3-month period was about 2 in 100 if'she had na previous
work experience, but was about double thgg ratio if she
hadsuch experience (p. 42). Wiseman also found, in agree-
ment with other studies, that movemént of mothers off -
welfare is hindered if they have large families and are
black (p. 44). .

Friedman and Hausman (1975), using the same
Michigan data as Levy, came up with additional findings.

- Their concern was with the variability in earnings. Thisis ~
important because it is this variability that leads families <«
into or out, of welfare and poverty. Variability among'
men is related to the kind of industry in which they WOrk
There is greater vmab&tty fot white men ip transportat g\

.

communication, and utflities jobs, for-example, thm th
is for black men in such jobs (p. 172).

The variability in earnings of black men goes down ‘the
" longer they are in the same household with their spouses,
suggesting that greater family stability is assoclat'ed with
greater job 'stability (p. 172). These data also suggest the
possibility that. men with families are less likely to rigsk
job loss in order to try for better jobs. Availability of a
guaranteed income 0 might increase such risk taking.

‘(seet:h 6). ‘ 3

Amongfemale heads of household, variability in earn-
ings increases with job training, perhaps indicating that
they found better, jobs after training (p. 172). These
Hluminate the recipient -job market interaction and
suggest for further investigation approaches that could
help .low~income workers, especially female. workers,
move out of poverty.

The data just presented show clearly enough that a sub-
stantial numbez of heads ofshouseholds are unable at given -
times to earn enough.to support t their families because of

P

T

'Escape from poverty is a better sndicator than  escapd from wéllare * because welfare recip-
1ents gin be dropped fronfthe rolls for adminigrative reasons while il in poverly e}, men who
wark @ore than 100 hours per month are dropped from welfare regardiess of earnings
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such factors as jOb market condmons lack of skjils, poor
health, §nd need for child care. What still is at 1ssue is |
whah these persond have contributed indirectly to their
own canditions by ‘perhaps having deviant psychologlcal

charaeterlstncs or values. For example, they | may have -

 failed }o gain work skills becauseof amnapproprlatetlme

perspectiwe (i.e, not planmng ahead) or lack of work
ethlc . N

- Tt alsois notglear whether seme persons accept welfare
in a given situaton while others in the same positjon do

_not. “Are weifare recipients the ones amorig the poor who

prefe}'a haridout, w hile others in the same social -econpmic
situation prefer to make it on thetr own, as difficuly as
that might be?

v

Characteristics of Welfare
Recipients gnd Other
Low-Income Persohs

?{L‘
.

Miller and Ferman (1972) conducted a study in Detroit
to compare the job experiences of AFDC resipients with

the experiences of persons having similar characteristics *

who were not on AFDC. The adult (male and female)
AFDC reclplents sampled were between 22 and 55 years

.of age and earning $100 per: month or more (p. 27.,

total of 422 interviews were completed. The comparison
group was chosen frqm census tracts in known low-incomme
areas of Detroit. Eligible respondents were identified in-

"\ doorstep interviews by their beading. a household and

working at a job that was low paid—$2.50 per hour or less
(p-34). Atotal of 507 of these interviews were completed.
. Because the.poor in Detroit, as chosen by census tracts, are
predommantly black and because the sample was so pre-~

dominaritly black, no analym by race is offered by the,

" authors. 4

There typically” are sampling p:oblems in studles of
low-income and welfare persons because of difficulties in
gaining permisgion of welfare agedcies and recipients for
interviews and in locating poor persons. The authors are.
‘aware of limitations in their own effarts (p. 37) and; while
theresults-cannot, in a strict 'sense, be generalizet to atl
Detroit much less the country, they contributetoa pattern
of findings thar emerges from this and oth

Two general findings emerge from the

_and kinds of jobs,*as Well as job goals ant} previous'

family ba;?round e.g., whether parents were

orced), not differentiate welfare recipients frqm
nonrecifiignts (pp. 111ff,, 163f.). Second, what do’ dis-
. tinguish nonrecrplents from those on welfare are higher
levels of education, fewer childrep—only one-third of thgg-
nmwnplemz ~(compared with over half of those on

. »gvelfare) had two to four children—and greater resources

.to fall back on when laid off from work. (Only 5 percent
of female recipients could fall bgk ‘on savm(‘s ,whereas 16
percent of nonrecrplents could do o (pp. 65,:141).) Hence,

" the-study fails to locate a group of persons not on welfare

who are rdentrcal to welfare recipients. . .

\ - ’

T
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About two-thirds of thﬁvelfare recipients and 80 pér-
cent of the nonrecipients were working at least 35 hours
Per weei (p. 120). Any marked increase in income for

most of these heads of households, therefore, would have to
come from increased wages rathér thap increased hours of

work. The Mitler-ferman findings confirm on the micro

level what Levy found on the macro level »low-income o

heads of households are not too likely to leave poverty by
increased hours of work because they already work regular
hours (Levy, p. 44ff)). N p ’
.Another study comparing female welfare recipients and
low-i mcome working mothers who 'weré heads of house-
holds was' carried out by Samuel Klausner (1972) in
Camden.N.J..in 1969. Originally, th#®im was to compare
WIN particjpants with nonwelfare working mothers. AFDC
respondenfs were-chosen from official welfare records on

dents available
cral} workers for

restriction- reduced the number of resj
and necessitated the researcher’s asking

" additional names, which compromlsed.ie ‘representatlve-
. ness of the sample (see vol. II, p. A-2ff). Firally, only 45 of

the 447 welfare retipients mtervrewed,actuaHy tered
WIN, thereby voiding"any meanmgful study of WIN impact

Selection of the nonwéMare companson‘group as even

more- problen{atlcal with respect to representativgness than

“was choosmg the welfare group. It was obtained by ask-

ing for names of low-income persons from ofganizations
-dealing with themy; e, the Public Housihg Asathority.

. Eventually, the research project interviewed 102 low-in-
come working mothers most of them rosldmg in pubhc
housfng (vol. I, pp. A- 2ff) /

- Unlike the Miller and an mple of we|fare recrp-
ients, those in Camden were az({:a necessanl mployed. -

Only one-quarter had séme earnings in l96 In that
sense, they ar® more typlca/bf the welfare population at
large. What emerges agajn‘in the Camden data is that the
. nonwelfare mothers haye e resourcesfhan do the
welfare mothers. Thus/31- péicent of the forlder received
child support payment5, as against 19 percent dfthe welfare
mothers; 'and 14 pércent of the former received social

ity payments/ as against 5 percent,of the welfare
mothers (p. VI- :// These firrdings might ssem obvious in
that a family has to be especially depr;\ved in order to
receive welfare.
unable te findgspecially deprived famijlies who l’C_]FCl

ta. First, wagsw

Overall, the/ mothers on welfare have‘nbouf the same
monthly income as the working, mothers, but, as in the
Detroit data, the size of the househdld is smaller among
working motHers—3.5 versus %7 per per household
(p. VI-8). The per capita income of welfare famrlﬁ
only about 60 percent of that of wotking families. There
were a.few working mothets who, monetarily, could have
done as well (or a little better) on welfare as they could by
working. (p. VI-11), They were probably influenced not
to go on welfare by feclings of stigma associated with that
‘program (p. VIII-7).

- Measures of attitudes toward welfare, jobs, and famlly
size were made during the study. No major dlfferences

;
A

he_point, however, is that researchers are

" the basis of their fulfilling 'WIN referral requirements. This
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were observed between the welfare-and ponwelfare groips
(p. VI-11). In addition, an effort was made to probe the
underlying psychology of respondents. Projective
measyres Wcre,introducgd, asking the subject to draw @
picture of a persen and tell stories about other pictures
(vol. II, p. D7) Analysis of these kinds of respones
(based upon standarized .scoring procedures) enabled
trained investigators to assess such characteristicssas a

person’s ability to cope with ;loifficulties and extent of ~ .

futuré - time’ perspective—concern ,with future, nse- ’
‘quences of present actions. -[nterestingly engugh; “the
welfare recipients had nrore of a future time orientation
than_did the other group, a finding running counter to the
speculation of Banfield and others that |ack of future orien-
tation causally leads to poverty (vol. T1, p. D10). The proj- ,
ect also administered a test of intelligence, on.which
AFDC mothers scored lower than the othér mothers, but
were in the normal range (vol II, pp 320, D32).

The attempt to discover whether welfare acceptance is
associated with some gross psychological differences from
others is certainly appropriate, - The conclusion drawn
from the results was that there' was nd evidence of gross
psychological différences between recipients of welfare
and others (vol. I}, p. D32). Similarly, there were no sig-
nificant relations bet ween the psychological measures and
work activity of-the welfare mdthers (vol. 11, p. D32).
These negative findings suggest that welfare recipients are
like other people, but suffer from-mote difficulties and
fewer resourcés than others. 'Mareover, there is no- evi-
dence from githerthe Klausner or,the Miller and Ferman
studies of the existence of a unique and Jarge group of per-
sons whd are identical to welfaré recipients'in education,
earnings potential, monetary resources, and family size
and who choose tq reject welfare. | -

Twaq qther studies compare welfare and nonwelfare
groups. One was directed by Harold Feldmhan (1972) in
upstate New. York. The other, which is discussed, first,
was condueted by Thpmpson ahd Miles. It involved inter-
views with about 6,000 petsons who were supposed td
represent low-income and welfare healls of households

»

across the country. Concern was with the orientations o?.;

respondents towards jobs and family life. The diffi‘c::t‘v
of sampling welfare persons, which is great enough at offe
site, is mcreased many times, when numeroys St3fes and *
locales are involved. . . “-»
Thompson and Miles (1972) encountered difficulties in
obtaining permission from welfare agencies.to contact
.clients (vol. 4, p. 10ff.). eif aim was to survey‘'women
who had been AFDCreciplents for § years or more as well
as those who had left AFDC -becaise of*mployment.
Other groups to be interyigwed included mer and women
on general assistance (welfare provided by local and State
-goveraments), those who had Jeft assistance rolls, and
low-:income heads of househo
welfare. Some Stqtes that failedto cobperate,in providing
access to welfare records had to be dropped from the
gudy, lessening the representativeness of the sample. *
T representativeness of the welfare and former welfare
~sample from 17 sites is ppen to qkestion, the sample of:

r:;nwclfagé, low -income heads of households is even more

IC
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who had not been on
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questionable. These.were to be heads of families desig-'
nated as poor by Departmefft bf Labor criteria at the same ,
17 sites (vol: 2, p. 6). Names of persons at the different.

«sites’ were requesged from such agencies as the employment
service or public! housing projects. When a respondent was -
unknown at the address provided by an agency, the inter-
viewer might go to a nearby residence to see if the head of

that household fit the criteria of the study(vol. 4, pp. 16ff)).

While the sample drawn is not respresentative of

welfare and fow-income persons in general; to the’ exten?
that findings are consistent with other data on poor peo-
ple, they can be Taken as supporting the validity, of those
data. Findings that are unusual would peed to be checked
in further research effort s, R
. Thompson. and Miles attempted to_determine if there
were personality differences between welfare_and non-
welfare adults, as well as personality factors that affected
employment. They choose 10 use Cattell’s Sixteen Per-
sonality Factor Questionnaire, which is a widely uged in-
strumen. Although data on its validigy is not readily
available (see Reger, 1972) and there is no evidenc#elat -
ing scores on thekquestionnaire to. wogk performance of °
welfare recipients, it is worthwhile to exploré the useful-

. ness of these kinds of measures. They administered the .
questionnaire to abouyt half. of their total sample and then
stopp®d because of resistance to anshering questions (vol. #
3,p.84). The representativeness of the resuits is thereby ' .
thrown'into question. But in any case, e most striking
finding is that welfare recipients fall within the average
range of scores, as specified by the test authors, on 12 of
the personaljty variables (vol} 5, pp. 56-57).

- Deviatjons from thé average occur wit h.respect to feel-
ing.more suspicious'of others and being more€ lacking in
self-confidence. Such findings are readily explainable on
thebasis of AFDC recipients’ negative social experiences,
having to go on welfgre in particular” Of greater signifi-
tance is that welfare recipients are in the avera§e range
with respect to ¥undisciplined self-conflict,” “ténsepess,”
and “emotional stability.” Welfare status is nat directly,
tonnected with gross persomality deviancy. '

The authors do find some personality- differences when
a.coMparison.is made among welfare recipients, former’
recipients who ase now working, .aﬂd low -income persons
never'on welfare. They réport that’ among white women, .
the welfare recipients are less confident and less secure
than are'former recipients who are working Jf those never
on welfare (vol. 2, p, 85). Specific data on this matter, in-

"cluding numbers of respondents_are not ‘provided. But

again, it makes sense gt thos¢ who haye failed in the

work world are not a§ secure as thase who have had some
success. There is no indication of psyehological pathelogy

in such results, : !

Thompson and Miles organized their data so as to

answet:the questions of whether'welfare recipients differ .
from nonrecigients or whether workers differ .from non-
workers with respect to certain gttitudingl responses or

-demographic characteristics’ Attitudinal responses,’
usually in a dichotomous, agreeldisagree format, can pro-
vide somé use.fle insights, Thug,amorlg black- womeny 27 -
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perc:em’ongﬂwelfhr.e agregd-that *'I warit to be § housewife,
ot a worker.” Only 19 percent of the ponw elfare mothers
agreed (vol. 3, p. 26). There'is an |nportknt miglication
‘here; namely, that a substantlal /mmonty_ of’ welfare
mothers are concerned about staymg home,pnd'xlot)'kmg
after their children. o~

Such a finding is consistent, wmth that prov-tded“by!-l&eld-
man. Sixty-thre¢ pefcent of thewom mhmsam[ple*mdt,-
cated positive* relations with 'ﬂ\elmch l’d‘r‘
greatest source of satisfaction; ;only; “§per néntioned a
job’ (p 135). Klausner in hls ‘stt&dy found a'portlon of

--women who preferred to stay at home, whom hé called
“traditibnalists.” Goodwin® (19725, ih a study- discussed
later ip this monograph, found that welfar.e women Tot, m
WIN ranked the statement “getting alopg well with yaiir
family” "higher than the statement “havmg 3 job that .is
well-paid” (p. 149). WIN women gtxe he reverse rank -
ing. These scattered findings suggest the need for a better
?nderstandmg of the family-work- relationship among

{v-income women in demgmng morecffectl.ve effor}s to
involve them in jobs, .

Thompspn and Miles find a positive ‘relgtion between
welfare stagus and delmquency of the children &ol. 3, p..
ii). It is not possible to-say from this analysnzéwl;’

‘dclmquem:y is assocjated wlth welf arg acceptan uch
or with the lowef social-économic status of welfare
families. Delinqyency is *wrelated to pafents’ work

behavior. The work activities of welfare mothers did not
" interfere with their child-briented activities, such as help-

ing childrea with their homework (vol. 3, p. ii).

While the Thofnpson and Miles findings are of ‘some in-

terest, thelr efforts could have been much nore productlve
" if they had done two things: (1) Clustered the attifudinal
items, rather than analyzing them one at a time and{(2)"
conducted a ‘multivariate analysis rather than merelypre-

senting a large nymber of fourfold tables. fc
* Thesetwo points will be examinedvbriefly because the
criticism applies to some. degree to the Feltmian Gnd
Klausner studies as well as some_others to be mentiontd:

- Moreover, the issues involved bear significaritly on the -

design of future research that® will move beyond thé
limitations of past studies. Information is lost by ysimg
* dichotomus ratisgfs (yes or no) for attitudinal items. It is¢
better to use a rating scale of four” or steps. .
'Responses to any individual item usually involve a great
" deal gf error ‘which means that the responses ‘haye low,

rellabllnty That is, persons tend 'to be inconsistent in-7 welfare mothers had the highest level of ed

answers to single questions because of @nbiguitjes in the
wordmg, eto. In order to counter this, one prefers to be
able to average the ratings of several items designed to
_ measure the samegeneral issue. ~

A statistical procedure for “clustering items”-needs to
be introduced i in. order to malkgesure that the items are, in
fact, measurmg the same topic. By having several items,
moreover, the meaning of the topic being measured is more
"clearly recognizable. Thompson' “and Miles did not adopt

= . r , “
toward lifeq family, andWork This broad orlentatton might,
havc been- labeled “family cOmmitment.” , . -

“ The second point isthat the way Thompson and Miles .

chose to present their datg impliesa mulfivariat e analysis.
Tha‘ is, they wish to Know what variables—in&uding -
résponses to attitydimal items and demographlc charac:
teristics such as educational level—disti ulsh ‘wclf,are
_frofn nonwelfare, persons,

penident variableg i
solving of the equation would then.reveal the extent to
whlch a possible orientation, sucll as “family. commit-
ment,” is directly related o “welfare stdtus, with other
vafiableg, such as level of educatiori, being controlled:.

Without this kind of multivagiable analysis, it is not N

possnble to tell, fqr one- thmg, whether ceitain attitudinal

4 drfferences between welfare and nonwelfare pcrsons are
merely the result of educafional’ differences. What the -

Thompson and Miles study hasto offer, therefore, i some
interesting insights rather than substantlal conclusnons on
, which to base pplicy”

The Feldman study complemema qertam flndmgs
_already mentiofied. He conductéd interviews with about
1,300 female heads of households in upstate New York, of

whom about 400 previously had been on welfére and the " j

oth¥'s weresal’ that time on welfare (1972, p.17)* Each
family haclto contain at legst one teenager, but the heads
were to exhibit differents employment and marital
statuses. Rather than searching forra companson group of
low-income persons never on welfare, as in the Miller and
Ferman study, Feldman compa#ed those on welfare Wwith
those who had left welfare; (The fact that a famlly was
able to leave welfare, however, almost automatlcall_y

means that they ‘are better off than those on welfare. so, .4
. that comparablllty is hmlted)

- )

Sampling for the study mvo.Lv.ed use of county welfare

lists of both welfare and former. welfare recrplents By in-

cluding enough oountles in the étudy, Felman was able to
obtain substantial numbers of respéndents inthe welfare- 4
nonwelfare, work- nonwork and husband-nonhusband
categories (p.17). .

Feldman presents conslderable demo;raphlc dataﬁﬁdﬁt
his sample, which Thompson ‘and *Miles. unaccauntably
‘fail todd. And we se€again, as in the Miljer*Ferman and
-Klausner stugies, that the emplayed have norewrgéources

to begin with. Thus Feldman found that the' emp oyed.ex-
on in the
sample (10.7 years), while those presently on
unemployed had the lowest (9,6 years, (p 25). J{op- .
;mployeg mothers’. had more preschogl ‘children - than

Jemployed ones, and those on wglfare had more_ .

preschoolers than those formerly -on welfare-(p. 39).

‘The ex-welfare mothers w}lo h
working had substantially higher per tapita family in-
cores than tpe mothers on welfare.(p. 37). Here again, as
in the Levx analysts, it ls clear that.a major_way out of

Welfare versus rlonweliare :
13{ theit *—shoyld be the dependent variable and tbe others the inde-
in a multiple regresgion equation.-"The |

aé\marned and ‘were .

4
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this -procedure. Hence gghere is’ no way of judging the poverty for a low-income' mother is combmmg her éarn-
reliability of any singhe item, such'as, ' want to be ahollse-' ings with those of % ‘husband. Not all the exswelfare
wife, nat a worker.” In addition, this item might have. mothers: worked, and the per capita inconie for the
clustered with others that would suggest a brpad nnentatlon families of thesc.nonworkmg mothus was about the ‘same
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as that of. weifare families (p.37)." ?r'esumgl{ly these
mothers; preferred to look after their husbgnd and
childrepratherthan earn additional income. An®%here is
. evidence that these women found more positivt relation-
-~ ships with their husbands than did employed women (p.
.+ 198). Whether a wife's staying at home incteases accord
or whether marital discord encourages women to go out
and work-cannot be determined from the data. The find-
‘ing does suggest the need to develop a “fdmily commit-

. ment” measuré that would better elucidate the basis for:
labor force acitivity of -mothers. _ -

A's mentioned earlier, all rgothers in thé study gained a
great deal of satisfaction frofftheir children (p. 136). The
investigator asked the'mothers a series of questions about
. specific parent-child relations to find out how highly thg

children think of their mothers and also inquired about

how well the children'get along with’thgir peers and how,
happy they are. While these items are divided into
subgroups ahd scores of. individuals are averaged, there.is
no evidence that a statistical clustering of the items was.
undertaken. The clustering appeats to have been done on
the basis of: the investigator's best judgment, not backed,

up by statistical analysis that would show that respon- .

dents really were answering the items in a similar fashiod. *
- The responses do seem to be consistent and have face
~ validity. They suggest that working mothersdo not per-

ceive their employ*n%h‘t activities as having much negative’

effect on their children (p. 140). Nonworking’mothers
perceive a larger negative effect on their children if they
worked. These perceptions did not seent to be influenced
" by Whether there was a husbandin the household (p:”176).

(The study did not determine’ whae®he: effects ot working
were' from the child's viewpoint.) oL S

When wives were asked about their relationships with
their husbands, it was clear, as just indjcated, that marital

3
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<..Fhe eniployed women tended to' bé more agressive and -
“less docile thah nonemploy®d women, perhaps threatenfng
the man’s feeling’ of security (pp. 206ff.). These women
saw their husbands as less effective than did the women
pe  WhO were not employed. Feldman found that employed
" s women gain chsiﬂerable sgtisfaclion.,from‘the.ir jobs (as
-well as from their children) giid ‘have more confidenge in
their abilities than do nonwoPking mpthers (p. 220).

A multiyariate analysis would have more fully exploited
the data Feldrhan gathered.' For example, it could have
been valuable to determine the, extent to which the
women's peychological characteristics (e.g., confidence in

- théir own abilities) are riated to work behavior when other
factors such as edycationt ang_pumber of children are con-
trolled. Ta L e o -

If the Feldmgn project was.weak in its statistjcal
analysis, it was the ohly oneto look in depth at thelifeex- -
periences of a group of women living in “Road Junction.”
As part of the project, Janet Fitchen (1972).entered this

+ small,podr community in upper New York State. originally

, ‘asatutor for the children. She later used her acceptance in
the commupity of 30 families as a basis for carrying out hef

’

*

.
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with the brief §urvey interviews, this kind of study_t

*

[

$ati i byt ife’ l ent. "% , ;
satisfaction was not enhariged by thewife's employment « was called the work:®Hic. It included 15 items rated on a

--have to work hard in order to get ahead.. Each cluster was

detailed study of life activities and experiences there. Com- .-

10

L

[}
H

LA

¢
i&&)v‘ides more insight into the |
ing in a poor community. . .

* Fitchen shows how_family, -upheavals and lack of
resources make it difficult for people to'plan ahead and
keep long-term jobs. Hence they tend to obtain fow-
skilled janitorial.or factory jobs-rather than get trajping

for jobs that pay more but require.cqntinuing and punctual-

ife style offoor.persons liv-

. attendance. Fitchen found these people tobe insecure and

to think poorly of themselves. She goes on: “This low ~

: "self-image-is derlved from their cumulative failures in so

many aspects of their lives and is magnified and reinforeed
by their knowledge that society shuns thém: as ‘trash’ " (p.
vi). The study does not deal directly with WIN or the ex-
periences of WIN partigipants ang so is not of direct value -
in setting WIN fpolicy. the need for a par-
ticipant obseryati WIN expErienees.
Even with H recipients of welfare
have less resources ad more family respopsibilities thaf
nonwelfare recipients, it nevettheless may, beargued'that *
the recipients lack’ adequate psychological , orientatidris.
rtoward work (not pask of the traditional personality
- meaSures used ifi the studiés mentioned), whi¢h may cause .
them not to exert themseives educationally orto gain job
+skills. A study carried.out®y Leonard Goodwin (1972),
was armed explicitly at the issye+pf tomparing work -
olrlentation‘s among the poor withthose among middle-
class persons, . . ‘ ‘

?

h
.
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Coimparing Woik Orientations
Ry : - ) . -,

The study invalved crepgion of nine clusters of items
measuring various orientations toward work. One cluster

~

4-st
Har

reqgladder. Among the items were:

agres-di .
)\ a better person; I like to work;you -

?work makes

developed-through extensive prétesting with poor-groups,
including welfare recipients. And the final measures were
found to be applicablwg, and reliablefor middle-class as
well as poor groups (p 136ff) ‘- -

One set of respondents consigted 250 long-term’
welfare mothers in Baltimore and théir teenage sons:
Another s¢t consisted of almost 800 middle-class families
in-the city and suburbs of Baltimore, with separate inter-
views’for mot hers, fathers, and teenage sons or daughters:.
A third get io;‘n}i](ed of about 1,400 WIN participants at
six different sites around the courftry. And a fourth set
was the WIN staff at those six sites. Egch group sated the, -
same items®¥#éd'to measure the severa#\:vork'orientati s,
while WIN staff and the suburbas Bal’ffmore‘ruponde({:ts
were asked in addition to give the ratingsgthat they -
-thougl’u welfare persons in the'WIN‘ Program-wauld give. ,

‘

¢

The work ethic score for each of these groups W high.
No statistically significant differences were founS‘among
the mean values given by any of the adult groups (p. 112).
Several ways of checking for respondent bjas were in-

¢13' é'
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trr)dhceﬂ One consisted of having interviewers of different
* race,class status, and sex carry out the personal interviews
among the Baltimore welfare recipients. It was found that,
recipients tended to give ygher work ethic responses to

ers. Only the responses to"the latter interviewers
ed. There-werestill no slgmflcant differences be-
elfare respondents }gd s on the werk ethlc'
“scale (35).
Life goals, such as havmg a good jOb hahng good
ily retations! and having good health were rated on a

lour-step hadder with best way of life at ‘the top and worst

"' way of life at the bottom. The same goarl items clustered

- “for poor as for more affluent;persons, and the average rat-

ings of all \he items taken together showed no significant
differences among groups. Thusthe content of life goals
and work ethic are.shared acbss'socioeconomic lines, and
the sttength of commitmént to these values also is shared.
Thére were differences among groups with respect to
other orientations. Welfare recipients had decidedly less
confidence in their ability to succeed in the'work world—
they tended to agree more strongly with such items as,
“Success | 1n a job is mainly a matter of luck™ (p. 83). They
s were strikingly more accepting of welfare—-retpondmg'
q\bre_ positively to such questions as, “Would you go og

v, welfate if you could not earn gnough to' support yourself
- and your family 7"

(p. 83)- Goodwin\explained thesé
differencaggas the result of -welfare recrplents experiencing
failure in the work warld and indeed_Raving to accept

.~ welfare. He ¢oncl ided that, while basic values such as the

work ethic are shared across class lines Ilefs about one’s

abilities or choices of action. depen upon the amount of

" success or failure one has.¢xpe ieficed in the past.
Whilethe Go BS come from large numbers’

- of individuals, his measures remain to be tested further on
" a national sample of- wélfare and WIN participants and
mlddle-class respondents. Fmdmgs of low confidence of
welfare people are consistent with thoseof Fitchen in her

A
N .
.

ddle-cl_ass»whrte interviewers than to black intér- °

-
.

study of a small, " poor community, of Thompson and .
Miles, and of Feldman . *

»° ‘ . N

ln Summary ‘

[
~

Research has. shown the following about the’ orrcnta-’
tions and work experiences of welfare recipients: -

1. Welfare recipients do not differ markedly from other
Americans ‘with respect to.general personality charac-
teristics or with respect to the work ethic and basic life
goals. Where differences do occur—e.g., welfare recipients
having lower self-confidence—they can be,attributed to
the recrplents continufing experience of fallure

2. There is no clearly differentiated group of poor per-
sons'who are just lik e welfare recipients but refusetotake

welfare. Recipients generally have less education, less job )

potential, more medical difficulties, an'd mbre dependents
than do those not on welfare.

3. While there is substantial movement in and out of
poverty, the chances of a low-income (arid éspecially
black) family headed by a woman permanently moving
out of poverty are much, _less than they are for a family
,with a male head. This is not because welfare mothers,

‘refuse to work Many of them do work for varying

periods of time, but they are ‘not able to command a high
enough salary in relation to the numt\aer of people in their
families.

.4. Some welfare mothers prefer to remain home to take

- care of their families rather than work.' While low- migme
. working mothers do ndt feel that they disadvantagethei

children by working, there is some evidence that working
strains their relations with their husbands.
. These result$ indicate that most persons are on welfare

because they cannot earn enough in spite of their efforts to, .
support their dependents. The next question is whether a .,

work -training program can help.
4
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Does WIN markedly help welfare recipie . -.btain jobs
and leave welfare”? This query moves the discussion from a

IMPACT OF WIN: INPUT- OWTPUT EMPHASIS

concern only with the characteristics of the recipient and "

job'market systems (chart 1. ch. 1) to a concern with how
the components of the delivery system affect the charac-
teristics of, welfare recipients and their employability in the
job marjget. . Studies in this.area are dividgd for conven-

- ience into Ywo groups. e first, reviewed in thiS chapter.

tends to emphasize how the characteristics of WIN partici-
pants and the WIN compongnts (inputs) are related’ to syb-
sequent wosk experiences (outputs) of those prnicipaﬁ“té:‘"
The second group of studies. reviewed in chapiér 4 .ténds to
emphgsize what happensdn the WIN expérience and how 1t
affects the orientagions of participants,

v

WIN T Results

-

One of the early studies trying to relate WIN partici-
pants” characteristics to success in WIN and the work force
was carried out by Thompson and Miles (vol. 5. 1972). It’
built upon their earlier effort, reviewed in the previous
thapter, which delineated the characteristics of welfare
recipients who obtained employment and left welfare, as
compared with recipients who stayed on welfare. Their ap-
proach was to see whether the same characteristics that dis-
tinguished persons who had left welfare would also dis-
tinguish successful WIN participants, those who obtained
jobs and left welfare (p. 1). This was a reasonable ap-
proach, arid 4,200 black and white women entering WIN at
30 different site$ became the initigf subjects of the study.
. The sabjetts were intervitwed during a 2-month period
in the summer of 1970, again 6 months later, and then 127
mont hs after they had entered the program. By the tifife of
the third interview, the number oLrespondents had shrunk
to 920. Given the difficulties of maintaining,a sampie of
this kind over time, this is a reasortable resuit. -

The'measure of success of WIN participants should have
been related solely to their post-WIN experiences.  But
only half of the participants had left WIN by the end0f 12
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months. Hence. the measure of success includedparticipa-
tion 1n WIN components. The highest success scores went
to persons who had graduated from WIN and obtained well- -
paying jobs Intermediate scores went to those enrolled in

. various WIN components.. Lowest scores went to persons

who were backn welfare for “no good caus€’ (vol. Jup.
12) The-distriBution of scores showed that-only a quaft€f’
of the final sample were working, about half weretstill in
WIN, and a quarter had dropped ouf’ and were on welfare.

The analysis consisted of determining what other vatia-
bles were associated with the success meadure. It suffered
from the same limitations as the earlier 'study by these
authors: A lagk of clusering items to form reliable at-
titudinal measurex dependence on dichotomous responses
to questicns; and presentations of. fourfold tables, lookin -
at only two variableg at a time rather than having a
multivariable analysis, L

The authors did of fer a few torrelations suggesting that .
the predictive ability of the variables under consideration

‘was small. Thus, the self confidence measure of the Six-

teen Personality Factor Questionnaire was correlated only
-0.12 with the success measure (p. 15). The attitudinat
meadures had little relation to success. There were two
items that slightly'distinguisheg black women who were
successful from those who were not—strong belief. about
theiimportance of a steady job and rejection of the belief
that luck is more impoftant than hard work for success.
* Demographic variables seemed to have spme effect on
success. The-hifher the education of the participant when

.- she entered WIN, the moré likely she was to be wobking

afterwatd (pp. 25f.). Similarly, the more work ex-
perience a participant had beforé entering WIN, the more
likely she was to be working afterward (p. 28). These
effets are not very strong, as seen in the fourfold tables,
and the are hardly novel. ot
Thompson and Miles do present additional findings ons

*.the attitudes of participants toward WIN. They discover

that takingpart in WIN has some beneficial effect on par-

ticipants’ feelings about themselves arid on their children,” . )

But this effect is independent of whether they obtain jobs
(p. 62). Overall, little light is thrown on the reasons for ~

_success of WIN participants.

15
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- Another study, directed by Ahn Richardson {4975),. following WIN terminatian, 61 percent of those who had

* remedied the ‘defect of short-range followup. It involved - participatéd in QJT reported that they were working.) Par-

interviews with forsher WIN participants up to 2 years , ticipation.in vocational éd_ucation while in WIN increased

after; ¢y had left the program. The focus waq'bn youth, employment afterward by S percent (p. 190). Being white,

. because & was thought that ybung_ people provided a  male, and a high school graduate each added § percerit to
special problem. Thirteen sites around the country were the probabilty of working immediately after WIN (f). 190). -
select e the basis otheir having high 'or‘log,dropout . A less sanguine picture emerges from consideration of

- andpl nt rates for young participants. Each site was labor force activity 30 months after leaving WIN., -Par-

“visited in '1973 in order to compile lists of names and ad-, ticipation in OJT increases the probability of longer term
dresses of persons 16to 21 year'sold wito had been in WIN - employment only 4 percent (pp. 121, 195). Participation.
- durinig the g@rijod 1971 to 1973. « - * in vocational education adds nothing to thé probability ofy,
It was di ered at that point that the griteria for drop-  longer term employment (p. 195), and none of the other *
outs and, to some extent. placements were not consistent WIN components have any independent and positive:
across sites—e.g., what was called a “dropout” 4t one sitg = effect (p. 195). However, small positive effects of being -
was Clagsified as “other” at her Sité: lyi - male, white, and a high school graduate continue, * ;
‘yame cfileria’ across sites showed that' youth w not - Onecan ipterpret the very meager impact of WIN com-
dropping out at-apy greater rate than were others\and, ponepts on the longér term employment of participants as

o

moreoydr, that there-were very few participants undgr 18  beipf the result 1,-poor sampling, heterogeneity of sites,
years-of“age (p. 9). Hence the sites chosen for stuay did not , ahdthe youth of the participants, Allthesefactorsproba-
constitute 3 meaningful sample. Technically, the results bly contribute to the result. However, the author offers

another explanation,”which also probably "has some -

vdligity. She proposes that the initial advantages pro-

cannot/be generalized. But when seen inthe perspéctive of
other stugdies, these results contribfe to cerfain general
patté ns.of findings.. o vided by OJT and vocational education *are later
* The-basic,data consist of interviews with 518 persons” swamped by the.more immediate circumstances of day-to-
the age of 22 who had participated in WIN upto 2 day livthg=factors such as employers attitudes toward
yearg prior to the interview, Ohe of the s;rik‘i\gg findings . -young, )rclat'ively ineXperienced workers, labor market
was(the great program diffeggfies across sites. For exam- conditions, and childbearing” (p. xiii). ? .
ple/at site B (41 respd®I€Ms), more than one-tRird of the There is one major effect on long-term employment that
- respondents had some vocational training. Oply one-tenth  Richardson does not stress. Those who were working at
from site E (24 respondents) had such training, Such a "the time of WIN terminatiogwere 20,percent more likely
finding is specially pertinent in relgion to what happened to be working over the long term than was the.avcrage'
to participants after leaving WIN. “Almost ninetenths of membgr ‘of thé-sample (p. 195). This difference occurs
those feom site E entered laboring jobs, with none entering  even while pre-WIN work experience has no bearing on
whitecollar jobs. Fronr site B, on the other hand, only  subsequeht employment. There is also a.S-percent increase
abouyt one-fifth entered laboring jobs, arfd almost half en- in the probability of longterm work effort onthe of
tered white-collar jobs (pp.36, 192). These kinggof'find- peérsons who spent 10 or more months in WIN (p. 195).
ings suggest that different WIN sites -adopt different -Hence, WIN apparently has helped certain persons gain
~ styles with respect to training and placing participants-in *“kinds of'skills that enable thém o obtain and hold onto
jobs. Such styles may be based on such factors as judg- _jobs, evénthough-it is not possible to identify those skilllff
ments about the local labor market, requirements set-by dr trace the positive effects toparticipation in specific
" the WIN director’s superiors,.and resources avdiaple to  WIN components, .

*  the WIN site. This wide site variation is émphgsized also

in the Schiller studies, to be mentioned in a moment. The
point is that, by posling data from ‘sites using very:

. different "approaches.or operating in very diffcrent con.-

texts, one may obscure positive relationships between
training components and job qchi'anaus that are occur-
ring at a few sites. | -

" There is a complementary use of bothgabular’ material

. and regression andlysis in the Richardson study: The

Before any hard conclusions about WIN are rgached, it
is necespary to consider the other studies thgt sought to
relate participant charadteristics and WIN trdining com-
ponents to post-WIN labor force activity:,* f these -
was conducted by Bradley Schiller (1972). a were col.’
tectdd during 197192 from 36 ¥ites around tNe country,

" chosen on the basis of différing unemployment rates,

geographical+location, and effectiveness of rams as
measured by an index that combined m of the ex-

regressigm results show the exgent to which WIN coinpo- teqt_ of .employment preparation, job placement, and.
nents. site. age, sex, etc., influence such matters as job quality of job placement among WIN participgnts. The
placement and wages. A positive re ationship was. found, “precise method of site selection is not described in detail,
between immediate job placement and having participated | In any-case, Schiller apd his colleagues spent about a w

in on-the-job training (OJT). Particjpants’across all sites  at each site in order to gather data about the,site and intef- .
who had taken OJT (N ) had & 15 percept greater ‘yisw a total of 635 WIN persons. Presumably. the later #'«

chance of working 50“02‘\:\{ WIN termination than did - represented a stratified, random sample of WIN current,
those in the sample as aSwhole (p. 190)." (Or pyrfinother " participdnts, graduates, and drogouts (p. C- ). How this
way, according to Richardson, while 4§ percent ¢fthe total’ . kind of sampling was Hished is describedl.
25 of 518 respondents reported that they webe working Given theamall number of WIN interviews at any on® site,
\.EMC . ~ ‘ ’ l‘ ,.I * . ': . [y . )
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- cessfully” placed by WIN. “Such an

oo . .

it is difficult to sde how one would obtain a representative

sample of persons in these three categories, Q-'or example,

only 40 interviews were conducted at the Los Angeles site,

where g.here were morg<ham 6,000 enrollees.) As'in the
~other studies,,sampling difficultfes would throw doubt on

novel findings, if such_were to.be observed, but could help’

strengthen pattegns of findings observed in other st ques

Schiller dcveloped & means of measuring the effegtive-
ness of WIN sites based on criteria set b*admtmstrators on
the one hand a.‘ﬁgjir\ticip ts on the other. The measures
.were‘slightly different for these two groups, admlmstrators
glvmg greater emphasis'to job placement and participants
“more to employment prepacation. The two ‘other criteria
were quality,of _|ob placement and completlon of the WIN
“ Program (pp. 24- 25). On the basisof interviews at the sites,

Schiller cteated an effectiveness ﬁung-for each site and
then tried to determine what factors \bqe related to it A

wide range of effectiveness scores was obtained. And in the *
* regressipn analysis, using first the administrators’ view of

;t;fe?;zness'and‘then the participants’, Schifler found that

significant ictors were characteristics of the par-
ticipants then@ifves (sex, educa!bn racé) and the amount

of community support for WIN (p 36). ' WIN Program tom-
pongats did not- s&gmficantly enter into the equations.

The other major oons:degatlon was what affected the job

’ placement of individual participants: The only variable

connected with the WIN'effort that approaches statistical

sngmftcance was interagency’Yelations—i.c., relations be-

‘ the WIN and welfare offiges (p. -39). Measures of
plaoement activity of WIN staff or $upportive servtcesdnd
‘not signjficamtly affect job jlacement. Another measure
external to WIN that proVed to be significant was J\
unemployment rate at each site (table B-3). Hence once
again, the variables that have some impagt on job place-
ment appear to be those outside the WIN effort itself.

There is some tlncertamty'?s'to the ‘adequacy of the

méasure qf job placement, It was apparently a dichotomous

variable (working or not working) based upon a report of
. WIN staff-about each participant in the study.! There may

- have been instances in which WIN dropouts who got )obs

on their own were [ater classified by WIN staff as ‘“‘suc-
urrencc‘would
dilute the possibly significant effects of training in the
regression analysis. In trying to account for the quality of

job placemerit for WIN participants, Schiller came up with -

the same finding that no WIN agtivities were significant (ta-
bl€ B-3) (and there is the same caveat about the accuracy of
“the data). '

At the same time, Schiller reported that 76 percent of
", WIN particlpants who completed training obtained jobs at

‘tesminfation. Only i9 percent of those who dropped out of .

WIN prematurelyg had found jobs (p. 45). WIN, therefore,
had a positive efféct on those who stayed-with it. The ques-

tion arises as to why this kind of result did not appear in the-

re;rmnon equations. One reason is'that the training varia-
ble in those equattons was based upon regpondents’ subjec:
tive evaluation of how satisfied they felt with training,
rather than bn whether they had actually ‘completed a train-

“Tha Whormetion was pnmded by Beadiey Schifier 0 o leter of Aug_19. 1976
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s
ing program.? Also, relatively few WIN participants com-
pleted training (29 perdent) so that errors in measurement
on a small number of persons could have a marked effect in
the regression analysis. .

This first Schille? study emphasnzed the importance of
factors extérnal to WIN—unemployment rates, interagency
relations—influencing job placement of participants. It
also showed, as did e Richardson study, that, overall.
WIN has a positive impact 6n some participants. The study

fas unable to connect that impact to participation in any of -

the WIN components. Do the subsequent more extensive
studles establish this connection? . v

WlN I Versus WIN II.

. A second Schiller (1974) project focused primarily on
the job search and work activity of two sets of WIN partici;
pants; those who had left the program by 1972 and those
who left aRerward. The former were,designated as WIN 1

pafticipants, with 72 of the 349 interviewed having been in _

the first Schiller study. Those who left WIN aftep 1972

were designated as WIN II participants. The distinctio
rests upon the implementation in 1972 of the Talma

amendments to -the WINJggislation, which mandated

greater emphasis on job placement and less emphasu on
training.

A total of 571 persons weré interviewed in 1( citios
around the country between September 1973 and February
1974, covering a period of up to 3,years after WIN termina-
tion for some respondents (p. 2). No information was.sup-
plied on how the cities were chosen or the individuals

. selected for interviews, except that 72 respondents were

part ‘of the earlier study. Presumably, however, this was
done on some feasonable basis. = -

A great deal of job search activity was found. The most )

frequently used sourcesfor job leads were -want ads, direct
contact’ with employers, and friends (p. 21). But amoni
those who got jobs, WIN was the most frequently ustd
source of leads, accounting for one-hird of the jobs gb-
tamed {p. 26). Friends, relatives, and direct contact’ with
employers accounted for almost half of the jobs, while the’
employment service accounted for only 6 percent (p: "26).

In the course of examining jobsearch, the labor force ac-
tivities of the sampke were ‘explored. Regression analyses -

re conducted, using as the"dependent vartable employ-"
ment status of respondents (presymably at time of inter- -

view). Men and the more educated showed. slgmﬁcantl.g :

highe™employment. But the effect was not of great mag-

nitude. The variablips of sex and education account for less

than 6 percent of the tota{v
'(p. 32). c
Voc_at)oﬁal training did .not
tion. But this variable was me
dents whether they had takén any vocational training since
leavm igh school.? The actual training they r¥ceived in
whether they compfeted a program were not in-

cluded Henge thesreal impact of the.variable is mdeter{m-
nate in this study.

%e of emykoymet‘tt scores

lificantly enter “the equa-

]

-,

“ 7

1}

only by asking respon-.
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When a regression analysis was performed on the
responses of 70 persons-who had participated in the earlier
Schiller study and 6n whom there was longitudinal data, -
only one. ‘variable was a significant predictor of cuirent
gmployment, and-that was their employment status at the
time of the previgus interview in 1971 (p. 54). As in'the
Richardson findings, those WIN participants who obtain

- jobs'immediately tend to cominue in gainfulFemployment.

+ . Insome manner, the WIN experience encourages some pars

ticipants to obtain and hold jobs. =’ - . W3
The latter conclusion is reinforced by thre second Schiller _
study’s co'psi’deration of the overall cyployment impact of
WIN Fversus WIN I1. Out of a total of 337 WIN | persons

" interviewed, 215 had complefed their employability plan.
Of that group, 83 percent were employed. Howevgr, only,
'34 percent of'those who had dropped o of WIN were °
employed (8. 7). Afmong WIN II participants, na distinc-"
tion - was “made between drdpoats ‘and completgrs of,
e:?‘oyability piaps because. Schiller found little in the way

-

of gmployability plans in operation (p. 9). The fact that
. ondy 58 percent of the WIN II terminees were employed at
time of interview (p, 7) suggests that WIN I training added
ﬁe{hing to the employment capability of welfare recip-
jents which was lost in WIN H. . .
.¢ , The earnings of the WIN I and WIN II resgondents are
" not” presented. * Schiller probably found-.no significant
differences, however,, since in a subsequent seftion Jin-
vestigating the correlates of wages earned, he does not
{ #eport membeérship in one or thewther groap as a significant -
)\gar' ble. The varidbles that are significant in influencing .
. »"wiges amopg all cesporfents-in full-time jobs are sex ande
" educatian_ yet they account for only about }Tapercent of the .
varjarice in wagés-(p. 43). Withrespect to job tenure, the

. Person had left WIN (p. 49). .

“These findings add little new to an m:sdérstanding of fac-

» tors affecting employmer.ﬂgf WIN pai'ticipa‘nts. Schiller did
“point out that WIN staff had consistently ‘emphasjz&d the
importance of “client motivation” in obtaining jobs (p. 34).

- THis suggests that unmeasured v#riables are accounting fos
. alarge pogtioﬁ,ofthc job success of WIN persons. It aldo is
. possible that, by looking across-many WIN sites, ‘one is
“averaging qut" significant results achieveff at one &t afew
sites. L -2 ’

A study focusing on #%ingle area, 'Ra'msey'Copntj (St.

Paul), Minn., was completed r endlly by Earl Hokenson

" and others (1976). ' Persona int views were conducted in
Y1974 with 313 men and women who had terminated WIN
during 1970-72. This group consituted the WIN I sample.

. The WIN [I sample consisted of 508 meh and women whi

*"+ had terminated the p:)f(im since 1972.° ., .
7" ~The athors made an'effort to measure attitudinal varia-,
" bles. The measures were intuitively reasonable. And one
fight expect the extent of WIN terminees’ employment to
belrelated to the degree to which they valued they work

* gethie, had confidence in their abilities, and experiencgd job,
satisfaction, The way in which the authors created-these
[Mmeasures, however, appears inadequate. No evidénce . was

Q R . ) o
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offered, for example, on using statistical techniquesyto

cluster the items assumed to be part of the “work ethic®: (pp.

2(f.). The statistical reliability for that measur (the
caleulations of which are not presented) turned out to be 0.
low as to make the measure meaningless (pp. 320ﬁ.).~Thc
authors seemed unaware that Goodwin (1972) alreagdy had
developed reliable meassires of work ethic and confidence
in one’s abilities. . ’

The bulk of the authors’ analysis consisted of tables relat-
ing-one variable at a time to successful or unsuccessfil -
employment. ‘At the end, multiple regression results were
presented* Two depenc!cnt‘vaﬁables were used—employ- -
ment at WIN termination and, employment at the time of °
interview. Separate equations were computed for WIN I

+men-and women and WIN II men and women, making eight

equations altogether (pp. 324-25). .
The equations showed very few significant predictors of <
emvlbylg:: status. ' The self-confidence measure had a sig-
fificant, but small, effect only for N I men at t:?na-
tion. The health status of these men negatively affected
their employment. Hokénson and others pointed out that
tany soffered from alcohotism, drug use, mental health
problems, and police records (p..35). The presence of a
spouse in the home was positively related to employment of
both men’3nd women at WIN termination. Each of thesé
effects wassmall. The authors did not present a stepwise
multiple regression analysis to indicate the contribution of

-each variable to explaining the variance in employment

scores, (The R? figures présented, around 0.25'%or, WIN |
persons and0.14 for WIN 11 persons, are not interpretable
since they are based upon the. contribution of all 17 varia-
bles when only a few are statistically significant.)

The major point hgge is'that such variables as WIN basic
education. and” vocational training and such demographic
Pariables as edupdtion and family size do not affect employ-
ment_ at termination from WIN. Hokenson and others
fourd, howeder, that 84 percent of the women who com-,
pleted, vecatfonal training in WIN [ obtained jobs at ter,

Wination.”Conversely, only-43 percent of the 35 women. -

who started but failed to complete vocational training, and
merely 33 percent of the 69 women who did not enter voca-
tional, training, got jobs at termination (p. 194). Similar

¥ results were observed for these women with respect to

that may have been the result of relatively few (offly one-
quarter of 153 men) entering that component (p. 194).

The question arises as to why vocational edication did .
not show up as a significant predictor of employment¥n the.
multiple regression equations N I women. The
authors did not address the issue. It is likely, that they did
not distinguish between those who entered and those who
completed, vocational training. Cbmbining those catego-

employment at followup (p. 195). Among the 1 men,
threre was'no marked effect (om vocational t , but

.ries woald dilute the stftistical impact of vocational train.-,f"

ing on employment. Iffis also possible that other variables

included in'the equulionzmh 88 level of education, are ré: .

lated to the effects of tréining. Those women who seemed
to WIN staff better able to profit from vocafional training,
including perhaps the better educited-and more. job ex-
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perlenced might have beén assngned to that component "It focusing all effort on placement of WIN part‘rclpants and
could have been useful to explore the relationship oftram- .cutting back on training (p. 9). -
ing to employment in a stepwnse multnple regréssion The-third study was carried out by Mlchael Mseman

analysis. . 2 (1976), previously mentioned in chapter 2. It invalved ¢h
-In any case there 1s another indication here that WIN  collection of data from the cases of about 1,500 AF
may d a positive |mpact Along this same liné, there  mothers and 1,500 fathers.on AFDC-U during the pegiod

pamcrpanjs The average monthly gfoss carnings ear’ with information gained about these persons exténd- '
followup were more than $190 greater for thosé: women $ng for the following 12 months (pp. 20-21) Using myitiple
who férminated WIN F‘wh a job than for those who termi-  regressjon. techniques, Wiseman souht to account for the
nated WIN II with ajob. Even those who terminated WIN [ empioymem éxpehenced by these” persons. Among'
without a job but had' one at followup were carning, an mothers‘ gmployment Was ‘hindered by the presence of -
average of $80 more per month than their ‘WIN lj,coudter- young children (p. 45). Previous job experience signifi-
parts (p 309)..A similar finding s reported for the men - cant]y improved chances of.subsequent employment (p.
‘There were o controls for‘education or othér varidblgsan  45). But of most lmp6rtance hefound a‘significant positive
these data. And the findings may indicate on1y that WIN 11 effect from yrevnous employment trammg,through WIN (p.
partici yan’s were less job ready thay -wete those entenng 4$) No-breakdown of. training components':was poss:.ble
WINI On the othef hand, t&mographlc'dataon the gn&yp’s from the data he"had at hand. ‘

dld not mdlcate marked’ &lfferences (p. i‘/'Off ). Wente The-,srtuat’ron amo.pg the. men was somevyhat dlfferent

isa sharpd ference in earningsbetwéen WIN [ and WlN'll!f%? through 1972. Random samples were.drawn each

" again, as in the Schiller n'}aterial there is.a hint of somé, WIN straining bad no signrficant impact on -subsequent 0wt

emphasnzed training. » . enty for WIN qegto laced:dlrectly n Job&—e 8. seew
Returmng to.the multiple regressno‘t equatrons, oh&ﬁnds the A. Smith study. just m ned A significant contribu-
a really strong varigble predlctmg empjoymept at fojlow-, tion Wa; observed from the tr
up. This was employment status at the time of WIN; tek- t‘pugh programs othex than F(pp. 58-60). - Employ-
mination. Those employed -at termmauorr-u-meo and ment was sl,gmﬁeantly red "8s the number of haurs
-women from both WIN I and WIN !l-—were‘mdﬂhkely;o AFRC-U men dould 'wark without losing elfare Benefits
be employed later on ‘(p 325). This ¢ corroboratesthe find-  was \lowered tothe miSZ.nt 100 hoq's per month: \ .
ings of Richardson agd Schiller o this point. ‘And becAuse’ Further-hindrances e expenencé of bemg fired -
prior work activity is unrelated to empboymeni after the 'fr.p,;ﬁor h;wmg to quit a'prev job. Having other sources
WIN expenence\(pp 324:25), there is $ome suggestidn "of indone, on- the other han@ “increased employment
that the experxence factlaated work ‘actmty “While these posnblhtie; {These ﬁndmgs nggest the possibility that, as /
klnds of results from any_ smgle study ate suspect, dne is  men have~negatwe expkriénces in the work force, they’ (en.d

thing pesitivé happening:.ia th) WIN l eﬁoh \vh,lch gmployment'(pp 5%?:{::}; CORgsistent ‘with the tend-

g the men reoeived.

_ ableto have moreconﬁQence, in them beca«use they are cor- “to lose conﬁde[(ce withdraw ‘from work activity. As,
' roborated by other studies. . &, ““they gain support——ﬁ ‘throqgh ha\qng other sources of i i

. Three other studios also add some eytdencel‘bthe stgmﬁ > come—they afe encou'aged to risk further effort in trying
cance of th¢ WIN effort as it involved some kmdoftram g risein-the work ‘0“:5 This kind of i mterpretatlon will, b°
. emphasis. The fifst was a followup of 121 fofmel: wi e)gpanded n C'MP“’-" 6.

participants in the Chicago program. {Jnderthe dil“tCthl‘l LT TH . ‘

“of Audréy Smith and others (1975), they—were’uftérvtewed o ' T oLt

an average .of 18 moriths aﬂer termination. A-major ﬁndmg ’ / .o

was that th ﬁfemale participants had upgraded the status of lﬂteﬁ WIN ,ll ReSllltS ' -

their pre-, bs. The men had not done sb (p-19). "Th .

authors attributed this resujt to the facuhat.the women'had J o . . - A ' ’ )

received training, whereas the men t’ended 'to geLdlreCt job In t'rymg to draw together 'Jle ﬁp(ﬁngs repdrted. is' thi

9acemem . fo5’¢ \, \ ! , rchapter, it' 1s.appropriate to refer to the most extenswe‘f&
The second study is quite, dlfferem. an -econo‘metnc at- sophnstlcated attempt to evalpatdthe/unpact of WIN that

“tempt by Ehrenberg and Hewlétt' (1975) to evaluate on a  has just been reported by Schillér and others (1976). The
national basis the effect of WIN Il in lowering AFDC ' ‘study. uses a comparisen’ group against which to view the
ments. An advantage of thvs kind of effort which views impact ‘of WIN:JI. Almost 2,500 partlclpants and.ovgr
WIN results in relation to total AFDC costs, is that it takes 2 500 persons in the WIN registrant pool’ but not pamdicipat-. .
int8 account displacement effects—the POSS'U‘“)’ that put- ing in the program were ipterviewed three times at 78sites
ting WIN participants to work mefcry duplaces existing - acrops the Country. The.three: waves of ipteryiews were !
workers .and sends them onto welfare.' ' The. authors- begun in March 1974 and ended in.September 1975; pro-

carefally point put the {imitations of the Ydata - (mch.ndmg “viding a longitudinal perspective (pp. Iff.). -The basis for
possible reportig errors in the WIN Il-data) they use in : \, .

coming tb the’ tentative conclusion thay WIN II lowers “The ibal répor of ths sudy was wrtien by Bradicy Schiller The sudy however' was cimed
AFDC Ccosts meWhal whm m trammg is pl’ov’&d to out by three arganizations Pacific Consultants of which Schiller 1y research direcior CAMIL and

KETR)N Hence chubler 1 not gatally r Mdhte th wits and ref es are (o
the partncrpants (p. 3) They q'uestlon the advnabrltty Of = Schiicr and uthen stwdy / T frie g e e

» .
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“selecting the sites was'npt grven but presumably thrswas a
represeqtative sample of-all WIN sites. . Data were pre; -
sented to show that the saimple characteristics were Simitar
to those of th¢ natjonal WIN population (pp. 50-56). The
basic aim was to. compare: the subsequeny job eatnmgs (also
‘weeks ‘worked, weeks$ion welfare, and amount of the
wel‘are grant) of those v ‘who ] partrcrpated in WIN with those

who did not. A multrple regression techniqué was used to,

Ly

"* tryto relate the der “+tdent variables just mentioned to par-,
ticipation - jr" prog .m éomponents and to demographic .
characterrstrcs~of the' WIN groups. Measures were made in °

sucha manner as to éontrol for drfferences across srtes (pp. .
200ff )

7 The rmportance of a comparison group becomes ap-
-parent in vrewmg pre-WIN earnings. One year prior to en-
tering WIN, the comparison group and- WIN parti€ipant
group had gimilar earnings. , Six months prior to entering -
WIN, the i¢jpant: group, unhke the companson group,
sufferéd a sharp loss in earnings. Thé subseqient post-WIN -
earnings of the WIN participants were, thergfore, pastly the
result ofthese-pamcrpams having come badk to their nor-
mal earning power. This part of their earnings was/ con-

trolled through use of the camparison group andwasnotat- e

* sributed to WIN (pp. 4. ff. and"206ff )

hiller and others distinguished five levels of service
pr(:;\/ ed by WIN. as follows t1) No'services. (2) advice
an

* traagsfE. and (S) assignment to on-the- -job trainmg (OJT).
public service employment (PSE) (p. 117). Schilldr an
others argued reasonably that persons receiving different.
levels of training should be considered,separately They
fopund that for men only the fifth level of training srgniﬁ
cantly drstmgurshed the WIN participants from the comt-
pafisog group (p. 120). That is. those men assi'gned to OJT
or PSE were earning about $1,900 miore per year than were
their counterparts durmg the followup period. :

Schiller and others correctly presented a caveat with.
respect tothose findings. Because the followup period was
only about 9 months, those 102 men (and 204 womeri)
placed in OIT or PSE were sull\n subsidized empMymet
(p. 119). There was no way 1o know whether their jobs
would continue after the s’srdy ran out'or whethex their
earnmgs would remain the same ' (Data frofa the'previously
mentiéned chha[dson (1975) study showed that the earn-
.ings impact Pf OJT tended to disappear after some 3
months. ), . .

Jor women, the situation differed. Fhere was a slgm -
cant impact on earnmﬁ from vocational training ‘(about
$500 per year) and a smaller one from the _|o placement
effort (about $300 per year), as well as a major impact of
about $1,400 per year §from OJT or PSE (p. 120). (The last
finding was subject to thé same caveat as that for the men |
The overall results support evidence from other'studies that

. WIN has a beneficial effect on job earnings.  °

There, also was some indication that WIN lessened the
welfare grant for women and perhaps for men (pp. 120,
222ff.)." This finding compleménts that’ from the

Q o ‘

effort i job placement, (3) education, (4) ",mets\pfomt the,ctudy came up with a blank. No srgmﬁcant réla- -

-~
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’

t oy H .

econometrlc'study using macro data; mentioped’ éarlier-
- {Ehrenberg and Hewlrtt 1975). whrch concluded that WIN.,
1l-was ﬁussrbl) responstble for some lessening of AFDC
costs, when some trairfing: was provided to parfu:rpahts '
These ﬁndmgs do not suggest that WIN is about te
resolve the welfare issue.' The possibje reduction of $100r —
$15 a morith in a welfare grant or reduction of a few weeks -
in the time a small percentage of recipients aré on welfare ‘
_will not have major ational impact. The fact that the - .
_program dqes have sa’ne poditive effect, how}ver should \
not be.ignored. The posltrve results could probably-be in- ; -
creased if the- v,axlables affecting job success were better
delineated. * The study by Schiller and others is disappoint. .
dng 'in this respect. In spife of three waves of interviews .~
with some 2,500 WIN part icipants and two Visits to each of
the 78 sites to'éxamine program operations, the researchers
thamed Iittle substantial data to mgtcate what was really
happening at those_sites thg led'to positive (and negattve‘f
- impagt on participants. ’
(;r e might respond by pointing to the postive effects that
have been shown at least for women through job placement
agvrce and vocatronal tramning. Presumably increased’
orts in these areas would lead to increased earnings of
welfare mothers.
study that
pants who

If this were so, then those sites’in the
ffered qnore Services should have WIN partici- -
% owed higher-job earnings. At this cuciak" )

tionshipaa$ found between the kind and amount of i servrce‘s
ffered at the sites and the subsequent é’ammgs of WIN pai- =
Aicipants™at those sites (pp. 25911 ).

This suggests that the positive rmpact of WIN on panrcr-
pants 1s not’being identified adequately by the labels giveh
the service-efforts—e.g., “vocational training.” _If there
was a standarfd. and significant effect from "vocatronal
training” as such.’thén the average earnings of graduates
irom sites with Iargc programs should have been signifi-
cantly greater than’ average earnipgs of graduates from sites
- where there were only small programs.

Under the {abet of “vocational training," different thmgs
probably ate happening within the same site as well ag *
among sites, especiatly with.regard to the quality of staff;
participant interactions. LCertain staff _persons may be bet-
ter able than others to provide participants with“2 cufnula- 4
tive sét of successful experiences that enhance their skills
and self-esteem and lead them into regular, higher paid "~
employment. Consideration of thésé possibilities fell out-:
side the task that Schiller and, others set for the gelves.
They did not conceptuallze she quahty of staff-pa crpant .
interaction.

One reasonably might ask, "After all this tirhe” don’ t we
know what variables are significant in affecting ,the success .
of participanis?” The answer, unfortungtely, is “No." The
consistent finding from the earlier studiesgeviewed, Kiclud-

ing the two pretious Schiller studies

n well id

the Hokenson,*

fied, even

Richardson, and Miles-Thompson studies, is:;ayhe varia-

bles affectmg success Have not

when it'was possible to show that WIN efforis in the gross «

‘seémed to help some parttci‘pants

S
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(&th the Timitations of statistical analyses of WIN, one Reid and others devejoped flow ¢harts for intake activity
might consider indepth explorations of the WIN operation.  and the process by ‘which participants moved through the
Participant observation studies might, indicate how staff- WIN Program at each site. A two-page deseription of how
participant interdctions and other kinds of events affect the a “typical” female participant would move thropgh her
job success of which kinds of participants.' The four studies. career in WIN helps make the diagrams more meai Engfuj
,  discussed in this chaptér make a start on these jssues. Twp * (pp. 28ff.). In discussing each site, the authors describe

wore. carried out in Chicago, Detroit, apd Cleveland events and conditions that affected the situation there.- For
through a university in each city. The third study, men- example, in Chicago, there-were few r gralsio WINinthe'

. tioned earlier, was implemented by Gogtlwin :at sevéral ur-  first 2 years of operation because the ment of Public
. ban, WIN sites in order to relate work orientations to job Aid continued to run its own effort to help train welfare
- . earnings.of WIN participants. The fodsth study attempted recipients (p. 38). . L . .
! fo ‘determine :the impact of allowing trainees to use .. . : . .t
. .voushers to purchase training. p - {n Detroit, staff, who had worked at the welfare depart-
Ded T ' . ment on the training program that WIN replaced were :
. DR : " * transferred to the WIN Program ad the employment ser- .
. , ) -wice. This created hard feelings imong those left in the —
) i 3 : NIN welfare department and impeded Fooperation between the .
DeCISIDl}makmg, in WIN l o two agencies (p. 44). In Cleveland, the authors reporteda * -
N .0 . L shortage of staff, with staff turnover running over, 100 per- *

- . " % P l .
1 .*  The initia} study carried out jointly by the three univer- cem per year, a?parem!y X (af low m’%w?
 igdes (School of Social Service Administration, University -"“‘nhi?io?.‘f".:%'.?iéiéf“m:ﬁ‘&'is5°" ' ““”. Kids o
» icagq; Schiool of Social Work, UniVersity of Michigan; ‘f°b CWIN beric e Bow (o rel
" and School of Applied Social -Sciences, Case, Western Job success of WIN participants. Pr y how o refate

e = AN EE . - unique characteristics at given sites to more. general
. Reserve Uniyerity) aimed at undetstartding how degisions .y, cverigtics of the WIN.operation in order tg illuminate

were made by the W}N.‘staff, the WIN participant, and the the factors afecting iob succkss of .. .

welfare casewarkers who made referrals to WIN. Man b: d:el”i: | in ;nsbrf:er ! thmg‘m' remaing to "
the specific redo; dations of the:investigators are N0 [ o der to analyze the decisions mtde.by key actors in .
longer relevariy because . WIN haé undergone major ad- o gy effort, two waves of interviews were carried dut

ministragive chahges since the period of October 196910, yuy,  yorgl of 261 WIN participants, 152 public welaré —
is of continuing intergst is the attempt (0. &oppyoriery who referred persons to WIN, and 116 WIN -

sutand whatWas going on at the 'W‘i': WINprofects. - tcam members (p. 75). WIN pasticipants wert interviewed

The investigators at the three sites yed the same research o0 e 1ime of enroliment nd About 8 or 10 months afer-

design and measuting‘ instruments so that comparison o4 C e . S

across thevcities way passible.. Since there were three teams L S N o

of investigators involyed, the report will be desigpated by Reid and othierstieyeloped a number of meaguring instru- ",

\) N . s
the name 6f its elitor, Williari Reid (1972), witlylhe addi- ments to cXplore thiteationale-used by the rkers in
tion of fand others.” . o referring AFDC recipients to WIN. They. found thar

' ] Lo e caseworkers were concgrned about the age at which

. carned o on WIN, see Leonsrd Goodwm *Propgsed WIN Remsgrch Program, 1ed to the . 4.
e of Rewarch j‘mwm gl yment and Tranmg i S Depantmem the one attribute most frequently seen as crycial in referring

Q@ bor Aw 18 19% ! AFDC recipien'n'to WIN was their positive “miotivation™ *

———

T p——————— -vﬁtwnmuzn’g::mmk children could be left by their mosher without harm. But
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«p. 92). By factor analyzing responses to single items, Reid
and others came up with two measures of the reasons for
caseworkers’ referral decisions. The first consisted of three
. items including “‘client’s motivation,” and was called the

“job potential factor” (p. 93). The other consisted of three
items, including “the ages of children in the family,” and
was called the “child orientation factor” (p. 93). While in-

sufficient information is given on the factor analysis results

to Jucge the adequacy of the measures, they do have face
, .‘valldlty e ’

. The researchers found that the male cas€workers
generally gave more: emphasis to the job potentral factor
‘than did female caseworkers. Among the latter, those aged

, 25 or younger were more ‘concerned -with job potential in
referrmg welfare clienfs (p. 97). With resﬁEct to thexchild
orientation, the.sex ofthe caseworker did not enter as a ma-
jOl‘ determinant. Instead, those daseworkers who saw
poverty as arising .from social conditions were most con-
cerned about the effect on the children of their mother’s
being referfed to WIN and work (p..98). An additional in-
teresting technique itroduced was to present caseworkers
with five shost hypothetical case descriptions and sk them
to indicate whether they would refer the person described

to WIN, and why. Again, one important criterion for refer- .

ral to WIN was high motivation to work on the part of the
client (p. 105).

. The researchers explored the percepuons Qf WIN-team
mémbers about their clients. One result observed was that

thé manpower specialist wasgless “client centered” than
-other team members4§® . The researchers also con-

sidered the time that WIN participant$ spent with various

team members and what they talked abdut, The results in--+

drcated that participants were talking to the different team
members about the same topics. suggesting that the
. different team members were not playing distinct roles (p.
182).

A set of hypothetical situations r€garding WIN pamcr
pants was distributed to team membegs JThe question was’
what services would be recommended by the differentteam
members to each of the hypothetical participanis4g®192).
Job' coaches were found, for example, to be willing to place’
pamcnpants in long-term training such as' computer

- progr B. whereas manpower specialists were mote
likely '3 want to place them in short-term training for im- :
mediate jobs such as key punch operator (p.+193). The ¢Xpectatio
. various ffidings and recommendations regarding the team - placement

are not directly relevant because of adminstrative changes "
» in WIN. But again, the kinds of measures made could serve
as the basis of a more thorough examination of what 1s hap-
pening in WIN today
WIN participants were agked various questions about
" theif expectations. It was found'that.only 19 percent ex-
pectedto get ©off welfare as a result of WIN, although 59
* percent anticipated that they would get a job (p: 113). Data
also were,gathered from WIN records and certain site
~differences noted. In Detroit, 52 percent of the sample
recéived neither education nor_job training, as compared
with only 15 percentn Chicago and 44 percent ifi Cleve-

land who, received neither of these services'(p. 121). o
Q . ‘o ‘ .
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“The impact of these kinds of differences on job suctess of .

trainees could not be determined because so few of the

 trdinees obtained jobs._ Only, 12 persons who completed

their employability plans obtained jobs.  Another- 12 per-
sons had jobs when they entered WIN. _An additional 28
persons dropped out of WIN and took jobs (with 12 never
having actually attended'WlN) (p. 158).

The second study carried out .by the three schools in
Chicago, Detroit, and Cleveland focused more intensely on’

“WIN participants. It ‘will be referred to as the Garvin and

others (1974) study. Emphasis was on the factprs that en-
couraged or discouraged participation in WIN. About
1,200 persons were interviewed from September 1972 to
January 1973, stratified at each city according to sex and_
whether they were currently enrolléd in WIM, were new
participants, or had terminatgd the program (p. 27). There
was;a 50-percent.refusal rate among the WIN persons con-
tacted to participate in the study This might have dis-
torted the results because the Eharacteristics of the refusers
were not known (p. 32). Characteristics of the group inter-
viewed at each city, however, were not markeﬂ'f;' different
from all WIN participants in those cities (p. 37).

Of those in the sample who were just entering WIN,
around 90 percent believed that their participation would
help them get a job or a better job, and this was an impor-
tant reason for being in the program (p. 40). Over 70 per-
cent of respondents, however, indicated that there were
-some jobs they would not want, preferring to” stay on
welfare instead. These included jobs like dishwasher and
nurse aide. . The predominant reasons given for rejecting
these jobs were low pay and the bormg nature of the work
(p. 41): ‘

WIN participants’, interest in work at higher Iev* jObS
was seen also In the aspirations set Over haif the respon-
dents wanted jobs that called for professional or.at least ex-
tensive training, wherea$ only: 11 percent of respofidents
had held these kinds of jobs in the past (p. 43).- The women,
in particular, were more oriented toward profe nal jobs
and less willing to settle for yobs requiring mirfimal training.
The men showed more realism.

Among the jobs actually obtained by the WIN terminee
sample,. 18 percent required extensive training and 2 per-
cent were of professional statug. This was much below the

qaof WIN participants. On the other hand, the

percent in higher level jobs compared
favorably w
Again, there was some indication from the overall results
that WIN had helped, even though the help was not ex-
traordmary

The earnings expected by the respondents as a resu(,’of
their WIN training varied by sex. The_median expected
earnings of the men was $8,000 per year, whije the women
expccted $6,000 per year (p. 50). These were not.
unreasdnable levels, with the Department of Labor esti-
mate for the Jmest adequate family budget for 1’9‘71
$7,000 per year for a family of four (p. 60).
earnings of WIN termineées who héd obtained jObS ere
$1,500 below expectauons (ppr53-54). ‘This ﬁgure ]
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e pre:WIN placement of only 11 percent. -
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, that only 11 percent mwefe using institution

even worse when it {s recognized that 43 percent of ter-
minces did not obtain jobs (p. 55) -
Another aspect of this thtee-city study was investigation
of.the extent to ‘which child care arrangements affected
WIN participation (Smith and Herberg, 1972). A sample of
318 women referred to WIN during 1970 was interviewed
before partiipation in the program: About 9 months later,
261 were available to be interviewed again (p: 38).
At the time of reinterview, almost half the respondents
had either nevet participated in WIN or had dropped out of
the program. Of the nonparticipants, 20 percent gave in-
adequate child care arrangements as one reason for their
actions (p. 76). Other major reasons included sickness and
disability. Of those who were in WIN, almost half men-
tioned that ty@ need for child ¢are arrangements was mak-
ing their participation difficult (p. 77). Only 8 percent of
those. in the sample participating in WIN were using child

- care centers, while 50 percent were using relatives, friends, the program

or neighbors (p. 57). The low use of formal centers had to

#odo with their inflexibility regarding hours of operation,

“taking children only in a limited age range. and having no’
provision for the child who became ill (p. 88).

Similar results appear in the previously méntioned Feld-
aman (1972) study of welfare mothers in upper New York
State. He found that 10 percent of the working mothers
. used a day-caré center (p. 239), and only 17 percent would

" prefer such a center if they could choose whatever form of

. arrangement they wanted‘(p. 240). The‘biggest ptoblem cient was relatively small, -0.18 (1975, p. 144)

they perceived regarding day care was.that of caring
children who became ill (p. 242).
The lack of use ot day-care centers is also_reported in a
ngtional panel study of 5,000 low -income families (Duncan
and Morgan, 1975). Interviews carried out in 1973 with
310 women who headed families and were working showed
day-care or
nursery#acilities. Three-quarters uséd a friend, relative, or
babysitter (p. 222). L - .
Further findings of the three-city study showed that par-

. .
a

ticipants found positive contacts with WIN staff {o be an ~

important experience that encouraged further part{cipation
(p. 132) As in other studies, there was.the finding that the
terminees who completed their WIN employability plans
were more likely to be working than were those who had

- dropped out of WIN (p. 141), This Garvin and others study

‘further illuminates certain factors affecting vhe participa-
tion of AFDC recipients in WIN, pointing-out their concern
with obtaining better jobs and higher income. It did not un-
dertake, however, to relate.the characteristics of WIN par-
ticipants and aspects of the program to job success.

A disjunction is apparent between the Garvin and Reid
kind, of study % fie one hand and the Schiltet kind ¢n the
other. The former sdught to conceptualize and delmeate
variables that illuminated what was happening in WIN,
especially similarities arid differences’ across sifeg.. The
delineation was not very precisewgnd the ‘studies were’not

+ organized to try o predict job success of trainees, The

Schiler kind of study was designed precisely for the pur-
pose of determining the factors influencing trainees’ job

~ success, but'the variables used did not reflegt the significant
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WIN happenings that actually influenced participapts’ job -
success, There is need to combine these two appfoaches
within the same study, showing how broad statistical results
emerge from the aggregation of specific events in WIN that
affect the trainees’ psychology and actions.

—d

Psycﬁologi)bal Impact of AVIN

' Astudy carried aut by Leonard Goodwin (1972, 1%
luminated something of the psychological impact of
on certain [';oarticipantzf This effort, mentioned earlier, N |
ated measures of several orientations toward work, includ-
ing work ethic: confidence .in one’s abilities. and accept-
ability of welfare. Of ingerest hege are the measures of
orientations of WIN I part{Bipants made when they entered
and about | year after they had left. The aim
was to detetmine whether work orientations measured at
“entry into WIN predicted earningh after leaving WIN and
Whether the experience of employinent or uftiemployment
during the year after leaving WIN affected orientations.
‘Only one orientation was significantly correlated with
‘)n leaving WIN: and that was atcept-
‘ability of welfare. Those womef} who-enterad WIN with |
the greatest acceptability of wel were least likely to be
working at the time they left WING The correlatiop coeffi-
owever;.,
elgtiom between earnings ot those women | year
afterleaving WIN and their accghptability of welfare at that .
later time was cOnsiderably !%39.‘ The incteast in
correlatioftame entirely from thé women who didnot ob-°
tain jobs (p. 148). That is, tho W,éomen who went through

WIN and did not get work & thé end had become markedly-

more dependent on welfare fhan they were when they:
started. The impact of another failuré mediated through tie
WIN experience had made them more unlikely than ever to
want to try to enter ¢ work force.

These findings need wiewed in light of the fact-that
only 181 WIN women W& involved in the reinterviews,
whereas over 1,100 had been interviewed initially. - This
shrinkage was partly the result of alrgost half the trainees
still having been in WIN at the time (:%l}interview. Theac-

ceptance of welfare measure was fp 10 be signiﬁcant.l'y
correlated with the work effort of other welfare but non-

WIN mothers in the Goodwin study (1972. p. 105). adding
to the validity of the relationship. There were' no
longituginal data for these other mothers.-however. (Orien-
“tations and earnings were measured at the same time.) It
would:be useful to replicate the longitudinal effort in order
to explore furthe¢ the extent to which*failure to fulfill ex-
pectations with respect to tinding jobs inhibits persons from
further search efforts. ] o,
There were not enough reinterviews with WIN men to

. warrant a longitudinal analysis. It was possibl€, however,
_to correlate entering scores on orientations with earnings at

the time of leaﬁng WIN. For the almost l§0 WIN men.
there was no significant ¢orrelation between any of the
orientations and their work activity upon termination

»




( 'Goodwin atributes e lack of eorrelmon between orientation score and eamings among WIN

(Coodwin, 1971, p. 97). However for.nonwelfare men in

-~ thé sample, including 500 black fathers and 175 white

fajpers living in Baltimore, there were significant correla-
tions ‘between earnings and scores on*the orientation
‘measuring confidence in ablllty to succeed in the work
eworld (1972, p. 109). ( of correlation with the ac-
ceptabulity of welfare meabure probably stems from the fact

. that obtammg welfare is not a practlcal option for most

fathers.) i~
While “data’ for the nonwelfare mé&h were not
longitudinal, it seems likely that the same cyclical relation-
ship between earnings and orientations observed for the
WIN women might be posited fos these men. A man having
«confidence in his ability is encouraged to try harder in the’
work world, and success in that world further increases

_ conndence. {f this view is shown to be valid, then work-

training efforts should be concerned, not only with provnd-
ing skills or job placements, but with helping persons ex-
perience “syccess” so that they will be encdurAged to try
harder. -

The Goodwin stuzy also compared the orientation scores® -

. of WIN persons with the scores that WIN staff thought they -
would give.® It tugned out thaf staff seriously underesti-

mated the work etﬁlc ratings o rsons they were sup-

" posed to bé helping (1975, p." I9) It is not unreasonable to

suppose that those staff who underestimated the positive
work orientations of their participants were less effective
with them. Testmg that possibility awaits firther research.
It is unfortunate that the Schiller and others study did not

use any of the measures developed by ‘Goodwin to advance °

“an understanding of the psychological factors influencing-
the ‘job efforts ot‘ elfare reclpiegts..

. Wfort to vely aﬁecmhe psychology of WIN par-
ticipahtt cburﬁge tKeif jobsearch w ted by the
Department o Labor in connection with #n, rimental

alteration in the' ‘delivery system (the local WIN office). -
The ‘alteration involved the introduction at one WIN site_
of vouchers withwhich WIN trainees could purchase train-,
ing on their own rather than having to work out a plan of

. training with WIN staff.

Goodwin (1972a) was asked to deslgn a study that would
test the effectiveness of vouchers. In that connection, he
carried out inteérviews with WIN staff in Washinggon and jn

P
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the field. He found the. proponents of vouchers felt that .

trainees would have more incentive to perform well and ob-
tain jobs if they were directly responsible for their own
training choices. Objections to the voucher ircluded a
belief that trainees would not be able to make appropriate
‘decisions, spendmg top much meney on courses of study in
-schodls that were unsuitable.

The research design served as the basis for a feasrblhty

1974. Ann Richardson and Laure Sharp (1974) directed

the effort. Vouchers were issued to 167 ‘WIN erainees for -

the period of one year but with no fixed dollar limit (p. 19).
Early results of the feasibility study showed that trainces
spent a fittle more than their counterparts in the traditional
WIN Program in 1973 but the median cost was still only
$919, and there was fio wild spending (p. 34). The choice
of occupational training was broader than that of thc 1973
comparison group, with less-emphasis on lower level cleri-
cal jobs and more emphasis on subprofessidhal and’craft
jobs. Trainees did not consélt at great length. with WIN
counselors once they received the vouchers. They tended
to go dut and make th‘érr own choices and afrangements
(pp. 36ft.).

“The study has indicated the feaslbtlrty of issuing trfning
vouchers and having them used in a reasonable manner. Ik

* is not-clear, however, that users of vouchers as a group do
.any better in the job market than those who follow the tra- '

'+ study of voucher use in Portland, Oreg., in the spring of -

ditional WIN Program.* Analysis of results is still in- -

complete, and it remains to be seen whether pasticular
kinds of persons make especially good (or 'poor) use ‘of
vouchers with respect to job plagement and tenure.

Vouchers also wxfe tried fot an'l.ég on-the-job train-
ing. It 'Was diffisult to get trairices ifito that éffort. Agam all

data have.not been analyzed, but it may be that trainees

find it hard to negotiate a more complex actlv\tty such as on-
the-job training or that employers prefer to get trainees

‘from agencies with which they are familiar. What does seem

clear, in any case, is that vouchers-are not going to revolu-
tionize the work-trammg effort. There are marked llmltsto
what the delivery system can do to afféct the characteristics
of trainees. Alteratlons in the job market situation need to

men to ther having specmal barnen so work force patticipation such as mel‘}gcom and alcohot-
.

. sm (1970, p 9% R N \/’

be explored ~— ve !
i < a
‘wnv.n.a cach ofthe 5k sates were asked 1o complete the work or the

way they though the average woman (or man, depending upon which sex was more nUmEnIU ) 4n

thewr program would do so The rpmgs of of these projected values were then cwud withthe ac-
tusd rmnp .wen by the WIN pnmcipmu
‘ln(m'ﬁmon gained from convenstions with Ann Richardeon, October 1976 \
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~ welfare payments, or, on the other hand, they had to obey There
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.+ 5 ALTERING'WORK INCENTIVES
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Doubt may still linger (in spite of reseaych indicating that® poor attitudes and qualifications of WIN workers. Another _
welfare recipients have high work ethics and do work and " quarter cited problems in understanding the WIN tax credit -
participate in WIN) as to whether large numbers of recip- “arrangement.  Almost half gave no reason for not hiring -
ients, would work on a regular basis if favorable oppor- more WIN graduates (p. 14). Thus, only about one-quarter

.tunities were presented. These opportunities can be of the employers were really dissatisfied with the WIN -’
thought of in several ways. Companies might become more  workers as such.' The study did not go into detail about the
interested in hiring welfare recipients if they received tax conditions of employment among the dissatisfied
rebates for doing so. ‘Welfare recipients might become employers—whether, for example, the working conditions
-more interested in wotkin the one hand, they were  weré very poor or-whether the demands of the job were very
allowed to keep mor. eir earnings in conjmtm . - .

‘was considerable turnover among WIN workers.

stiffer work requirements before receiving benefits. Four months after job entry, more than haif of them had left

Both these approaches tend td, assume no basic changes (p. 16). [Of those who left, haif had quit, almost one-third
'in the job market system. The jobs algrﬁble would be those had been laid off, and the-others had been fired (p. 17).
iha were usually available. A more fundamenmtal and The reasons underlying ‘these results—e.g., why workers

.direct approach would be to change the. basis of competi- had quit—were not explored. The average wage being paid
tion in the job farket by creating new jobs for weifare per- a WIN worker was in the v“lcjnit§v of $2.65 per hour (p. B-8),
sons. There are studies that explore each of these not a very high figure. No systematic comparative data on
possibilites and reveal thg responses of employers and other workers in these kinds of jobs were reported. - It is not
welfare recipients under differing incentives, . unTikeI'y,‘hbwevqr, that the experience of WIN graduates
. ' * paraliels ¢hat of other.workers. - i

The low use of the WIN.tax credit apparently can be at-
: . L. s . tributed more to organizational matters withinkghi, hiring
Tax Credl’, Earmng Exemptlon, firm than to the characteristics of WIN workers “#s.such.

\

welfare recipient (and the study shows that such’a risk is

- and Work Requirement’s More specifically, those persons taking the risk.of hifing a

- " . perceived by the employing person) are not the ones who
In 1972, employers becaihe eligible for a tax crédit of up receive the benefit if the worker is, in fact, suitable. Thus, ’
to 20 percent of the first year's wages paid an employee the personnel manager can be blamed by the other .
from the WIN Program. Pollock and Grams (1976) have managers for supplying them with incompetent help, but if
presented preliminary findings from an employer survey the help is competent, the personnel manager does not
aimed at elucidating the experiences of WIN employers  directly besiefit from the tax credit (Manzara, 1976, p. 54).
and why the tax credit was not being widely used. Omly It is clear, in any case, that the tax credit arrangement
about 16 pegeent of all WIN hires were under the tax credit  dogs not provide an answer to the question of whether WIN
arrangement (p. 1). . - «persons will go into decent jobs if the opportunity is pro-
More than 500 employers of WIN persons who ‘haid ~ vided. The jobs made available under that arrangement do
claimed the tax credit, along with more than 400 who hdd not seem plentiful, and many-of them do not seem to-be par-
not used the'credit, were interviewed by telephone (p.ix). ticularly attractive in terms of wages and perntanency.
In a followup interview a few months later, 182 employers = In respect to the second approach, increasing ineentives
of WIN persons were asked for reasons why they would not  for welfare recipients to work, it is appropriate to review -

hire more of these persons, Almost one-quarter-cited the briefly the impact of tHe 30 and one-third” provigion. This .

-~ <
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amendment to the gocial Security Act went into effect in.
tHE middle of 1969 and.provided that the first $30 of
. monthly earnings of welfare recipients, a8 well as one-third
. of their additioral carnings, would be disregarded in deter-
, mining their welfare benefits.” ‘Welfare recipients could
+ "thus increase their income by ‘working, whereas prior to
that time their welfare grant was lowered a dollar for every

dollar they earned. - oo
. National Analysts (1972) was commissioned by the
‘Department of Health, Education, ‘and Welfare (HEW) to
tarry odt a nationwide longitudinal study of the impact of
this provision. Two sets of interviews were carried out in

than 4,000/ welfare recipients, mostly women, as done

* about 6 months after the provision went into effect (. 6).
- ~The second set of interviews took prace-about 1 1/2 years
later, with almost 70 percent of the same persons reinter-
tviewed. - & ’ PR
One striking finding of the stady was that, at the time of
reinterview, only about one-third of the weifare recipients
Were aware of the 30 and dne-third" provisign (p. 25). But
- Whether aware or not, the work activities 8F the recipients,

vening period (pp. 20-24). There are the usual tdveats that
must be entered with respect to large-scale surveys—e g.,
whiether respondents were being honest in glrrV responses
foc one reason or another. One might also ¥ault the study

effect. Vernon Smith (1974) makes this point in introduc-
ing his own study of the impact of the new provisions in two
counties)in Michigaq (p. 51). The critique becorhes less '

. persuasive if one can acceptat face value the finding that

" the great majority of recipients were not aware of the provi-
——$ion anyway. But perhaps the strongest support for'the “no

effect” findings comes from the national figures on welfare
retipient employment excerpted by Smith. These HEW
ﬁgures indicate thi, between December 196%.and January
1971 (before and after the earnings exemption provisions),
the percentage of welfare mothers engaged in full - 8r part-

time employment went from 16.6 to"17.1 percent (p. 17).

There was essentially no change in work force activity on

the national level.

The previohsly mentioned Wigtman (1976) study found
no signifitant increase in employment of welfare mothers
resulting from the introduction of the “30 afid quié-third™
prgvision in Alameda County, Calif. (p. 446_AViseman
» coiild measure this effect because his data were drawn from

a random sample of recipients before and after introduction

of the pro@isi&m. He did find, however,that this.provision

ignificantly increased length of stay on welfare. Hence,
the provision, while probably incfeasing the standard of liv -
ing of recifflents who could keep 3 greatér. proportion of

.‘.,\"”*th‘eir_earnings, increased welfare costs (p. 52).

« /. Thiss not to say that there was go change anywhere in
the United States as a result of t ings exemption.
Smith’s o udy indicates a small but significant increase
in employment among-#elfare mothers in the two countics
in Michigan—from about 10to 14 percent following imple-
mentation of the earnings éxemption (p. 36). WW
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. 12 cities across the country. The first set inclyded more ~ 'C%Y Small—effect under certain conditions. (Gary Appef,

especially the women, had not increased dyring the inter- .

for waiting 6 months after the new provision went into °

. \ -
i Lo A v )
arrive -t this conclusion by directly intérviewing respon-
dents at two points in tife. Instead; he used wellare case
récords to trace the employment Activities of mmhq{s over
time. (The two counties were selected because such infor-

mation was readily, avaitable to the researcher,) .

Smith alsb&';,:oduced.contro_ls for other variables that
might have aff®ted the work'response of we|fare methers, <.
such as participation in WIN (pp. 132f.). While this-ap- .
.proach may Aot be as satisfactory as askinwson‘s whether |
theghare working because of the earnings exemption, it does
suggest that the exemption can have a positive—although

Ps *»

o

1972, conducted anqther study of 13 sites in Michigan, but
was limited to the use of three séparate samples of welfare
mot three times, rather than folowing the same in-
div ver time. “He also coricludes that the earnings

exeifiption+has an incentive, effect.) N

- \ -
* One of the importaat additional points Smith. makes i .
“that the earning exemption, raises welfare costs. Becduse -
persons do not have all theit earnings deducted from their '
welfare grant, they can stay on weélfare with a much higher
income than they could earlier. (Besides tha“30 and one-; ' *
third™ provision, there is also a work expenses disregard.)
Smith estimated that the exemption provision led the State
of Michigan to pay over $6 milliont in-additional welfare
costs during the first year of implementation (p. iv). The . .
cost of putting welfare recipients to work'ti greater than the
costs of outright welfare payments. : )
One other inceiitive that mig

ight iricrease work acitivity of
clfare recipients is the “‘work test,” which involves requir- ~

'&fmemployed pérsons-receiving welfare or food stanips
to register with the empi nt service and look for work:
A study carried out by Evdng, Freidman, and #{ausman .
(1976) looked explicity at recipients in five cities wherethe -
work test was being enforced with different degrees of
stringency but where the labor; market conditions were
similar (p. 7). Over 1,600 persons receiving welfar¢'or food™
stamps were interviewed. & - A

Pressure was exerted throigh the®: ployment service to
question persons about their job (p. 3). As the
researchers noted, however, it ‘was not possible to deter-
mine how these persons actually behavégd in job-integviews,
and efforts to pressure them dig not seem-to have a marked '
effect in getting thém back to work (pp. 5-6). The dhithors
indicated that additional ways of enforcing the work test -
would involve considerable costs, such as the expense of
providing a public employment program to which these _
persons could be referred (p. 6). The fact that this or some
other kind of stricter work test was not included in the study
limits the conclusions that can be drawn about the potential
effectiveness of a work test. '

The kinds of work incéntive éfforts discussed-thus far do
not provide a clear picture about the willingness of welfare™ -,
recipients to make a prolonged work effort when favosable
job conditions are offered. Essentially, the efforts take the
current job market for granted. What woyld happen if con-
siderably more favorable conditions were provided in that .
market? Such conditions did occur when public service
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" jobs wcre ‘made avaiiable to welfare recipients. What were -
the results? R

-

"When J obs.Are Provrded

Decrsron Makmg lnformatton (1975) wés re'sponsxble for
evaluatmg the Welfare Demonstration Project (WDP);
‘authorized by the Emergency Emplgyment Act of 1971, at

12 sites in 4 States. Among the major aims of the evalua-’
“Nan was to'determine whether welfare recipients could per- -

.form adequately in these supported jobs over a period of
tige and use thieir experience to obtain unsubsjdized jo
By condﬁctmg threg waves of intetviews with about 1, a
- WDP partlhpanti,' ‘the evaluators also hoped to' determine
" Whether these trained in WIN dig ggiter than other welfare
recipients in moving to unsubsidized jobs. Another objec-
" tive wasto: -determine ‘whether supportivé services made-a
difference (p. 23), but this effort had to be abandoned
because of inability to control provision of “services or
training by the employing . organizatrons running the
demonstration at the differenit sites (pp. 26ff)

The demonstration project ran from 1972 to 1974, wrth
over 7,000 participants holding more than 5,000 jobs cre-
ated in public agencies and privaté nonprofit organizations

“(p.-1): The average Stayon a subsidized job was |5 months . _
(5. 87). The Jobs\vere mainly in the personal sérvice and

~clerical areas, and many were regarded ‘as paraprofes-
sional—e.g., teacher aides (p- 70). They were. meaningful
“jobs, often  involving union affiliation. The workéks
receiyed paychecfts from the agencies, not from the'welfare

‘ woffice as in the case of werk-for-relief- -programs. Ninety
percent of the participants reported an’increase in feelings

* of conﬁdence abgut obtaining and holding permanent jjobs °

(p 88). .

* Eighty, pe,rcent of the 150 work supervisors in thm!ample
rated WDP wgrkers at least as efﬁqrent and wrllmg to learn
as their regu é‘mployers (p- 87) and on} 20 percent
dropped out of their subsidized jo#-before the spgcified

- time (p. 5)., This result replicates the mich earlrer finding
& + of Roessnor (1971, p-~114) that emplayers of WIN gra
!ii- ates found them as effective as their other employees

. There was an-‘overflow of carfdidatesfé¥the WDP Jobs

In the major citiés, twice as many candidates were screened

_ as-selected (p..64). How manggmore welfare recipiénts
.~ woukd Rave beerfinterested in ‘work if the recruitment ha

( , beén-more intensive i$ not known.’ It.is clear hawe ver, tlhat

tantial numbers o lfare recipients were ready #nd

wjlling to work at decent The willingness of so many

o+

to retpondm de lt 1mpossrble to test the difference in per-.

' for
andt

ce befween persons who were mandatory referrals
those who were voluntary As in the case of much WIN

experience, there were so many vdlunteers that mandatory-

referral was not used at any of the sites. -

A somewhat different story is revealed with respect to
t‘mtramition of WDP workers to unsubsidized jobs. At the
- tine of wave 111 vtterwews in 1974, only about half of thdse

. l, .
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whio had left WDP were employed. Of those unemployed,
half were looking for work. The others had droppé'd out of

. the labor force. Thus, with the end of the subsidy, there

were substantial numbers who could ot or did not obtain . -
jobs in the\gular work force {p. 6). These ﬁgures may,
have become worse later-on. as the 20 percent of the sam-
ple still in WDP jobs were forced.out. (That is, extensive
stay in WDP may have been the result of the welfare’
recipients’ finding that there were no egulvalent jobs in the

- regular job,market.)

.The researchers attempted to® compare the earnings of .
the WDP graduates with those in comparison gfoups. Such’
comparison ‘was attempted at only 4 of the 12 snes,,anﬂ
even thase were plagued with difficulties (app €).' The
reseafh effort suffered from the vagarles and demands of a
program whose overriding aim was to have operat iontal im-
pact. WDP graduates who were working optained a marked
ris#h wages (p. C-47), but so did the comparison groups, .
yielding no significant differences. ,When earrtings for the 9
months prior to WDP were*compared with those for the 8
months after leaving WDP, a wide swing in earnings was

“observed for both thewWDP participants and the om- .

parison groups (p. C-49). Some workers tripled their in; -
comes. This finding supports the Levy (1976) study of
5,000 low-mcome families, which indicated a substantial .
movement of persons in and out of poverty over any given
year because of markedihanges in"earnings of the head of
hqusehold. -

While the .WDP expenence did not appear to lead
welfare recipients into new and bester jobs in the regular
work force, the crucial pomt to recalﬁs that the subsidized
employment was successful. Welfare recipients 'did-
satlsfactory work in meaningful jobs on a continuing basis.

A final point on WDP relates to its<cost.. A rough esti-
matg of the first year’s cost (not mcludmg wages paid -
betause they presumably wete in exchatige for productive
work) was $15 million (p. 76.) This sum included supple-
mentary welfare benefits, administrative costs, and, extra
costs of employing agencies. In contrast, the cost of keep-
ing these sa abgre people on straight welfare was roughly esti-
mated at about 98 0.million (p. 77). Hence even allowing
for decrcased. costs -in ensuing years, one must c'onch;

- “that subsrdued.employmeht still is likely to be more expe

sive than straighw-welfare, How much members of the
denor and constrtuenby systems are- willing to pay to put

clfafe recrprents t6 work remains to be seen even though,
in responsé to a survery question, 80 percent of dsample of
the American publ i§ pxpressed willingness to pay more in

order to put welfare persons to work-(,Watts and F'ree 1973,

p. 175).

. Anothkr major attempt at pubiide efiployment took place:

in Neyw#ork City, which has the largest concentration of
welfa§crpxents in the countey. The. first part of this at-
tgmpt B¥dn in 1971 with the introduction, on the bagis of

_statewrde_legrslatron of a mandatory public works program

(PWP) for- employable home Ye‘hef recipignts (those wha

At two of the four sites, those not ucepted 0o - WDrwm uned 88 COmMParison groups, in-
Troducing bims int mparison At the oth¥r two sites there waPan attempt to mitch partici-
pants with nonpagt m!nu on seven vanibles Srud{ numbers of cases (under S0 at 3sites) and the

*necesnty to relu the matching procedm cast bmﬁ&@u on the figdings (p C- )M)
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" receive locak relief funds and are not eligible-forFederal -

programs such as AFDC). This was essentially a. work-for-
-relief effort in which a recipient worked off the®smount of

" money received from the welfare departmenf. There were

severe limitations to the effort, including the difficulty of
- trying to admihister a meaningful work effort for a person
required to work only | or 2 days a week. In 1973,'New

" York City had gained permission and implemented_a

muoh more ambitious experifnent in public employmeht fot
- home relief recipients called the Work Relief Employment
Project (WREP).

Lieberman Research lnc (l975) was employed by the

=

New York State Department of Social Services to evaluate

the effort. ‘The aim of the evaluation was to determine
whether WREP lowered the welfare caselpad, whether the
" welfaré recnplents could function adequately in subsidized
~jobs, ‘and~whether they were able to obtain training and
skills that enabled them to move to nonsulzsrdged jobs (p.

12). The Lieberman .group carried out about 3,400 per-
sonal interviews with WREP participants af different stages
of theft careers. Interviews also were conducted with 300
former participants in PWP and almost 100 jobsite WREP
supervisors. An additional 380 .supervisors provided
evaluations of individual WREP workers included in the.
sample (p. 16).

In the first year of operation, abouil 8,000 referra.ls were
made to WREP, from a pool of almost 25,000 persons who

“rather than a check from.the welfare office (p. 103).

h -

PWP workers, and 22 percent had no‘opinion (p. 82).2
The evidence is that WREP workegs performed well.

They reported strong satisfaction with WREP and with the v, -

way they\ were treated in their jobs (p. 84ff). They
especially liked receiving a paycheck from the city agency
The
data suggest that the inability of farge numbers of WREP
warkers to move into unsubidized jobs had much more to
do with the nature of the job markét than with their ability
and willingmress to work. ¢

It must be recognized that those assigned to WRE{were
the most employable of the home relief recipients. A Puer-
to Rican with poor Enghsh for example, was ynlikely to be
placed in WREP (p.’ 89)." Nevertheless, substantjal num-
bers of welfare recipients were ready to take decent
wlien they became available. This is the same concl
reached with respect to.the nationwide WDP effort aL
publlc empjpyment for’ welfare_recipients.

Another similarity with the WDP findings is the cost.” It
s more expensive to provnde subsidized jobs than to pay for
‘outright welfare. After making a number of a?sﬁ?r#u'ms
and cohsrdermg disgrepancies between' their survey data
‘and figures proyided by New York City, the researchers:
came up with an estimate of 19 to 33 percent greater ‘cost
for WREP than for outright welfare (p. 172). -

Looking at the overall picture, the researchers estinated
that a year’s-operation of WREP cost about $30 million,

were deemed employable (p. 72). Over 14, 000 job assign- “These costs included the welfare payments that still went to

-ments were made. Because some persons moved off WREP
jobs durmg the year, approxlmately 10,000 were employed
at’any one time (p. 73). Welfare recipients were placed in
jobs (at 1 of 10 city agenmes) with Very httle delay.

participants (p. 172), since the wages paid (for mostly part-
time work) were not enough to remove persons from - .
Welfare. ‘And in general, there *was little evidence that
WREP markedly lowered welfare rolls (75 percent of par-

- ticipants were still in WREP at the st interview) (p. 142).

¢ Atthe end of 9 months, about three-quarters of the initial
WREP entrants were still there, both city records and the
" Lieberman sample showed (pp. 127ff.). (Unfottunately, ‘the -
evﬂuatrom&self lasted only 9 months.) Of those who W
left WREP, only one-quarter, or 6.5 percent of the original
number of entrants, had .achieved unsubsidized employ-
_ment (p. 141). Hence WREP did not provide a m
“avenue to" unsubsidized employment. On the other ha%'d-
three-quartersf of the WREP employees were able tohold a
job {halftime or more) far at least 9"
WREP workers generally performiig below standard and
being kept. on only through the tolerance of their super-
visors and becaus@their efforts were sul')sldnzed ? Were-sa
fewtermmees getting unsubsldnzed Jobgbecause they were,
in fact, mcompetent ?

Interviews with job supemsors showed that. WREP ’

workers were judged to be as productive as regular workers
(P 81). Supervisors mdn:ated moreover, that WREP
'workers were above -average in wrllmgness to learn and'get
along with coworkers (p. 82). $here was .no reasen *why

" supervisors should kave biased their responses td” these

questions. They were willing efough to complain about-

their ejrliet PWP workers Of those who had supewrsed—qb

workers under both programs, 71 percent prefeired the
rﬂults from WREP workers, whlle only 7 percent preferred

.

months. Were the

6 .~

The benefits,\viewed as the productive work done and
measured by the wages®aid to the WREP workers, were
about .$23 n@llioi® Hencé the additional cost of putting
welfare recipients to wark was about $7 million a year (p.
196). :

It is to be noted that a pomon of the extra cost. went o
improve the living conditions of ' WREP participants. That
is, with the “30 and one-third” provmon in effect, WREP
participants were gaining somé benefit from their earnings
while still'drawing welfare. (The extra cost mcurred as a
fesult of the ““30 and one-third” provision yas noted-earlier
in Vernon Smith’s 1974 study in Mlchrgan )

It is significant to note further that WREP was estimated
to be about | 1/ 2 to*2 times as efficient a5 the work-for-
relief program, PWP (p. 198). For every doltar spent ‘on
PWP there was oply about half as much’ r&urn in useful
work as there was from WREP.

The positive findings 'regardmg work activity of welfare
recipients may seem at first glance to be challenged by
another New York State study examining rk ac-
tivities of pyblic assistance (mostly home relief) recipients.
The study, carned out by Bedrosian and Dnamond (1974)4

"Dunng interviews with supposed PWP p-mc:pnu the evuluorrbmd that 22 percent had
never actually worked at a PWP;ob ﬂm Mppened in &Iy 2 percet of the WREP, ndmmu
(p 80)
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‘their work experiences. With about 50-percent

L3
) K

examined the experiences of welfare recipients who ob-
tained jobs in the private sector through referrals from the
employment service under they New York State law requir:
ing employables to work (p.1). The sample was taken from
the records of all New York State employment service
offices. A mail quesi®nnaire was sent out inquiring about
return,
thegg were about 1,000 respondfnts (p. 24). -

A comparison group also was selected. It wammade up bf
persons who also obtained jobs through the employment
service and” whose characteristics were most like those of
welfale recxpte;lts With about 60-percent response, there

wite also about | ,000 respondents. The employers of all

these workers were contacted for their ratings of satisfac-
tion; over 70- -percent response was obtained (p. 24).

A striking finding was that only about one-quarter of the
welfare rec|p|ents placed stayed on the job 29 or gore
weeks (as compared with three-quarters for WR&O
Among the comparison group, one-third stayed that long,
Of those welfare recipients who left their japs, almost
three-quarters would not be rehired, according to the

pyers’ comments (p 37). Nor would employers renise
two-thirds of the comparison group who left their jobs (p.
37). About one-quarter of both groups of workers were dis-
charged because they could not or would not do the job. In
order to place these résults in context, one has to consider
the nature of the jobs obtained and the dlfferences between
the welfare and comparison groups. =

©A signjficant characteristic of the jobs was the salary
pald The average begmnmg wage for welfare recipients

,was $2,39 per hour; for the comparison group, it was $2.6 n;*

per hour (p,’32). The average, wage for both WREP a
the WDP effort in New York City was in the vicinity of $3
per hour (Decision Making Information, p 93; Lieberman
Research, pp. 190-92)..It is apparent that he kinds of jobs
welfare recnptents were assigned to in the private sector
were low paid and uriskitled . Only 16 percent.feceived $3
or more per hour. Among the - nonwelfare comparison
group, 28 percent received that'safary. oot

If the welfare recipients employed in the public sector,
receiving much higher wages, could not make ends meet

“withoat also receiving welfare, it M\ likely that welfare needs to be made here.

_and family responsibilities. . ]
An lmportant methodologlcal and substantive “point

- A
. ' < ¥
' ’

-
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- group was ﬁibstantially better off than the welfare group; as

were the comparison groups of Miller and Ferman, Feld-
man, and Klausner. Ariiong the' nonwelfare group, 58 per-
cent had 12 or more years of edupatlon compared with
34 percent for the welfare group (p. 27). In addition, all the
welfa cipients had family incomes in the poverty area,
whefeas only 30 percent of the comparison group did (p.
8). The better showing of the comparison group in the
work world can probably be agtributed in major part to their
better educational and financial standing.

The educational achievements of the welfar, cipiehts
placed in private sector jobs and those in WREP were just
about, the same—36 percent were high school graduates
(Lleberman Research, p. 88). This suggests that the
différence in results cannot be attributed to dtfferences in
personal characteristics. The Bedrosian and Diamond find-
ings, when placed in the context of the other studies.on
public employment, seem to indicate that the private sector
(at least ih the New York area) does not offer jobs that pay
eno, or have desirable enough conditions to keep
welfare recipients (and other heads of households)

employed on a‘regulat basis. When higher paying jobs with °

better conditions are avaftable, then a number of welfare

recipients are able to fill them satisfactorily.
~n

. »
- Given the success of WREP at putting: people in-

meaningful jobs, it" is ironic that the program has been
phased out. The phaseout started in 1975, when New York
city was undergoing considerable financial strain and regu-
lar civil servants were being let go (Cueron, 1976). ‘The
conclusion to be drawn again ‘L’that the task of changmg
welfare to workfare resides, not in the willingness of many
welfare recipients to work, but in thé lack of jobs that
would py them enough to support their families and in the
unwillingness of legislative badies (and their cgnstituen-
cies) to prdvnde the fynds for additionat decen(o jobs. All
this is not to ignore the fact that substantial numbers of
weffare recipients are unémployable under anythingresem-
bling current conditions because of such matters as illness

As useful as the two evaluation

recrplents in the much lower paid private sector jobs weré* studies of public service employment have beén, they have
gammg llttl%fiom their effort. When those who quit jobs™ failed to broach certain crucial issues.- Nowhere is there

.before 14 weekKs are compared with, those who stayed on,
there is a consistent trend. The former had the lower paid

bs, received less or no training, and worked in conditions g relattogls with thelr families.

" %Mhe employees described as “just

;" “not very .perience Qf re

mention of the psychological impact of employment in de-

centgobs upon the weltare recipients’ sense of confidence’

Does the. posltlve ex-
r employment strengthen family ties?

good,” or “poor” (pp. 40-41). This contrasts sharply with Does failure at “these jobs, or the loss of jobs as public
the WREP workers’ positive responses to their job condi- employment, programs are dlsbanded increase recipients’

s and coworkers (Lieberman Research, pp. §4ff.). .
¢ nonwel fare group paralleled the welfare group in ail

respects except that they wére recervmg.somewlﬂat higher

wages, exhibited less attrition, and’had better working con-
ditions' (pp. 40-41). Was this rbecause they were more
“motivated”? The researchers deyeloped no attitudinal

,scales What is evident, however, is that. the companson Program. - .

-y~

[Kc .

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

- feelings of dependency and lessen their willingness to try

again-to rise in the work force? Programs and research
studles that tend to conceive of the welfare recipient as an
““object” may be crucially incomplete. The next chapter
seeks to bring together what is known about the family and
personal situation of welfare recipients in the WIN

+r
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- 6 FAMILY STRUCTURE AND PERSONAL 7
. MOTIVA’IZION o , {
S . : . I
. . : B { : = RN ' ‘
¥ + Résearch findings have shown that the movemeﬁ of The greater these. earnings, the more likely was marital ‘

mothers ofito welfare gnd ‘into_ poverty is related to-Weir separation (p. 39). This finding is consistent with Feld- c
having few skills and large families and not Baving hus- man's (1972) finding (discussed in ch..2) that marital ten- - ‘
bands who wort® Copmg with the wfare issue can in- sions wers higher in familiés where the wife worked. It was

ojve, not gnly work training for ‘welffse mothers, but not clear from the Feldman study Sawhill and .
keeping lowsincomie families mtact and limitifg the number. others anglysis whether the earnings of the mothers L
of children they have. . threatened tie fathers’ status and encouraged marital

4

¥
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Famlly Separatloj B 'J"*.

This monogr does not deal" with famﬂy siae, but does
considerthe relevant issue of why lowsncome mén stay
with  or desert their families. Knowledge in this area is
scarc€. Some ¢evidence is provided by Isabel Sawhill and
others (1975), who have tdk advantage of two sets of
1l.ongntudmal a to look at_ r:;sons for family separation,
One set comes from the S-year followup.of 5,000 low-m-
come families by the University of Michigan. The other i is
from the 3-year study of the impact of the guaranteed i in-
come experiment in New Jersey and Pennsylvania. The
basic approach taken by Sawhill and others was to consider
as the dependent variable the probabilit a family that
was intact at the time of the first interviﬁarated during

iof®

the rest of the period under considerat
o Ak
Information on almost 2,000 families whose heads were
less than 54 years old was drawn from the Michigan data

and included in the analysis. About 8 pefcent of these™
families separated during the 4 years follomg the first in-.

terview (p. 39). Separation increased as the head of the
family was ypunger and the length of the marriage was

.shorter (p 39). . More significantly, separation was
positively associated with a sériols bbut of unemployment ,
for the husband a sharp drop iff family income (pp.

39ff.). Among the poorest families, separation-also was sig-
nificantly associated with fow overall éarnings of the hus-
band (p. 41). . v

~ zAnother ngmﬁcant variable was the wives’ cacnings.

- -

-

" solution or whether women who were already dissat

- stantiate the results. In any case, blacks do not seem to

29

ed
with their marriage t t9 work-in order to get away
from the thouse and eventually separated from thejr hus-
bands.

In depth interviews with workmg couples are needed to -
elucid is matter. Such interviews also might reveal )
other rtant factors affecting marital stability. The L.

variables just mentioned account for only 6 percent of the
variance in -marjtal separation scores. The results do
demonstrate, however, thas the employment of husbands
and wives does sngn;ﬁcantly affect the mamage relation- ‘
- shi

lguncan and Morgan (1975) have done a leparate
analysis of marital stability among black families, using the
Mchigan dita.. They are able to account for 28 percent of
the variance in stability with the major predictors being
family income, age of the man, and (negatively) family size
{(p. 166). The number of fragmented black families is small,”
qnly 49 out of 575, s0 that further study is needed to sub-

.

0]

differ markedly from whites with respeqt to factors affect-
ing family stability. & -
While the Michigan data are frOm pcrsons living under

“ordinary” conditions, including the 10rdmary welfare ar-

‘fangemients, the New Jemy-Penmylvmm data come from e
persons in “experimental” circymstanceg, Over a 3-.year
period, about 700 initially intact families in the experimen
tal group ‘were guaranteed payments if their family income
fell below a certain level. The guarantee was varied (or
taxed) in such manner that they received the maximum
amount if they had no income at all and then lesser amounts .
as they earned more up to a gertain limit. A <comparison
gropp_ﬂof about 700 families, similar to the ex-

30. ,.'4 .
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-(p 68).

. intact families

_ cluded administrative arrangements for welfare,

. »
.- .-
-

perimental group but not recei\'ing'the—'g'ﬁén(ee, also was
established.  Sawhil d others again ran regression
analyses that identifiéd the variables related to famlly
separation. Analyses were run for the entire set of families-
and.for subgroups, mcludmg different racial groups. 1The -
separation rate was higher than for the Michigan families,
running about 4 percent per year. Again, the regresslon*

around 10 percent—ofthe variance in mantal -separations
The earnings of the husband showed a mn.r{ed
effect in increasing marital stability. The welfare and ex-
perimental payments contributed to the marital stabifity of

-black and Spanish-speaking, But hot white, families (pp. 68,
71). These findings hint again at the lurlfage between -

employmeént and marital stability for low-incomé families,
There was no independent and negative effect from wives’
earnings. But then families with working wives were
markedly undecrepresented because of the way the sgm‘le
was chosen °

The ﬁndmgs based on the Michigan data show that
mothers receiving AFDC were much less1ikely to remarry
than were those notonwelfare (pp. 85, 90). Again, because

of the limitations of the data, it was not possible to obtain ,

an explanation for that result. It may be that the women
preferred not to marry or that marriage would cahcel their
welfare'payments and reduce the income they might have in

"an intact family. What is ‘suggested, in" any case, is that

welfare policy is inhibiting the tormationy(eformation of,
Another exammatlon of family separation was cargied
out by Wiseman (1976), using longitudinal data gatherad-in.
Alameda County, Cahf on welfare recipiehts+ This study
was mentioned in chapter 3 in connection with elucidating
the factors affeciing the employment of WIN persons.
Wiseman,also censidered factors affecting family fragmen-

.tation, This fragmentation was the dependent variable in a

multivariate analysis where the independent variables in-
labor
market conditions. and demographlc char,actensucs ot
recipients .
" Wiseman found that a ‘s;gmﬁcaht so;ntce of marital
stability was the availability of other income to the family
(pp. 64-65). Also, stability was enhanced as the age of the
man and the length of the marriage in reased. These find-
ings parallel thos¢ by Sawhill ahd others (1975). .
One striking sidelight of the Wisema
of separation in AFDC-U, families. Six
families sqggrated during each 3-month pér\yd (p. 62). This
high rate’ suggests t%( the AFDC-U program doe not .
fulfill one of its major alms which is to help kcep welfare
families intact. (Welfare men los€all | benefjts if they work
miore than [00 hours per month. On the other hand, if they
desert their families, their wives! continue to regeive
benefits'and ®n work as much as they like. Under those
condjtions, many welfare fathers apparently prefer deser-
tion.) It still remains to develop welfare policy that en-
courages families to stay together.
While these statistical studies suggest an |mportant rela-
onship between employment and income on one hand and

matital stabiliiy on the other, they do not'
formér affect the latter. Jt may bé that lack 6f ¢mployment
and income are¢ only-<injermediary variables that lead to a

léssenmg of the father's feelings of confidence” and

w how the .

.
N

authority wn;hm the fampily, Wthh m'iutn, leads to his

desertion. The importance of knowing’whether that is the
case is that factors other than unempToyment undermine a

.analysns for these families acgounted for only asmall part=— _father sconﬁdence Direct measurement of such variables

-as confidence and authoﬁty’ mlgh!’unprove the amount of .

vanance explainéd in marital separation scores. In order
td” establish the possible significance of sthese and other °
variables, .indepth studles' of family relauonshxps are
needed. , - -

. 7

Samuel Klausner has been carrymg out a study df the :

stability of low-"to moderate- income families in Camden,
N.J.. based on personal interviews. Unfortynately, findings
are not yet available. One of his coworkers,
Crawford (1976}, has submitted a report,

proximately 700 Camden fathers. .

The firef's interviewed were between the ages of 18 and.
40 in 1973, when the first set of interviews was started (p.
68). They were selected on the basis of their annual earned
income beang no larger than $10,000.and their total family

income no larger than $15 ,000 (p, 68). “The fathers were .

asked a series of questians about their own childhood and
upbrmgmg, including the roles played by,thenr!nothcrs and
fathers. Thus they were asked about the ihtactness of their
famllles at different points in their chifdhood; the kinds of
fmily responsibilities taken by .mothers or fathers—e.g.,
who administered pumshmtnt or supemsed thelr ,ac-
tivities—and employment patterns .of thelr mothers and
fathers (pp. 76ff.). " - * ¥ -

Crawford recognized the limitations of retrospecnve
reports (p. 67), but he was able ta demonstrate adequate
reliability for certain responses such a8 tirhe of faniily
s¢paration By comparing initial 1973 responses with
responses to th e questions during r¥interviews in 1974
. (pp. 84ff.). The general strategy of analysis was to com- _
pare respons€s given by men who came from, intgct as .
against ‘broken families. ~f

Among the findings was that the sons-of workmg-mothers
- in intact black families were mare, likely to graduate,from
high school than were the sons of nonwokmg mothers (p.

. »168). In broken families, the employment or fonemploy- .

‘ment of the mpther was not related to the son’s graduation
(p. 168). No additional data were providedto help mterpret
these findings further. They-are, in any case, consistefjt with |
the earlier finding of Feldman (}972) that mothers did not
harm their children’s development by working. )

Another finding of importance was that, when the father

was-working more regularly than the mother, the family was

. more likely to stay intact than when the mother was work-
ing more regularly (p. 123). This held for white as well as
black families, lndléatlng again that the employment pat-
terns of mothers, and fathers have some bearing on family
stability. But also again, this variable accounted for only
about 6 percent of the variance in marifal stability (p. 123).
(Crawford did not carry out a mulu ariate hnaiym of

Albert -
howe\ﬁer which ..
considers the refrospective family experiences of theeap- >

'
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rital ‘stability, for some uncxplamed reawn But he did-
nt simple tofrelations between independent variables -
d'the dependent one of mamal stability.) Hence there is

il'r

_“much soom for further’ mvemgatnon of the psyetrslqgical

factors affecfing marigél stabllrty and upward {nobrhty of
fumly members, . > s e e .
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The l"s'ychogy/of Ris.k Thl(iné

»

+ Eew studres have dealt with the psychology of poor
. people.” Yet Schiller (1974, p. 34) memroned that WIN

staff consistently attributed yuccessdn the p:ogram to ¢lient

“motivation.” Reid (1972, pP-92) pomted oit that decisions -
to refer welfare recipients to’ WIN hmged'oﬂ judgments .

"sbout the “motivation” of the recrprents ~— Studies by

. Thompeon ‘and Mries (1972) and Klamner (1972) were

A

N

~ ~plack fath

L

" work activity or marit

. . Some light is shed on th

toncerntd withl measurmg psychological attitudes pf
welfare persons, but these ‘attributes were not related to
stability” Greater understanding is
needed of why. certain persans have psychologrcal orienta-
tians,that enable them to try hard td keep jobs, get better
jobs, stay married, and fulfill certainsactions (are “moti-
vated™), whereas others do/not try that hatd.

issue by cansidering another
-aspect of Goodylns (197 study of work orientations.
.Data ivere gathéred from 500 intact black families living in
mrddle to lower-middle-class mterracral fieighberhoods
in Baltrmore Tpe grother,, father, and teenage son or
daughter were inteviewed in each family,. along with cor-
fesponding membets of*whitg famrlres1rvmg in the sgme
neighborhoods. A comparison of demographic’ charac-
teristics of the fathers revealed that the black fathers had an

" average of enly 10 years Sf education, as against 13 years

for their white counterparts (p 71). The average annual

family income'for the blacks was about 20 p&rcent less than .

for the whites, whereas the average number -of children was
3.7in the black families and only 3.0 in }he white ones (p.
7]) Moreover, the black mothers ontributed about 30
* percent of the family infbrge, wheteas white mothers con-
tribated 02:1‘3 about .20 percent (p. 71). Here then, are

strongly committed to an intact family, a‘job,

1 [ 3

'mthe v

. ends in umemplo t. Lessening th
quences of failure should make more
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fathers scored enreme'ly high on that measure, significantly -

net only their white neighbors but also fathers
N Program (p. 73). This orientatidn was signifi-
gantly (and negatively).correlated with job earnings among
the black and whlte Baltimore fathers (p. 110). The'more
these “fathers edrned, the greater their confidence. The
ave.'rage value .given this otientation by the black fathers
was so large however .as to indicate that most of them ex- #*
" perienced considerable anxiety about fulﬁllmg goali.! The
fact that these blaclr méh continued to live in the “nter-
racial neighborhcods suggests that they were able to with-
- stand this high level of anxiety. Not all persons may be able”
to do so. Many may cloose not to strive for Certain goalg

. higher

(appearing thereby to be “unmotivhted”) rather than risk".

the threat of failure or failure itself.

If the interpretations offered are valid, then it follows
that the willingness of low-income persons'to take and hold
jobs,*keep their family intact, and advance in social status
depends, not only on their having these matters as impor-

_tant goals and not only on their having ¢ertain skills, but

also upgn their bemg able to tolerate the psychologlcal
threat that accoﬁrpanies efforts that may end in failure.
Whep WIN- staff complain _that.certain trainces-are “un-
motivated,” they may be overlooking_the posslbrhty that
those trainces cannot cope with anot® failure, another
effort at improving their status in the work force that again
negative conse-
r persons willing
to risk new efforts to achieve work,goals. =

There is some empirical evidence dlustratmg the im-

: plication just drawn. It comes ftom the New Jersey guaran-

teed income experiment mentioned earlier in this chapger.
Data showed that the younger, more educated fathers in the_
experrmenta group tended to stay out of the 1abor force

" longer than ‘comparison group fathers but earned more in

better jobs upon their return to work (Watt\19?3 p. 130;
also, Kees and Watts, 1975, p. 7? THis was an unexpected

finding. In the tfeory propounded by the expérimenters =
provision of an income guarantee gould only | work
effort or earnings (Rees and Watts) 1975, pp. 60-7

The empirical finding tan be understood by reference to
the theory just presented. The provision of a guarantee
lowered the risk associated with searching for a better job

and upward social mobrlity, competinig: with whites who are .and possibly failing in that effort. Some of the fathers were

. better educated apd have more *esourcés and fewer

chrld(en to support.

The black families are involved i in us economic and
pnychologlcal risk.: A brief incapacity lon the part of the
father or the working mother might so lower their income as

to force them to move out'of that neighborhood'and into a”

“able to withstand the lessened anxieties and carried for-

*

ward a job search. This resulted in some of them advancirig . -

to better jobs, and possibly increasing the stability of their
marriages. Whether this explantation adequately accounts
for what actually happened cannot be determined because
no data were gathered during the eXperrment on such mat-

lower class situation. It secins reasonabie to speculate that ™ €rs as anxiety experienced in job search. But the expfana-

these black fathers are high risk takers—they are willing to
chance failure’in order to fulfill important goals. It also

tion is certainly plausible.

. Ano!ner paradox resulting fromthe experlment hadte do ’

seems geasonable that they should exhibit high amﬁety ,-with the work effort ‘of black families. Those given the

about their socml-eoOnomre positiop.

Goodwh did not'have a direct measure ofanxrety, but he
* did have one’ related to it called “lack of confidence in
~'0 7 0 succeed: in the work world” (p.'15): The black

EKC - B
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- guarantee tended to slrghtly increase rather than decrease
",
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their ‘work effort (Ree¢ and Watts, 'p‘ 86). This occurred in
the face of a slight decrease in work effort among experi-
mental families asa whole (p. 86). There are serious Jues-
tions about the adequacy of the sample of black families,
but in any case, th;mb;akmg theory and the situation of
" . the Jblack families in Baltimore. Just mentioned - make it
Lausnble to believe that the provigion of an income
, guarantee would spur rather than bllint black- families’
efforts of close the gap in resources between themselves

and compdrable white families. , 4

b 4
1

L ] 4 ¢

[ o . ! ! !
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. This discussion of the psychology of low-income persons
‘it +relation to employment.and marital ‘stability is
necessarily sketchy. There is a lack of adequate reésearch-
and theory’ Needed are closer looks at the reasons why
low-incame men take risks to obtain better jobs'and to
maintain marital. ties. _ This funher knovﬁdge wonld help
inwdesigning welfare and training programs that encourage
fathers to obtain better jops and keep their families intact,
rather than discourage them from these efforts. as under
current arrangement
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J. POLICY ALTERNATIVES- IN ~HI§TORI)CA* L
ERT PERSPECTIVE "~~~ .. = -~
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The task of this chapter is to draw together the varidus tive measure to discourage persons from accepting wilfare,
research findings in order to illuminate current options with but to provide jobs that would-maintain the morale, skills,
respect to welfare and workraining policies. The research and physical n of employable men, President 0
| findings are significant but do not automatically predicate Roosevelt (1935}, in asubsequent message to the Congress,
. policies. The finding that' WIN training helps certain stressed the importance of providing jobs rather than doling’ -
| welfare recipients obtain Detter jobs, for example, do€s not  out relief. E. Wight Bakke (1940) found that self-respect l
. Necesgarily mean th;rWs\ho;ld be continued or ex- was higher among workers who had lost their regular jobs 1

panded. Gther matters need to Be considered, such_as the’ and had public works jobs than among those who wete.

-kind gf commitment that the Federal and local govern- receiving direct gelief onlys. ) Y SR
nty wish to make:towafd helping the poor, Or to putthis:  The’FERA effort had ntmerouys .Iimi'cation,ﬁﬁrdé'{; ;

anothét way, basic value issues are‘involved in policy deci- the fact <hat many_of the jobs were of the diaké-work 5315

sions. . . variety (Brown, p. 157). In order to improve the empidy. . *
- Research cannot determine which values should be ap- ment situation, the Civil Works Administration (CWA) was
. dlied. It can provide a broader perspective-on the issues at « launched, \Ya'ges wefe paid, not according to a welfare _

'stake, including the consequences of choosing one path or * subsistence budget, but according to prevailing community» -
angther. 'This perspective is mglje even sharper as the cur- -rates. CWA supported public projects that had social
" sent situation is placed in its historieal context. The value and were not being performed by other workers
choices faced today in weffare and work trainimg grew out (Kugz. 1939, p. 460). During its b_[i'e_( 4711 2-month, exidt-
‘of the chgites made in the past.. Given an awareness of that _ence, CWA employed 4 millipn persons at a cost
. past and of current research findings, the importance,and * $1 billion (Chiarnow; 1943, §. 2). Its short lifé
consequences of alternative policies become clearer. 6’ from strong congressional oppositien to tii; P A
> ) ~ because of its'costliness and high hourly rate Yt cohtrat,
the cost of FERA was only about '$1 1/2 billidn over a 2- -

. .

year period.

} . -
) LOOklllg Backwar d Yo Only ‘the ektreme exigencies of the depression' made
' - , + passage of jobcreating legislation possible. Even theg,
Up until the Great Depression of the 1930's, obtairiing :2;’; s Brem x’:‘;‘t";‘yiﬁ?;‘g:a‘;'d’“‘ too ok
jobs and providing welfare were the responsibilities of pri- ar i:q)w” " And from lat e1935 ;gkprdg
" vate 'mdivi@ah,' families, and charities. The Federal ‘lx94|‘th‘e nu'mbers n; . : thet \h(’)mkhs tpr .
" Government had little- or nG Tole in those matters. The . ',i"ati WP emp :ze_ ﬁ ror et
. shogk of the depression, with millions of persons losing ;n;:u . onlgs ":))n?ngl frJ inlt'lf m“'"(t):s‘ to 3:‘::“2:: ,
[ their livelihoods, changed all that. In the spring of 1933,. " pp“’:a fpr'o o u)‘; ml;’eﬁh Hez’t‘-’he . ff’;;’n s dn. ‘
Congress passed the Federal Emergency Relief Act tinctly, different from work fi)l: relief The gl:am Wils.
(FERA), recognizing for the first time that unemployment .phascd out in early 1943 as e m . e::’d fter the
-was. a national problem. While the act itself did nqt stress United St yed'w 1d mployment incr aner ’
“ork over direcrefef, Hargy Hopkimst adminjatia. ‘onited States enteredWorld War I1. With the endug of the _

—

. L e . -, unemployment emergency, the Government remo [ "
“;r Of::: amap¥0|medkbyBP(ul ) W‘;?é? m from direct respongi bilitx'fc'yprby'ldinz jobs. ‘}fg
clear the pr or work ( v1%40, p. ; . +At thé termirtation, of World War’ 11, there was e

‘ Th&concept was not to enfmFe _work;for-reiief as abupi- that me.n:nploymen't might rise again.. The Et?ppoyment Ad
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of 1946 allowed the Government o, intervene in the
> cconomy to insure full employment but made no ‘e‘xplrcrt
provision for ‘Federal guarantee of _pobs Prosperity in the
immediate post war years made Federal action’ unnecessary
in any case. : .
V

1

Since the 1960's S

'6

-

LY

Not wntil the late . 1950's did unemployment again
Jbecome a prablem. The actign supported by the Kennedy
admmrstrarion when it came to-power-ir1960-wasto try to
“retrain workers who had Tot their jobs, not to guarangee
jobs, Thos, the Manpower Development and Trammg Act
(MDTA) of 1962 provided Fegderal funds to be used
through the States to help displaced workers obtam new
sktlls

.

» an increasing number of Vietnam veterans looking for
work, that the Federal Government-afhin took the initia-
tive in providing jobs. But it was a small effort. The
Emeggency Employment Act of 1971 authorized a Public
Employment Ptogram (PEP), which was to run for 2 years.
Only about 200,000 jobs- were provided in. each of those
years QJ’S Department of Labor, 1974, p. 153). (T
Welfare Demonstration Project reviewed in ch. 5 was cre-

at Program.)

upen its depression expertence of intervening directly and

efforts in the social welfare area. The Social Security Act
of 1935 provided aid for those who were unemployable. .
Thq major gategories of persons were elderly people who
* could no longer work and famfltes headed by miothers who
had little or no income. Prqvision of ulemployment in-
+ surance also was part of thaf law. .

- L

These, depression-based socral welfare “efforts of the
Federal Government have been* not only maintained but
greatly’ expanded over the years The vast increases in
costs of social security and unemployment insurance have
been well accepted (until very recently) because the
benefits were related to previous work activity (see Good-
win and Tu, 1975). ©n the other hand, there_has been

because that program fs not related to previols work effort.
The past decade has seen an increased effort on the: part of
the Federaf” GOVemment to put welfare recipients to work.
Such an effort had been going on in mapy. States before then.

State'and local areas had continued to take respOnmbtl ity
for indigent persons not covered by AFDC.. These were
both men and women who did not have dependent children
but were névertheless indigent. The Bureau of Family Ser-

/w:ces (1962) surveyed the 27 States conducting work for
:eltef in September— 1961~ Most parttcrpnnts were men;
nltke WPA workers, they recieved a-welfare ¢heck, not a

; AERIC™ ,
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* It was ot until 197}, with 6 percent unemployment and :

massively in the-job market stands in marked contrast toits -

“could be markedly unproved if they were given training and-

_ lifetitne of about -4 years, did not meet expectations. ‘A

by the Sécretary of Labor under the Public Employ- .

The hesitancy of the Federal Government to expand )

It was rec'bgmzed that the characteristiés of {he client

‘ ule V of: the Econdmic Opporturiity A

resistance and hostility o increased costs of-publ ic welfare -

b

Y

paycheck, for their. efforts (p. 8 .“ .the jobs were
unskilled (p. 8), indicating that the program was punitive
rather than really ajmed at helping recipients improve their
chances in the labor force. T examining the effectiveness~-
“of these work-for-telief efforts, the Bureau noted:

—Work relief cannot reduce the publi¢ assistance

" rolls unless t‘hg economy produces additignal -
regular jObS .

=Work-retef efforts requtre considerable addi- -
tional funds because of increased admtnlstratwe
COSts, . Z

—Wortk prdject§ that are useful to the community o
tend to interfere withdhe employment of regular.
workers (p. 15). ’

-

The§e limitations en makiftg work for relief a productive
experience are, understandable. 1In 1962, however, one
could still argue that the job potential of welfare recipients

social services. With that-intent, Congress, later in 1962,
dppropriated $2 million for a- small experunental work-
training effort called th Community atld Work Tramtng
(CWT) Program.- .
Th; CWT Program, implemented in 13 States during its l

message prepared by HEW and transmitted to the Congress
by President Johnson in 1967 reported that most CWT -
efforts_had beén merely superimpesed upontraditienal
work-for-relief prajects with virfudliyno training provided_
(Johnson, 1967, p. 25) Of the more than 100,000 persons’
assigned to training projects, about, 45,000 were subse-
quently employed But most got jobs on their own or were
hired by project sponsors for common labor or menial jobs. .

grdup, including lack of educauon arid physicial and men-
tai handtcaps, as well as racial dtscrrmmatton were major |
barriers to employment. ]
Prior to the full findings on the CWT Piogram, HEW

retocmmended, that it be expanded 'and made a permanent

part of public assistance efforts. It still seemed réasonable

that increased services could dvercome employment ‘bar-

riers for substantial numbers.of welfare recipients. Under’
f 1964, work-

training efforts were expanded. The Work rience and

Training Program (WETP) paid for work-related expenses
_of trainees and overcamie me of the financial limitations

of its predessor.-But‘again, expectattons outran reality. .

A Senate committee hearmz in" 1967 revealed that %
percent of the disbursed funds for WETP went for wosk
payment, leaving very tittle for training or rehabilitation
(Levitgn, 1967, p.-68). Subsequent to these hearings, a'six-
page, mimeographed HEW document summarized the
achievement of WETP (Cunningham, 1969, p. 3). From

' 1964 to 1969, about 228,000 trpinees were in tfe program -

“employmeiit—immediately upon

for an average of 7 months. (Almost 35 percent found
leaving the program.

However, only 24 percent of all entrants were known to be *
working 35 hours or more per week aftet-3 months. The
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average pay for these full time workers was abou$1.80 per , WIN 1L, ynder [hc’i‘almadge amendments, has been plac- = .
hour. Such results scem meager ingleed when iC'is recog-  ing more persons in jobs than did WIN{. But research has
nized that, during this same period, the economy was ex-.  shown that placement rates as such are not the crucial issue
panding and general uffempToyment was dipping, while the . (Schiller and othgrs, 1976). What is crucial is the extent to
number of familieson welfare increased by about 50 per-  whicle WIN graduates obtain higher paying jobs and hold
cent, to 1.7 million. T them longer than a cqlnparablagmtip that does not receive
* ‘Part of she biame for WETP's unspectular resul}s fell  WIN services. The, evidence in that respect suggests that
upon the location of the pregram administration—in  WIN [ was more-effective than 'WIN II (see ch. 3).
weifare departments rather than employment serVice agen- Bt WIN 1 itself was not-very effective in meving large
cies, which were more familiar with job training and place- numbets of persons off welfare and into workfare. Its pred-
ment. Another area subject to criticlsm was the practice of ecessors were_even less effective. The \s'trict work-(o}\ .
deducting welfare recipients’ entire earnings guﬁheir relief efforts, whether run by the States prior t® 1962, by.

grants, thereby reducing the’ incentive to work:These crit-  New York City (see_Lieberman 'Rescarch,_=l975), or by
1 icisms seemed to give new life to the possibility that an . California' turned out to.be cost iné ctijve ii(nd disliked .
— adequate work-training program for the welfare poor could by supervisors and welfare recipients ch.5). Incentives ,
be designed, if only the right ddministratiye adjustments 10 increase work activity by allowingJveffare recipientsto - ..
-could be made. Hope for an adequate prégram was made keep mare of their grant when earning'income or incentives
more inténse by rapidly rising welfare costs. to increaye job operiings by giving tax rebatesto employers

In a 1967 amendment to the Social Security Act, Con-  were not markedly succegsful. All this fopk place in spite of
gress established the sophisticated Work Incentive (WIN)  the strong work ethic expressed by welfare recipients.and ‘
Program. Major authority for thé delivery mgces was  their willingnessto work in public service jobs. Where does °
now to reside in the Department of Labor and the local it leaye us- with respect to currént and fiture welfare and

. State employment security agencies. Special counselors training policies? . \
anid manpower specialists were to help the trainees prepare R ] © SR
for and obta¥n jobs. For the first time, welfare recipients - ) T
could earn a certain amount of money without having it all “ ¢ . y . \
deducted from their welfare grant. LY . ‘Lﬁoklng Forward . - Q
Initial results from WIN were disappointing. Only about _ , - et

-~ 3
y

10 percent of the 1.6 million eligibles were considered : .. L
suitable for enrollment. Of all those terminated from WIN - One possible response to the -relative;ineffectiVeness of \
by April 1, 1970, only about 20 percent hadYobs. Hence, * Wwork training, other incentiv€ provisions or even work for ‘\x
the WIN Program was’ 'suw& in getting jobs for relief is to stop those efforts altogether and concentrate on
sonly about 20 percént of the 10 t enrolled, or around cutting welfare expenditures. Several hundred million dpl- = .
2 percent of the total eligible welfare population—and this  14rs cofid be saved by Fliminating WIN, and additional
- during d period when welfare rolls for the whole country . mil}ions could be saved by lowering welfare grants and rais-

were rising by about 40 pereent. . L Y ing eligibility standards. Such actions, however, would
The thanges in the wofk_“aining'effons’ for lawer the living,standard's and increase the deprivation of .
" welfare recipient®since 1962 implicitly assumed that  Welfarg recipients (sce Meyers and McIntyre, 1969, p. xiv, *

changes in administrative arrangements or in work incen-  who show how, deprivation, goes up as welfare gr'an}& g0
tives for the gecipients would markedly affect” work ac- down). Chances for upward mobility would be further
tivity. The last major effort along these lines was the lessened, especially for members of households headed by
Talmadge amendments to the WIN legislation, which took  black wortien-No new_ jhcentives would be provided for
" effect in 1972. Emphasis in WIN was {o be given to im-  low-income fathers to stay with théir families. Whether the
", mediate job placement rather than to training. States were  amount of money saved would be worth these outcomes is a
“to spend at lgast one«hird of their funds on public service - value or policy judgment. It isnot at all clear, of course,
employment , or on-the-job training- (Talmadge amerd- that this money reaily would be saved. Those funds—and
ments, 1971). more—might be needed to Guell unrest in the innerr,iiies,

The possibility of creating much jn the way of public jobs ¥here' high unemployment and increasing deptTdtion -
was slim because of the smajl amount of funds allocatedto  ™Misht lead to increased crime (Danziger- and Wheeler,
WIN=—$220 million in fiscal year'1975 for work and train-: 1975), vandalism, and gengral social disorganization. ©- .
ing, with only $89. mjllion of that_going to public service , - L - .
~-employment and on.the-job training (U.S. Department of - o - LT
M‘nd U.S. Departmenf of Health, Education, and 'Calsfornta introduced thc‘dommuy Work Expenence Program (CWEP) in June 1972 (Srnx_e v

Welfare, 1976, p.-21). From a total registrant pool of  °CQioTa. IPTA.p 1) Welfare ‘empioyabies who coud nor be handied i WIN werdto be  *
“839,000 .who were eligible for WIN, only 51,000 were e "mf?ump"m" {p 1) Duta from the program show that. of 70.000 welfare recipients ~
placed in 'oh‘:the_job« training or pl.lb“c employm:mt (P3) re;i::ﬂerea:’e .r.luly.mne:hroqh June |97’ only 2.000 entered CWEP and only 430 ovensually v
Only 113,000 WIN participants found their way into non- ;:rz::u::u o ?um%:.(:o::u?; 3;“".’3;'&';11‘1&':"1:3,": :::::
subsidwedjobp for as least 90 days (p. 3), while more than 3‘ At the total-picture, one finds that CWEP posbly served some pomtive employment function for

Bt M only 0.6 percent df the registrant pool (What their eamings were or how they stayed @ ont
rruilu?l adulty remained on AFDC: N ude employment was not reported.) | 7w fond ey ayed
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" Another possible response to the same set of findings is to
leavy the current welfare arangement alone. Enlarging
the traising component of WIN, one could argue, would
belp some welfare secipients. One could point out that sup-
. lgmontary programs such as food starhps are compensating
for low welfare payments, that there is movement of people
off welfare as well*as dn to it, 'and that an expanding
economy would tend to deplete the welfare roffs.

The other side of the argument regarding the status quo is,
that major administrative difficulties in the present system
of distributing welfare and additional benefits such ‘as food
“stamps lead to gross inequities, with some persons receiving
wore apd others less than seems fair (Subcommittee on Fis-
cal Policy, 1974). While there is movement on and off
welfare, the fiidings in chapter 2 show comparatively lit-
tle movement out of poverty among households headed by
black women. Hence, continuation of the status quo will
continue to disadvantage members of those fagilies. And
in‘the same/vein, the present welfare arrangement provides
disincenti#es rather than incentives for fathers both to work
and to stay with their families, (As noted in ch. 6, the
separation rate among welfaré families headed by men is
very high, indicating the inadequacies. of the

program.) -

Finally, the hope that an expanding economy would ab-
sorb large numbers of welfare recipients flies in the facg of
the experience of the_ late 1960's. The economy was ex-
panding, but welfare rolls were rising dramatically as well.
Keeping the status quo means accepting as a way of life the
support of 3 to 4 million families on welfare and supple-
mentary benefits. i

A third way of looking at the findings of this research
rgview i work training and work incentives for welfare
recipients are_not inherently ineffective but that their
usefulness depends upon the availability of jobs. The key
isguc, therefore, is whethgr the Federal Government will
take the next'step beyond WIN and guarangee all those
willing ang able to work the kinds of jobs that will provide
enough income for theh to ljve above the poverty level. As
already indicated, the Government has beerJoath to do just +
thet. It is much clearkr today than earlier, however, that-the
welfare problem cannot be separated from the lack of jobs.
It is also clearer today, as indicated in chapter 5, that
meaningful public service jobs'can be creatéd and can be
adequately®illed by welfare recipients. MBople on welfare
not only express a strong work ethit, but will work when
suitable jobs are available‘! .

Just how many recipients at what cosi could be removed
from the welfare rolls in particular locgles if full-timg jobs _
were provided needs to be investigated., Extensive studies
would need to be mze in different regions in order to
specify the kinds of jobs that might be created andhow they
might be effectively related to local businesses and unions.
Levy and Wiseman (1975) have taken a step in this direc-.

‘tion, estimating the -aumber of public service jobs that
‘might be made available in the Sen Francisco Bay area.

A guaranteed job proposal should be viewed not only in |

light of putting female heads of households to work but also

IToxt Provided by ERI

.
1

in light of affecting fathefs who might desert their —_
There is reason to believe, as indicated in chapter 6, that
provision of a job for the husband ‘will tend to keep poor
families intact and off the welfare rolls. ,
While support of guaranteed jobs would mark a turning
point in Federal policy, it could not be the entife answer to
the welfare situatidn. Substantial numbers of welfare
mothers are not employable under anything like current
conditions. They will need a form of nonwork support},
unless lodking after one’s family becomes classified as
work. Provision of a gusranteed jncome might be appropri-

ate, eliminating certain of the inequities and difficulties en- ’ |

countered-uter the present AFDC operations (see Subcom=
mittee on Fiscal Policy, 1974). ’

Such a guarantee might also have the kind of effect noted
in the New Jersey guaranteed income experiment (see ch.
6), allowing some earners to take time off to search for bet-
ter jobs. That is, following the motivational analysis in
chapter 6ra guaranteed income could lower the risk associ-
ated with leaving.on€’s job to get more trajning or search”
for a bgtter one and hence provide a better base for at-
tenx?ts at upward mobility. ' ‘

4 icigns about gum"anteed incomes or jobs have cen-
téred on a negafive view of the psychology of poor péople,
which holds thjt they would take advantage of any kind of a
guarantee to slack off ang do-nothing.* The evidence is
otherwise. The expressed commitment of poor people to
the work ethic, the work aclivities of WIN participants and
other welfare recipients (se¢ chs. 2, 3, and 4), the positive
results with public service employment, and the New Jersey
guaranteed income experimeént all demonstrate that poor
persons will respond positively to real opportunities.?
Many of these persons, however, have experienced failure -
in the past:. As Goodwin's (1975) study suggested, failure
may inhibit further effarts at r’sk taking in the job market..
Various forms of supportive services, including job coun-
seling as well as héalth serwices and child care arrange-

_ments, would be needed tg-magjmize the positive effetts of
guaganteed jobs and incofies 3

. Initally, thesd § wopld “cost more than current
expenditures fofwafdfe. As npted in chapter 5, fof exam-

ple, the public erffidyment effort in New York cost about
30 percent mare e ontright welfare. Whether the cost of
putting welfar¢ f@ipints to work is “worth it” involves
more than economic'considerations. To the extent that
such a program encourages family stability, allows persons
a greater chance to advance in society, and perhaps makes

* criminal activities less aftractive (see Danziger and

Wheeler, 1975), it can be viewed as adding to human bet-

terment. How much that is “worth” depends upon the’ .
values one holds, a topic to be mentibned again in a mo-
. > -

ment.

pa
"; noteworthy that Harry Hoplns. 1n a speech shortly sher the pamag: "of FERA, emph
that help was 1o be given those who ordinanly were hard workers “We am now dealing with peo-
pie of ali clames R 18 no longer a mastes of wploysbies and chromic depegd but of your
friends and-one-who are wvolved in this” (Brown, 1940, p 153) He wps trying 1o forestall the
criticimm that the provisots of relief and work to welfare reciprents would be “wasted ~

Soled

’Thbcluog-&-dlpommmnwem: md dggre 3 )ob There am
WMMWW-MM-‘NFM Ressarch indicates that
mon ‘Americans maintain 8 strong work ¢thic, the poor no less than the middie clam
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~ It also must be récognized that, if a guaranteed jobs.and

incomes program is injtiated at a sufficiently high levél,

~ then low-paid jobs in the private sector might go unfilled.

In order for those jobs to be done, higher wages might have .

' to be paid, with increased costs passed along to the rest of

us in higher prices.. In addition, if those at the bottom are’
helped to improve their .incomes, those who are not
beneficiaries may resent the increased competition for bet-
ter housing or better schoolsfortheir children. The full im-
plications of this kind of thrust into social policy ampe
difficult to foresee. Under those conditions, it isreasonable
to think of the experimental introduction of a guaranteed

. job and guaranteed income program in a given locale. With

an appropriate design, encompassing social and’ psy-
chological as well as economjt variables, it should be
passibte not only to observe the Ympact on the locale but to
estimate the effect omother locales, including the result if
the program became permanent, *

1n addition to these broad policy issues, are there specific
recommendations about WIN? The research review does

not suggest specific improvements in WIN administration . plécing them-in those jobs. -

and operation that are still relevant. Changes in WIN
regulations occur more rapidly than the completion of
rescarch studigs; the latter cannot reasonably be expected
to illuminate detailed administrative and operational mat-

. lers. Research has shown, however, that WIN helps

its graduates obtain better jobs than they would pthe'ri.v'isé,
suggesting the desirability of knowing why. Statistical

_ studies seeking to illuminate the “why” have not been very .

successful (see ch. 3.). Nepded is a different approach,
one in which researchers elucidate the ways in which staff
actually interact with trainees.

The quality of interagtion, including the extent to which
staff lessen the risk of failure for trainees, may strongly in-
fluence the overall effectiveness of the program. Hence,
one suggestion is to carry forward participant-observation
studies iff which researchers carry out WIN tasks alongside
staff members for a time. This would provide the oppor-
tunity to observe and analyze what is hdppening to and
affecting the trainées in the program.® Given that
knowledge, it should be possible to improve WIN efprts.
But efforts to be aimed at what end and to be-judged by
what criteria? ,

WIN has been judged in the past. by numbers of partici-
pants placed in jobs and how well it was resolving the
welfare problem. Criteria that are more realistic and useful
(to welfare recipients) would center on the extent to which
WIN helps recipients achieve better jobs than they would
have obtained otherwise. It is important to take seriously
the finding in chapter 4 (Goodwin, 1975) that failure—not
obtaining a job after leaving WIN—harms participants and
makes them less likely to try again to rise in the work force .

' e

‘A well Semgned expenment should try to esimate the Impact of the program if it were in.
troduced a8 3 permanent one by asking persons skiflfully deugned questions abow the reasons for
their current actiongiliing the expcnment as well a8 1or therr actions betore and afier the ex
peniment Fur whrict outline of these kinds of 1ssues see Leonard Goodwin “Sacial Experiments
and Policy Research  Pulics Sualies karmial Vonter 1976 pp 244 %0 S

- -
*For s discussion of how participant-observation studios could be carried owt and reisted to an

overall resarch program regarding WIN sec Leonard Goodwin, ‘Proposed WIN Resesrch

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

ST RN R
Rather than pushing maily persons-whewll not find suita.

‘ble employment through the program, WIN would do better
to spend more effort on a few persong so asto enhance their
likelihood of success.. , . =~ -

In order to carry forward and evaluate this more inten-
sive activity with WIN participants, followup weould be
needed for a much longer period-than the 9(),&)5 now used
‘in WIN. The followup itself wom'd/havg‘:gg"be mije than

cursory. An effort would be needed to provide social sup-~

port setvices to help the WIN graduates stay.on the job.

Sugg€ted here, in short, is that WIN, given present condi-
tions, should concentraté, ndt upon trying to move massive
numbers of-welfare recipients into the wolk force, but upon
helpfng those recipients who can benefit froni training and
otrer services so as to achiew; finangial independence in

existing labor markets. Fhis wolilf-be a far from satisfac; *
tory arrangement because many J¥ould recieve no help,at .

all. If more resources_were allocated to”the. poor and a
guaranteed jobs program were impitemented, then WIN
could have a much broader Yole in fraining persons for‘)‘and

Conclusion.

$

This research review should make it no longer respezat:fi-; ;
ble for persons to claim thiat the “welfare mess” is" a result3g,

of recipients’ not wanting to work or ‘of recipients’ beily
willing to take a dolewhile other
working.® Nor should it be respeclable to say that work for
relief is an answer to the welfare Situation or that training
‘poor persons for jobs is either the answer or atotal wa.éte of

-~

effort. ,

[V | ¢
On the other hand; it is legitimate to differ on values,
Research findings: canno® “determine Whether persons
should prefer to support a gliaranteéd jobs and incomes
policy against other ways of alloeating the resousces, of
American society. We are ‘at a major turning point in social
policy. We are not faced wijth a massive,deprgsion as in the
~1930's but. with the more subtle issye of a continuing
welfare population. While there is con;i
on_and off the rbllsZmere is only limited movement above
poverty for black women who are heads of households. Not
unrelated, there are severely limited job opportunities for
black men in the mner cities,

Recent pistory has indicated an inability of our eco‘no‘;ny
tq provide enough jobs at whic‘ﬁle ads of households can
earn endugh to support their fimilies above the poverty
level. The question is whether the Government should step

A scholar such as irving Kristol was able 1o ciaim as recently as July 1976that There are.many
poor people (including, of course poor blacks )i this countfy who are too proud o go o welfare
whe prefer 10 work hard st low paying jobs caming tes than if they had gone on w elfare—and
whiise spirits are undesroyed whose lives are less affticted und whase children are less hikely to
get inta trouble * Wall Streer Joumal July 121976 p 10 Evidence i ch 2 provides no support
for the notion that there is a group of persons just Like welfdte recipients bt who prefer to work
(The burden indeed 1 shified to i.(mml of others to shaw the eximence of such a group ) The

Program.™ submitted4o the Employment and TraminguAd Dep of leJr.Am, further inference that acceptance of welfare wsclf cuinen family difficultics 15 unsupported by
) esearch findings
Q ‘ » ',3 ng '
.ERIC 3 38

in their same position are ,

rable mpvement _
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4 de\'ride';those jobs. The question is ngt new; others more information about the cc'mseqsences ofsucha p,v:’li~ .

o
-

/ proposed such Government action (see, for example, Whatever the choice, it should be made with awareness that

" fachman, 1974). What is new here is the amassing of  thg current inability to turn welfare jnto workfare resides
considerable- gvidence indicating that such an effort can primarily in limitations of the job market system and only
yield positive social benefits andls feasible, as evidenced in secondarily in the characteristics-of welfare recipients.
the ¥xperiences discussed in chapter S. . WIN can be improved as more is learned about why it is

. The fundamental issue is whether American leaders atd | effective. But WIN cafinot have a major impact on the
the American public—powerful members of the donor and  welfaresituation until there are jobs available for welfare
" constituency systems—wish to bear the costs of guaranteed recipients and low-income fathers at. which they can earn

jobs and incomes. Experiments can be initiated to provide enough to lift their families out.of poverty. - .
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(as a comparison group) were jnterviewed three times during a periodof 1 112

years. The aim was to determime'the net impact of WIN on the employment ' 1

+ and earnings of those gomg through that program.-Lack of longer term”

" followup limited the conclusions. Exen shough certain training components ) v
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viance from the normal, q,ltﬁough they are less confident and less secure than
others. I - .

* i . - . | / - x s
The Characteristics of.the AFDC Population That Affect Theic.Success in
WIN. vol. 5. Minn¢apalis: North Star Reséarch and Development Institute.
DOL No. 51-25-69-06+5. (pp. 8.13) : :
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.. Whiere to Get More Information .
.+ For more information ‘on this and Sther “programs of research and :development ded‘ by the Employ )
. ment and Training Administration, contgct the: Employment and Training “Admirfistration, U.S. Depart-
ment of Labor, Washington, D.C.' 20213, or any of the Regional Administrators for Employment and Train--
ing whose addresses are listed below. o . )
Pas - . ) s .
.~ Locallbn . - States Served
Lo ——— i ] - . !
. John F. Keggedy Bidg, C&nnectic‘t
Boston, Mass. 02203 - g ine
: o Massachusetts

, 1515 Broadway . . . New Jersey . ' Puerto Rico
+ New York, N.Y. 10036 New York = =~ . Virgin Islands
T . ’ .~ Canat Zone : -
P.O. Box 8796~ Delaware ° - Vigginia
Philadelphia, Pa. 19101 Maryland West Virginia * -

.

- Pennsylvania District of Columbia

»

1371 Peachtiee Street, NE. o _° ) Alabama . . Mississippi.
Atlanta, Ga. 30309_ ' ~Florida ‘. . North Carolina
. ) ,-/’\ Georgia South Carolina

- U~ Kentucky - Tennessee  °

i
»

. 230 South Dearbomn Street . Ilingis ) 'Minnesota ..
" Chicago, Ill. 60604 . , Indiana - :
. . - Michigan
2 ll - 4 ’
911 Walnut Street S lowa
Kansas City, Mo. 64106 - - - . Kapsas

Griffin Sduare Bldg . " Arkansas
Dallas, Tex. 75202 T Louisiana
- ' *  New Mexico .
1961 Stout Street - . Colorado - * South Dakota
Denver, Colo. 80294 Montana " Utah
North D‘akgu I . Wyoming

o

y . 450 Golden Gate Avenue , Arizona . American 8amoa
San Francisco, Calif. 94102 ' ‘California . - Guam-
¢ ‘ ’ Hawaii . ‘Trust Territory
Nevada
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909 Fint Avenue ) ' Ala:sﬁ‘ T Oregon

Seattle, Wash. 98174 " ldsho . Washington
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