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¢ FOREWORD ' ’

This ronograrh is an account of the organizational structure, management,
and operation of the Work Incentive (WIN) Program from the Federal to the
local level.. The study was undertaken at the request of the Office of
Work Incentive Procrams=-a program desicned to help velfare recipients
obtain employment. WIN is administered jointly by the Devartment of
Labor and the Departrent of Health, Education, and Welfare at each
governmental lewel. The program faces snjmflcant managerent questlons
which ewolve from the need to unite two agencies in the provision of two
types of services--social services and employmant services.

- The study looks inside the "black box" of program implementation and
service delivery at those factors which characterize top performing

WIN progrars. It answers the traditional management cquestion: Why do
some programs outperform others, even after their labor market and
client environments are taken into account? 2After systematically
identifying and controlling for those environmental factors which affect
program performance, the researchers ranked State and local WIN programs
on four standardized WIN performance measures. A sample of high and low
per fortrers were selected for more indepth research on management issues,
such as goal awareness, type and extent of staff training, reporting
accuracy, monitoring frecquency and tyre, and styles of lateral and
horizontal communication. This comparison of high and low performers
irdicated that systematic differences existed which explained why some
programs were high performers and others low perforrers. The study
concludes by recommending concrete steps which Federal, State, and

local WIN programs could undertal\':_'e to irprove their performance.

In addition to clearly addressing the needs of WIN program operators
at all levels of the system, the study should be of interest to a wide
range of human resource program planners, managers, trainers, and
evaluators. It contains invaluable lessons for the welfare reformer
seeking to combine the delivery of both social services and employment
and training opportunities. Lastly, the organizational theorist will
find that the monograph provides a unicue case study of the stratecgies
‘required for managing a syster which must unite the services of two
agencies.

HCWARD RCSEN
Director
Office of Research

iii
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. This report” examines factors that influence the effectiveness of
state and local units of the Work Incentive (WIN) program and suggests
ways of improving the performance of this welfare-employment program.

The repor¢ focuses on the organizational, managerial and service delivery
characteristics that our research indicated were conducive to high per=-
formance. It alsp discusses the environmental factors, such -as demo-
graphic and labor market conditions, which affect WIN performance at the
state and local level. ' :

o

: This report is based on data collected and analyzed over a two-
year period. Extensive field research was conducted in 43 local sites
and ten states as well as regional and Washington offices in both the
Department of Labor (DOL) and the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare (HEW). Our approach was to study what différ%ntiated:high per-
forming programs from low performers and to use that knowledge as the
basis for reconmmendations. This summary presents our major findings and
recommendations.

1. The WIN System

. The WIN program was established by the Social Security Amend-
ments of 1967. 1Its purposc is to move recipients of Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFLC) into productive jobs, thereby increas-
ing their self-sufficiency and reducing welfare rolls and expenditures.
WIN 1s the joint responsibility of DOL and HEW.

Since its inception, the program has undergone periodic 'legis-
lative and policy changes that altered its emphasis from training and
developmental services to immediate, unsubsidized employment; mandated
participation for most categories of adults receiving AFDC; and shifted
program responsibilities from welfare to employment and training agen=-
cies. By 1979 the direction of WIN had gradually changed again-=from
maximizing immediate job placement to a more "balanced" approach that
was also concerned with the wage level and permanence of the jobs ob~
tained. 1In addition to direct placement and training, the current pro-
gram model includes employability planning, job search instruction, child
care, transportation, various types of counseling, and other supportive
services. '

In 1978 the program had about 1.6 million registrants nation-
wide, approximately 35 percent of all AFDC heads of household. They
were served by about 13,000 staff located in all states, the District
of Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam and the Virgin Islands. Federal funding
for FY 1979 was $388 million.

-~ s
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WIN is unique in that it is Jointly administered by two different
agencies at each governmental level. A National Coordinating Committee
(NCC) composed of the Assistant Secretary of Labor for Employment and
‘Training (DOL-ETA) and the Administrator of the Office of Human Development

""Services (HEW-OHDS) has Statutory responsibility. Program operation is

delegated to a National Executive Director. The Office of Work Incentive
Programs (OWIN) 1s housed in DOL but is an integrated unit consisting
of personnel from both DOL and HEW. This structure is replicated at the
federal regional office level. - ’ '
In all but two states the employment security agency (SESA) is
currently the designated "WIN sponsor." A Separate Administrative Unit
(SAU) has been established in every state welfare agency to handle WIN
responsibilities. Unlike the federal units, the state programs are not
integrated. Most state WIN sponsor and SAU administrative personnel are
located organizationally and physically in their respective agencies.

Below the state level, the pattern of dual organizational re=-
sponsibility i{s continued in all but a few cases. Most local WIN service
delivery systems involve separate SAU and sponsor units, even though they
are sometimes collocated. The linkages between these pairs of units and
from each unit to its host welfare or employment security agency vary
considerably.

4

2. Environment and Program Performance

The socio-economic environments within which WIN programs operate
significantly influence their performance levels. Four main measures of
that performance were identified which reflect the current balanced mission
of WIN to find jobs for as many registrants as possible while also
increasing the wage level and duration of those jobs. The four measures
were;

® Number of job entries per staff.
® Average job eniry wage .
® Retention rate.
® Average monthly welfare grant reduction.
These measures were standardized to permit state-~to-state comparisons
and were statistically adjusted to take into account differences in labor
market and client difficulty. Programs were identified as high performars
{f they performed tetter than expected given their socio-economic environ-

ment on a composite index of the four measures. Those that performed
worse than expected were identified as low performers.
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Statistical analysis showed that socio-economic environment ex-
plained a high proportion of the variance in state and local WIN perform=-
ance on these measures. Data on 214 local units in ten states revealed
that labor market and demographic environment accounted for about one=third
to one-half of the differences in performance among local WIN programs.
Thus, for example, 52.1 percent of the variation in average WIN local job
entry wage levels was attributable to the combined effect of five factors--
presence of low wage industries, average employer size, poverty population,
male registrants, and local employment growth.

These findings have important implications for resource allocation
decisions on the national, regional 4nd state level. They'suggest the pos-
sibility that allocation formulas might be developed that provide perform=-
ance incentives while taking into account the relative difficulty of labor
market and demographic conditions facing differeant state or local WIN

_programs.

Data on the economic and client demographic factors affecting per-
formance can also be useful in evaluation or management analysis because
they permit comparisons to be made despite differences in environment.

The information may also assist planning .and locational decisions, since
it suggests ways to predict more precisely what potential performance can
be expected from WIN operations in different kinds of communities.

Unlike socio-economic environment, differences in political-
bureaucratic environment were not shown to be associated with variations
in performance. Federal regional offices’ impact on state and local pro-
gram performance was generally quite limited, although regional WIN units
were quite diverse in how they allocated funds, participated in state
plan development, conducted site reviews, and interacted with states.

State level elected officials were generally unaware of and un-
interested in WIN. With one exception their impact on program policy was
extremely limited. Lobbying groups almost wholly ignored WIN in our ten
study states. Legislative and executive review of WIN budgets were gener-
ally cursory, although in several states they resulted either in authorized
SAU positions being limited or Title XX funding being earmarked for WIN.

Political interventions were reportedly extensive and frequent in
half the programs in our sample. They took the form of special treatment
for particular registrants or interference in personnel and procurement
decisions. However, analysis revealed ro relationship between state pro-
gram performance and political intrusions. Similarly, the responsiveness
and flexibility of support systems such as administrative service agencies
and state personnel departments varied across the sample but were not as-~
socliated with differences in performance.

:\r‘v’i 1.
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3. State WIN Programs

High performing state WIN programs tended to be managed differently

than low performers. Their leaders lmparted to local WIN sponsor staff a

clearer pefception of national program goals, including the balanced impor-
v tance of both'the quality and the quantity of job entries. SAU personnel

defined their mission not only as providing social services to registrants

but also as creating linkages to income maintenance units and Title XX.

Goal displacement and resource diversion by host agencies was infrequent

or minimal.

~ .

High performance in state WIN prigrams was also associated with:

. ® More frequent and extensive training of staff, often
conducted jointly for sponsor and SAU personnel.

® Relatively accurate, trouble-free reporting systems
due to the acquisition of technically trained staff,
creation of problem-solving procedures and development
of WIN~IMU linkages for reporting on obtained employ-
ment and welfare grant reductions. >

® More intensive and sophisticated ﬁonitoring, often
including comprehensive and structured Joint visits
to both SAU and sponsor units.

® Area staff or field technicians with extensive pro-
gram experience who provide technical assistance and
a visible program presence in the field while also
serving as a communication link among local units and
between local staff and state program leaders. . -

o More open upward communications from local units to
the central office. ‘

e Promotion of lateral communication among local staff
through statewide meetings, training sessions and con=
ferences.

®# More collaborative annual planning and budgeting by
state SAU and sponsor officials, with greater in-
volvement of field staff.

-The organizational structure of state programs appeared less im-

portant to their performance than other factors. Thus, neither the size
of state WIN programs, ‘their organizational location within host SESA and
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welfare agencies, nor the number of service delivery units they operated
were related to their performance. However, staff intens. .ty (staff/
registrant ratio) varied considerably from state to state a~d was sig-

nificantly correlated with the propottion of registrants that entered
employment.

Similarly, collocation of SAU and WIN coordinators. was not found
to be {mportant either to program performance or SAU=WIN coordination.
However, the intensity, frequency and character of their interactions
appeared related to program performance.

Lastly, high and low performing programs were found both where

wIN sponsor units were integrated into the ES hierarchy and where WIN was

"self-contained." The experience of sample states indicated that self-
contained programs could succeed even in the face of host agency hostility.
However. WIN programs integrated in the ES hierarchy required the support
or at least the neutrality of SESA leadership to be high performers. SAU
coordinators in high performing programs also tended to receive at least
moderate support from their supervisors in the state welfare agency.

4+ Local WIN Service Delivery Systems

High performing local WIN units tended to differ systematically
from low performing units in the way they were managed and delivered serv-

ices to clients. WIN sponsor managers in high performing local programs
tended to:

e Maintain more accurate and timely reporting systems.

¢ Monitor or evaluate their operations more ffequently
and intensively.

e Emphasize systematic distributfon of informatiun and
more frequent internal discussion.

¢ Permit more flexibility regarding work rules and
office procedures and delegate more to program sub-
ordinates--but in combination with more highly de-
veloped accountability systems.

e Exchange functions among staff and cross-train them
for different jobs.

<

e Deal more directly and openly with conflict within
the unit.
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Services to clients also tended to be delivered differently in
high performing programs. In such programs:
) ® Uncooperative clients were the subject of more exten-
sive couuseling.

¢ Imparting job search skills to clients was emphasized.

e Job development efforts were focused on the individual
client rather than just on generating a large pool of
Job orders.

e The SAU provided extensive supportive services beyond
child care.

® More frequent and extensive interactions occurred
between SAU and sponsor staff whether or not they
were collocated. :

One of the most significant findings was the permeating influence
of state level variables. On 1ssues such as program priorities, management
behavior or attitudes toward CETA, local characteristics were extensively
shaped by those at the state level. This suggests that federal administra-
tors need not reach down to the local level in order to have an impact on
local operations and performance. Rather, by influencing attitudes and
practices of program and organization leaders at the state level, federal
officials can affect behavior in a large proportion of local units.

Other important findings were that:

® WIN-ES relations were not associated with WIN per-
formance.

® WIN staff put little reliance on ES job orders and
JOb banks .

® WIN-IMU links were critical to WIN case management
and reportiug but were generally troubled.

e Higher performers tended to have more frequent con-
tacts with IMU’s, and a number of units had evolved

strategies for improving the IMU linkage.

® There was generally little WIN access to CETA train-
ing and PSE jobs and such access was not associated
with WIN performance. :



4

. 5. lmproving WIN Performance

Performance improvement strategies taquire, first, the capacity to
accurately differentiate high from low performing programs. Recommenda-
tions aimed at developing that capacity include:

"o Improving the retention rate and welfare grant re-
duction performance measures.

¢ Adjusting performance for environmental difficulty
‘80 that relative effectiveness measures take into
account labor market and client demographic condi-
tions beyond the control of program personnel.

e Creating SAU effectiveness indicators.
e Improving automated reporting systems.

Once low performing state programs are identified, both federal and
gtate personnel must have the ability to diagnose the underlying problems.
Development of diagnostic monitoring systems is proposed that would focus
regional federal representative’s monitoring on the performance of state
and local WIN programs and on information about administrative, managerial,
service delivery and coordinative functions related to that performance.
Transmission of those methods from regional to state program personnel
and joint development of performance improvement efforts are recommended.

Specific changes in low performing programs are suggested based on
the pattern of characteristics found in high performers. Managerial rec-
ommendations include: '

e Improve goal awareness and application.

® Enhance evaluative, analytic and monitoring capac-
ities at the state central office and area levels.

e Expand training activities, especially around man-
agement functions, reporting systems, financial
systems, and welfare/employment prograr. or service

¢ delivery innovations.

e Intensify SAU-sponsor coordination and collaboration.
Recommendations for changes in service delivery methods or emphases include:
e Emphasize counseling and working more intensively

with reluctant clients rather than ignoring or
quickly sanctioning them.



e Place more emphasis on imparting job~seeking skills
and on job-search activities by cliencs themselves.

e Emphasize client-oriented job development.

e Experiment witu expanded institutional training for
some clients.

. ® Develop richer mixes of supportive services.
e Improve the critical linkage to IMU’s.

Although some incentives for change already exist, incentive struc-
tures need to be strengthened. . Our proposals include a more straight-
forward and objective performance incentive funding system, dissemination
of information on the comparative performance of state programs throughout

the WIN system, and, in extreme cases, the selection of alternativa WIN
8pONSOrs.

While many of these suggestions might be implemented separately,
they are also the building blocks of an integrated, sequential approach
to improving the WIN program. The basic elements of a structured perform-
ance improvement program are

¢ Joint development of improvement strategies by na-
tional, regional and stute officials.

® Development and application of a performance in- ,
" centive funding system for use at both the federal
and state levels. -

e Development and use of monitoring guides to target
ilmprovement. assistance, incentives and sanctions.

¢ Perilodic data collection and analysis of a sample
of local WIN units representative of all WIN units
to permit continuous monitoring of changes in en-
vironment, organization and performance throughout
the WIN system and to guide actions taken in per-
formance Improvement projects.

e Structured organizational change and performance
improvement projects in selected state and local

-programs.

® Comparison of data from these "experimental" sites
with data from units in the representative sample,
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leading to firmet conclusions on what organizational
characterisrics influence WIN performance and what
change strategies are most effective.

Dissemination and general application of the knowl=-
edge derived about how to make welfare-employment
programs more productive.
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PART I
INTRODUCTION

<

Part I provides a brief description of the Work Incentive (WIN)
Program, the objectives of this research effort, and the methods employed
in the study. Chapter 1 summarizes the legislative history of WIN and
the changes in program policy concerned with providing employment services
to welfare recipients. WIN is jointly administered by the Department
of Labor and the Department of Health, Education and Welfare. Its unique
bi-organizational structure is described from the national to the local
level. This is followed by a statement of the objectives of this research
project and the general approach we have taken to the analytic challenges
it presented. Detailed discussion of our research methodology appears
in the Appendices at the end of the report.



CHAPTER 1
THE PROGRAM AND THE RESEARCH PROJECT

c

1. Welfare~Employment Policy and WIN

The federal government has been extensively involved in employ-
ment and training programs for welfare recipients for nearly two decades.
The 1961 Amendments to the Social Security Act permitted states to expand
their Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program by allowing
grants to families with an unemployed parent, usually the father, in addition
to single-parent families. As a result, able-bodied males appeared on wel=-
fare roles in noticeable numbers, and federal attention turned to finding
ways to get them back to work. The creation of Community Work and Training
Projects in 1962 was intended to prepare these individuals for return to
regular employment while cnabling them to work off their welfare benefits.
As part of this program, states were encouraged to provide social services
aimed at the causes of personal dependency.

This concept was expanded by Title V of the Economic Opportunity
Act of 1963, which established work experience projects to serve AFDC -
mothers as well as fathers. Title V introduced the idea of dual organi-
zational responsibility. Welfare agencies administered the work projects,
training, and social services, and employment service agencies (ES) pléced
clients in jobs when they completed the program.

The next major development occurred when the 1967 Social Security
Amendments' replaced Title V with the Work Incentive (WIN) Program. This
legislation institutionalized the linkage between employment and welfare
by requiring joint administration of the new program by the Departments
of Labor (DOL) and Health, Education and Welfare (HEW)+ An incentive
formula was instituted that allowed welfare recipients to keep up to two-
thirds of their earnings without losin§ benefits, and participation was
made mandatory for some types of welfare recipients.

Since 1967 WIN has undergone periodic legislative and policy
changes which have shifted the amount of emphasis on institutional train-
ing, direct placement in the private sector, and subsidized employment .
The overall objective, however, has remained the same--to assist AFDC
recipients in obtaining productive jobs, thereby increasing their economic
self-sufficiency and reducing welfare rolls and expenditures.
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The early focus (WIN I, 1967-1971) was on providing institutional
training to improve clients’ occupational skills. The 1971 social Secur-
ity Amendments changed the direction from training to immediate employment
‘whenever possible (WIN II). This legislation, often referred to as the
Talmadge Amendments, included a mandatory registration requirement for
all adults receiving AFDC. The onl& recipients exempted were the aged,
the incapacitated, and those who lived in remote areas or were needed at
home. to care for children under six years of age or an 11l family member.-
As part ' of the de-emphasis on institutional training, at least one-third
of WIN/DOL funds were to be spent for on-the~job training (0JT) and public
service employment (PSE).

The shift in progr@m responsibility from welfare to employment
and training agencies implicit from the 1967 Social Security Amendments
onward was -carried one step further in the "WIN Redesign" of 1975. Now
clients registered with the local WIN employment and training staff rather
than at the welfare department. They were then exposed to labor market
information and an immediate attempt was made to find them a job. The
intent was to place persons applying for AFDC into jobs and avoid their
ever actually going on welfare. Additional priority was put on direct _
placement of the most employable registrants and somewhat less emphasis
on supportive services. - .

Since Redesign, the national direction of WIN has gradually changed
from maximizing immediate placements to a more "balanced" approach toward
placement, supportive services, counseling and training. Part of the cur-
rent balanced mission includes improving the quality of placements in
terms of entry wage levels and job retention.

In addition to job counseling, placement and training, the current
WIN program model permits a variety of other services. These include
employability planning, job search instruction, allowance payments during
training, transportation to job interviews, child care for dependent
children and other supportive services to enable an individual to become -
«+mployed.

In 1978 the program had about 1.6 million registrants nationwide,
approximately 35 percent of all AFDC heads of household. They were served
by about 13,000 local program staff located in all states, the District
of Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam and the U.S. Virgin T«lands. Federal fund-
ing for FY 1979 was $388 million.



2. Bi-Organizational Systerm

WIN is unique among federal programs in that it is jointly admin=
istered by two different agencies at each governmental level. The program’s
1zational structure from the national to the service delivery level
is depicted in Figure 1.

A National Coordinating Committee (NCC) composed of the Assistant
Secretary of Labot for Employment and Training (DOL-ETA) and the Adminis=
trator of the Office of Human Development Services (DHEW-OHDS) has statu-
tory responsibility for WIN. The NCC delegates administration of the
.program to a National Executive Director. The national Office of Work
‘Incentive Programs (OWIN) is housed in DOL but is an integrated unit con-
sisting of personnel from both DOL and HEW. o

This structure is replicated at the federal regional office level.
The DOL Regional Administrator of ETA and the HEW Regional Administr-.“or
of OHDS preside over the program, while a Regional Coordinator and an
- integrated unit drawn from both departments administer it.

In all but two states, the employment security agency (SESA) is
currently the designated "WIN sponsor," although legislation does not
specifically require that arrangement. A Separate Administrative Unit
(SAU) has been established in every state wolfare agency to handle WIN
responsibilities. Unlike the national and regional WIN units, the state
programs are not integrated. Most state WIN sponsor and SAU adminis-
trative personnel are located organizationally and physically in their
respective agencies. In a few states (less than ten in 1977), state level
sponsor and SAU staff are collocated, but even in those cases they are
organized as two separate units reporting to separate managers.

Below the state level, the pattern of dual organizational respon-
sibility is continued in all but a few cases. Most local WIN service de-
livery systems involve separate SAU and sponsor units, even- though they
are sometimes collocated. However, the linkages between these pairs of
units and from each unit to its host welfare or employment security agency
vary considerably, as Parts IIl and IV of this report explain. While
national policy is that WIN should exterd to as many AFDC recipients as
possible within budgetary limits, the state sponsor and welfare agencies
have the authority to decide what arcas of their state will be sovered.
In 1976 over 90 percent of all AFDC cases were in counties served by a
WIN program.

The current bi-organizational character of WIN reflerts a per-
ception, evolved over two decades of experience, that putting welfare
recipients to work is a complex and varied task requiring both employment-
related and social services. Joint administration has, however, posed
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speclal challenges to participating organizations and personnel. The
priorities, perspectives and concerns of DOL and HEW are often very dif-
ferent, as are those of state or local employment security and welfare
agencies. Divergent organizational goals, program models and even phi-

* losophies must be considered. Questions of allocating program resources
and authority between the 'two pargners must be resolved. Issues of inter-
organizational communication and coordinated service delivery must be
continuously faced. At a time when attention has turned increasingly to
the need for closer coordination among all kinds of federal agencies and
programs, the experience of WIN should be instructive.

3. Research Objectives . i .

In his review of WIN research, Leonard Goodwin noted that most
of the studies conducted in the past have focused on the characteristics
of reciplents and their interactions with the job market or with public
programs.* He argued that,

Such a focus was eminently reasonable. When WIN was
initiated . « . , there were serious unresolved ques-
tions about the characteristics of welfare recipients
in relation to their participation in the work force.
It was not clear that recipients shared a strong work
ethic or what other factors affected their trainabil-
ity and work effort. Hence, much of the research
focused on the labor force activity of welfare per-
sons and the way in which the WIN effort affected that
activity. -

As a result of that research program, much has been learned about
the impact of WIN and other government actions or policies on welfare
recipients” employment experiences, attitudes and behavior.

However, Goodwin also notes that little research has been conducted
on other important aspects of the WIN program, among them the administrative
and service delivery systems.** '"Lack of a picture of what really happens,"
Goodwin asserted, "at different levels of WIN operation, within and between

*Goodwin (1977), p. 3.

- **The few previous studies that focused on the WIN service delivery
system either were conducted in the early Seventies before the major modi-
ftcations of WIN II occurred or concentrated on specialized innovations
such as provisiuon of services through vouchers; see Reid et al. (1972)
and Richardson (1973).
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the several systems, makes it difficult for policymakers and members of
other systems to understand what is behind statistical results, « . « and
what could be done to improve the situation."

The research in this report is intended to help understand and
lmprove these administrative and service delivery systems.* OQur approach
is to seek to learn what differentiates high performing WIN programs from
low performers. Such an approach also permits us (1) to describe the or=
ganizational and managerial arrangements which translate WIN policies into
WIN services, (2) tn identify the environmental, political and bureaucratic
factors that influence WIN productivity, and (3) to suggest ways in which
implementation of the program might be improved.

Although our principal concern is with the administrative and
service delivery systems, recipient demographics and labor market conditions
play a critical role. We treat recipient and labor market characteristics
as environmental factors that define the conditions under which state and
local WIN programs operate. These factors are beyond the control of state
or local WIN programs, yet they influence program performance. To focus on
the impact of organization and management on performance, we first have to
adjust performance data for the effect of these external influences.
Furthermore, we use data on program participants’ success in obtaining
employment and decreasing welfare dependency--measures consisteat with
National WIN policy and objectives--as criteria for judging the relative
effectiveness of state and local WIN programs. :

This research takes current national policy on the WIN program
as a given. We do not address the relative effectiveness of WIN compared
to other past, present or proposed welfare-employment programs. However,
this study can provide insights for policy makers attempting to reform
the current welfare system. Any new program must come to grips with the
need for linkages between social services agencies and employment programs.
A local service delivery system to provide both supportive and placement
services will gtill be necessary. WIN has been dealing with these linkage
issues for a decade now, and much can be learned from its experience.

Our approach has focused on uncovering the interactions which may
occur between the WIN environment, the WIN organizations, and the produc-
tivity of those organizations. A simple model of those interactions is
presented in Figure 2. 1In the diagram, environment is hypothesized to

*Other studies have recently been undertaken that focus on specific
functions or aspects of WIN such as unified budgeting, job development and
SAU organization; see Farb .1978), Lewis (1978) and Entis (1979).
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directly affect both the level of performance and organizational struc-
ture, process and behavior. Those organizational characteristics, in
turn, may act to influence the level of WIN performance. This kind of
interrelationship between enviromment, organization and productivity has
been observed in various kinds of public and private sector organizations
and is widely discussed in the literature on organization behavior.

THE
ENVIRONMENT ? g - ORGANTZATION > PERFORMANCE

Figure 2
General Model of Environment, Organization and Performance

This report has been organized around the general framework shown
in Figure l.2. Thus, Part II explains how performance was defined and
. examines the influence of environment on state and local WIN program per-
formance. The environmental factors treated include not only economic
and demographic conditions but also external political and bureaucratic
influences, such as elected officials, state civil service systems and
federal regional offices.* :

The next two parts focus on the organization itself. Part III
considers the organization of state WIN programs. It discusses overall
program structure, functions of the WIN sponsor and SAU central offices,
management style and attitudes, and staff characteristics. Part IV ana-
lyzes the structure and processes of local SAU and WIN sponsor service
:delivery units. It also examines the linkages between local units and
other programs, such as the employment service, income maintenance units
(IMU’s), Comprehensive -Employment and Training Act (CETA) prime sponsors
and vocational rehabilitation.

*A separate reporf addresses the WIN federal management system
- in fuller detail. See Chadwin (1979).
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Part V uses the information presented throughout the report to make
suggestions aimed at improving the implementation of welfaré-employment
. programs such as WIN. It is followed by appendices and a bibliography.
Appendix A presents our methodology. It explains our conceptual framework
and describes how we defined terms, categorized phenomena, selected our
study samples and collected and analyzed different types of data. It°
discusses the uses and technical limitations of different parts of our
analysis. That analysis included environmental and performance data on
all state WIN programs for a three~year period and on all 214 local WIN
units in our l0-state study sample. The organizational, managerial and
political characteristics of those 10 state WIN programs and of 43 of

their local units were the subject of intensive interviewing and other
on-site data collection. . '

Appendix B provides a detailed technical discussion of our analysis
of the impact of socio-economic environment on state and local program per-
formance. Appendix C presents an outline of the interview guide used in
field research at the local, state and regional office levels. In all, 430

individuals in WIN, in host agencies or in other organizations which interact
with WIN were interviewed.

12
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PART 11
ENVIRONMENT AND PROGRAM PERFORMANCE

_ SUMMARY

The socio-economic envirowments within which WIN programs operate
atygnijlecantly injluence their performance levels., Measures of that performance
were tdentiyled through analystis o) the WIN Allocation Formula, program documents,
and interviews or swrveys of program officials.

Four main performance measues were identified that reflect the current
balanced mission ¢f WIN to find jots for as many registrants as possible while
also inereasing the wage level and duration of those jobs., Thege measures were
standardized to permit state-to-state comparisons and were statistically adjusted
to take into aecount di;ferences in labor market and client difficulty. The
Jour prineipal measures were:

® Number of job entries per staff.

® Average job entry wage.

® Retention rate.

o ,Average monthly welfare grant reduction.

Programs were identified as high performers if they performed better than
ecpected jiven their socto-economic enviromment on a composite index of these
four measurcs. Those that performed worse than expected were identified as
low verformers.  Both high and low performing programs were selected for more
detatled study.

Multivariace statistical analyses showed that a high proportion of the
varitance in state and local WIN perforrmance on. these measures was associated with
. differoneds tn tnelr socio-economic environments. Analysis on 214 local units in

ten states revealed that labor market and demographic variables accounted for

abaut one-third to one-half of the difference in performance among local WIN
projrams. ihus, Jor example, §2.1 percent of the variation in average WIN local

Job entry wage levels was attributable to the combined effect of five factors--

presence of low wayge industries, average employer size, poverty population, male

pegestrants, nd Local employment growth, '

Jur Jindings about the impact of soeto-economic enviromment on
prrsaranee aqve tmpoprtant tmplications for pesource allocation dectisions on
ne naitonal, regional and state level. They suggest the possibility that
Liooation Fformulas might be developed that provide performance incentives
WAL Lo taking Into aecount the relative difficulty of lahor market and demo-
Jrpnie conditions faeing dif'ferent state or local WIN programs.
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bata on the economic and elient-demoyraphic factors affecting
performance om .o be useful in evaluation op management analysis because
they permit somarisons to be made despite differences in envivomment. The
tnformation may also asaiat planming and locational_deeisions, since it
SUsedbe Daya te predict more precisely what potential performance can be
ewpected Jrom WIN operations in iy erent Xinds of communities.

inlice aosio-eoonomic environment, differences in political-
burcaueratio onvivronment vere npt shown to be assoctated with variations in
perjormance:s,  Felepal regional o' leces’ impact on state and local program
perjorrunse was joverally quite [imited, although the regions were quite
diverse In hoe they 2 locuted Junds, participated in state plan development,
conducted size peviows and interacted with states in. their regions,

Srate level eeected offiotals were generally unaware of and
wnintervested in WiV, With one exception their impact on program poliey was
vt Ly Limited,  Lobbying groups almost wholly ignored WIN in our ten
Study states,  Legielative und cxecutive review of WIN budgets were
gunerally cursor,, :lthough in several states they resulted either in
authordned Sy osltions being limited or inereased Title XX funding being
male avaliable “or wIV. '

Palition] Interventions were reportedly’ extensive and frequent in
Al the rrogpams v oup sample.  They took the form of special treatment
Jjor parcisular pegistrants op tnterference in personnel and procurement
deetatona,  dovever, analysis revealed no.relationship between state
cregran penrmoieo d political intrusions. Similarly, the responsive-
ness nd Slenlbilicn o support systems such as administrative service
BIOHCTS od 3taie pepsonnel departments varied across the sample but were
' cod wisn Il ferences in perjormance.

.
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' ' INTRODUCTION TO PART II

Performance is the keystone of our study. Our research is
directed at identifying those organizational characteristics that are
gystematically associated with high WIN performance. Its ultimate objec=
tive is to develop strategies for improving performance by introducing
changes in the way programs are administered and operated. How perform-
ance is defined and measured can have a major influence on what are iden=-
tified as effective ways of organizing state and local programs.

However, performance is likely to be affected by other factors
external to the WIN program--factors beyond the control of administrators
and stgff. Some of these environmental variables=--socio=economic ones==can
have a’direct influence on WIN performance. They can make the job of
providing supportive services, improving registrant employability and
placing registrants on jobs easier or harder. These factors vary from
state to state and local community to community. It is therefore likely
that performance, levels will vary, too. State and local operations in
relatively favorahle economic and social settings should have higher
performance levels than those in less favorable ones. Chapter 3 explains
how we approximated the influence of socio-economic factors on performance
and took this influence into account in determining the relative effec-
tiveness of state and local programs. -

Another set of "environment.l variables" have indirect influences
on performance. They cannot directly affect the output levels of the
program, but they can influence the organization itself and, through it,
impact on performance. These include political or institutional environ=-
mental variables such as elected officials and their appointees, civil
- service commissions or public employee unions. This type of environmental
factor will be addressed in Chapter 4.

Figure 3 graphically preseﬁts the hypothesized relationship

between certain environmental factors and WIN performance. The shaded
portions of the model are the subject matter of this Part.
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 CHAPTER 2 |
PERFORMANCE AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC EAVIRONMENT

' I

This chapter describes the determination of key performance
measures used throughout the study to assess program effectiveness and
our findings on the effect of socio-economic variables on WIN per=-
formance levels. The four sections that follow discuss (l) program per=-
formance measures used in this study, (2) the effect of socio=economic
environment on state productivity, (3) the effect of environment on local
productivity, and (4) the general relationships among the environmental
and performance variables. A more detailed discussion of these issues
is presented in Appendix B.’

l. Program Performance Measures
The performance of public programs can be defined in many ways.
This section describes the process we followed in identifying key WIN per-
formance measures, their role in this study, and their limitations.

Performance Definitions

The purpose of this study was to examine characteristics
of high and low performing WIN programs. We operationalized "performance"
as 1t is defined by the national program. The key performance measures
in WIN were identified by three methods:

® Analysis of the components of the WIN Allocation
Formula to identify its performance elements and
their relative importance in determining funding
levels for state programs. '

e Content analysis of national program documents to
identify which performance measures are emphasized
in communications to the field.

-

e Interviews with national and regional officials and
surveys of state program administrators to obtain
their perceptions of program objectives.*

*A description of the allocation formula and our analysis of this:
formula are presented in Appendix B. A detailed discussion of all three
methods of analysis appears in Mitchell, et al. (1977a).
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Analysis of the discretionary portion of the allocation formula
provided the initial identification of performance indicators and their
relative priority. Using computer simulations of the formula, we were able
to identify the relative impact of performance factors on the amount of
discretionary funds allocated to states.* The four most important factors
identified by the simulations were: job retention rate; job entry wage
rate; number of job entries; and average monthly welfare grant reductions.

Interviews and surveys were used to verify these findings as well
as to identify the degree to which goal consensus existed at different
levels of the program. Officials in the WIN national office, all regtonal
coordinators and all state WIN sponsor coordinators were asked to define
the objectives and goals of the WIN program. We also inquired about the
performance measures they used to assess their programs and the relative
importance they attached to each measure.**

One additional step was required before using the above four

performance measures in our research. Two of the four measures-=-number
_ of job entries and monthly welfare grant reductions=--were significantly
. affected by the relative size of state WIN programs. For example, could
: we meaningfully assess relative performance by comparing the absolute

number of job entries generated in California to those that occurred

in Mississippi? Similarly, what equity would there be in comparing

California’s gross welfare grant reductions to those of Mississippi?#*%

*Eight factors are used in the WIN Allocation Formula: job
retention rate; job entry wage rate; number of job entries; average monthly
welfare grant reductions; penalty for poor reporting; dollar cost of the
state program; potential number of WIN registrants; and the average monthly
welfare grant.

**Time and cost considerations led to a decision to collect informa=-
tion from only one respondent per state at this time. During our field work,
data on similar items were collected from the state SAU coordinators in our
sample states.

***More than the program size factor limited cross-state comparisons.
The average monthly welfare grant in California for 1977 was $302, compared
to “47 in Mississippi. Thus, placing a registrant in a job that removed
him or her from welfare completely in California would result in a welfare
savings 6.4 times greater than a similar placement in Mississippi. One
way of resolving problems arising from both program size and welfare grant
size 1s to compare actual welfare grant reductions to potential welfare
grant reductions. The latter 1s, in effect, the saving that would occur
Lf every WIN registrant were removed from the welfare rolls. This is, in
tact, how we have standardized welfare savings data across state programs.

20
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) To permit meaningful comparisons we had to standardize these
- measures. Job entry performance thus became a productivity measure--
Job entries per staff. Welfare grant. reductions were standardiged by
dividing gross welfare savings by the product of the number of regis-
.trants in a program and that state’s average welfare grant. This created
an actual-versus-potential type performance measure. : '

Standardization was also required for a third measure--=job

entry wage rates. Statistical analysis indicated that WIN Job entry
wage rates were systematically related to state prevailing wage rates.*
Thus, it would not be meaningful to compare job entry wage rates in
Alaska, where the prevailing wage was $8.21 in 1977, to those in low=-
wage states, such as North Carolina with a prevailing wage of $3.80.
We standardized this measure by dividing the average WIN job entry wage
rate by the prevailing wage rate. Thus, it measured the degree to which
WIN wage rates approached the state (or local) labor market’s prevailing

wage. _

The remaining performance measure--retention rate-required no
standardization. It is currently defined by the WIN program as the propor-
tion of those placements expected to last 30 days or more that actually last
that long.**

——

*Average hourly earnings of workers on manufacturing payrolls were
used to standardize the job entry wage measure. Thiec standardization was
chosen because WIN job entry wage rates were significantly related to pre-
vailing-wage rate (average hourly earnings of production workers on manu=
facturing payrolls), with correlation coefficients ranging from .718 to
+785 for the period 1975 to 1978. Later multiple regression analyses were
conducted using this standardized measure and also using an unstandardized
measure (but with prevailing wage as an independent variable). No signi-
ficant differences between the two approaches occurred in the statistics
or in their power of "explanation." :

**The definition for retention rate has changed during the past four
years, which caused some analytic problems. A change from FY 1977 to FY
1978 caused immediate reporting changes in the stafgs. Both definitions
were based on the entries expected to last at least 30 days. But in 1977
retention was measured as the number of persons contacted and still on the
job compared to the number of actual contacts made. Since FY 1978, retention
has been measured as the number of persons contacted and still on the job
after 30 days compared to the number of entries originally expected to last
30 days. The federal computer program accompanying this change was in error,
- and carry-over counts from the previous fiscal year caused considerable
inconsistency in reporting. These technical problems plus conceptual issues



Table | presents the standardized performance measures that were
used in this study and the priority weights for each. The weights were derived
from the simulation analyses of the allocation formula. The table also gives
the \data sources for each measure.

Some clarifications are necessary about these performance messures.
First, the performance indicators (in their unstandardized form) were
those stressed as most important in the allocation formula and in WIN
. national office policy statements. They are not policy judgments that
' we have made. 3

Second, the performance measures address different dimensions
of the same phenomenon--the acquisition of jobs by WIN registrants. Job
entries per staff is largely a measure of quantity. Retention rate and Jjob
entry wage rates describe the guality of the jobs in which WIN registrants
are placed. It is reasonable to expect that the quantity and quality
objectives work against each other. Increasing the number of WIN regis-
trants placed could lead to emphasizing "quick and easy" job entries--
relatively low paid jobs with high turnover rates and low job security.
This runs counter to a quality-of-placement goal. Conversely, emphasizing
quality--making placements that last 30 or more days and at relatlvely
high wage rates--requires ‘a more labor-intensive placement effort. This
extra effort means fewer total job entries.

Although retention rate is the most heavily weighted factor in the
formula, it is not to be assumed that placements are not important.
Naturally, retention cannot be maximized unless a client is placed. The
welighting merely indicates that a quality placement (higher wage, longer
duration) 1is more important than increasing the numbers of placements.

As the analysis that follows shows, state WIN agencies that are high
performers on the placement quantity measure are not high performers on
the quality measures. Few state WIN programs are either high or low per=-
formers on more than one of the four measures. Thus, readers should bear
in mind the balanced mission of WIN. High performers generally try to
balance their performance on both quantity and quality measures. Low per=-
formers may do well on one of thede measures, to the detriment of others.

It 1s also evident that tne four measures address program per-
formance at two different levels. The placement, wage and retention indi-
cators measure outputs directly attributable to local WIN unit workers.
Local staff either make direct placements or provide labor market knowledge
and an "incentive" that stimulate registrants to find their own jobs.

**(continued from preceding page) concerning whether retention rate
as now reported (s a realistic measure of overall quality of WIN job entry
activity are discussed in detail in Appendix B.
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Standardized WIN Performance Measures

Table 1

Data Sources for Measures and Weights

Derived from Analysis of WIN Allocation Formula

Standardized
Performance

HeaSures

Retention Rate

Entry Wage Rate

Prevailing Wage Rate

Number of Job Entries
Staff Positions Paid

Average Monthly Welfare Grant Reductions

* Average Monthly Welfare Grant Coats

—————————

Data Sources
for Measures

WIN Allocation Formula Table 2.5/

WIN Allocation Formula Tsble 6.2//Average

- urly gross earnings of production
workers on manufacturing payrolls
(Employment and Earnings, BLS)

WIN Allocation Formula Table 3, Col. 7.3/ Icost

Accounting System Report 96

WIN Allocation Formula Table 5, Col. 3.4//wIN
Allocation Formula Table §, Col. 6 x Table 1,

Col. 3.2’

1. Col. 7 for FY'76, Col. 11 for FY'77 and Col. 3 for FY'78.

2. "True" weighted average using Cols. 3, 4, 6 and 7 for FY's

3. Table 4, Col., 3 for ¥Y'78,

4. Table 3, Col. 2/Col, 1 for FY'78.

$. Table 7, Col. 3 x Tabla 1, Col. 3 for FY'78,
6. Absolute weights total to 38.28, so that 14,97 4a 39.112 of total.,

y =

Weights Derived from
Analysis of WIN
" _Allocation Forwula

e ————————

Absolute Percent of
Weights Total Weights®/
14,97 39,11%

8.31 21.71%

7.53 © 0 19.67%

7.47 19.512

76 and '77; Table 4, Col. & for FY'78,



On the other hand, welfare savings are largely the result of the quantity
and quality of these job entries.*

Lestly, WIN performance along dimensions other than these four
measures was not ignored. In our sgearch for measures of program output
that could be used to explain performance variations among state and local
programs, we tested the relationship of other available activity measures
to these four measures. In addition, we sought to identify activity level
measures that might be used in the future a3 SAU performance measures,**
The WIN program does not currently include SAU activity levels in its
measurement of program performance. Developing SAU indicators would re=-
quire careful examination of how SAU and WIN sponsor activities relate to
‘ach other and to overall program objectives. SAU measures cannot be de-
fined separately from Sponsor measures. The steps that would be necessary
in developing indicators for SAU performance are discussed in Chapter 1l4.

2. Effect of Socio-Economic Environment on State WIN Productivity

This section briefly describes (1) the procedure used to analyze
the effect of social and economic variables on state WIN performance,
-(2) the results of that analysis, and (3) how we applied those results

fu selecting study statés. A more detailed discussion appears in Appendix
B.

Relationships Between Socio-Economic Factors and State Performance

One of the main hypotheses presented in Chapter 1 was that enviro-
mental variables had a significant direct effect on WIN performance
levels. Programs in relatively favorable environments were hypothesized
to perform better than those in relatively unfavorable settings. That

*The level of reported welfare savings can also be affected by
other factors. Programs that gave priority to the reporting of welfare
grant reductions by IMU’s are likely to have higher reported savings.
Also, differences among state and local programs on what constitutes WIN=-
related welfare savings can have a similar effect. Some state and county
IMU s might report all reductions related to WIN registrants, even those
caused by windfalls (inheritances, etc.) or marriage. Others might be
very restrictive. They might report only those welfare reductions duye
to direct placement by WIN staff, refusing to give WIN credit for those
savings resulting from registrants finding their own employment (''obtained
employment"). ,

**SAU activity levels were included in analysis whenever possible.
This was hampered by two factors: (1) the lack of comparable data on
important state or local SAU activity measures and (2) the questionable
reliability of the data that were available. These factors and hypothe-
sized links between SAU items reported in Parts III and IV and overall
program performance are treated in Appendix B.
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is, State and local programs in certain types of labor market areas ob-

viously have more difficulty placing registrants into Jobs. There may : -
be very little choice in the jobs that are available. Even the best WIN

staffs cannot place registrants unless there are jobs in the community.

To {dentify socio-economic conditions or demographic character=
istics cf WIN registrants that might have a significant effect on WIN
performance, we first reviewed previous research. These studies sug-
gested possible relationships between registrant demographics, WIN services
provided, and program performance. In addition, we developed hypotheses
ourselves about how WIN performance might be affected by economic and
labor market conditions as well as a few relatively fixed program charac-
teristics for which reliable data could be obtained. Appendix B presents
. the factors for which data were available at the state level, our rationale

for including them in the analysis, and the data sources used ‘to operation-
alize them. ¢

To test the hypotheses we first examined these environmental
variables and performance measures using bivariate correlation analysis.,
This analysis simply compared the values of two variables for each state
program--one an environmental variable and the other a performance measure.
It showed whether, across all state programs, there was a discernible and
significant relat{onship between any two variables. Did thée values of a
performance indicator consistently increase or decrease as the values of
an environmental variable increased? This procedure was repeated for each
environmental and performance variable. Bivariate relationships were simi-
larly examined among environmental variables and among the performance
indicators. In this way we were able to identify those socio-economic
variables that were significantly related to different WIN performance
measures. Data were analyzed separately for three 12-month time periods.
These time periods were (1) CY 1974, (2) CY 1975, and (3) April 1976 through
March 1977. They corresponded to the three reporting periods used for WIN
allocations for FY 1976, FY 1977, and FY 1978 respectively. Correlations
among environmental variables and performance measures were examined for
each of the three time periods, based on data for 51 state programs.*

Table 2 shows those factors that proved to be significantly
correlated with each performance indicator at the state level and whether
the relationship was positive(+) or negative (~). As the table shows,
each of the four measures was associated with different environmental

*For a more technical explanation of all statistical procedures,
see Appendix B to this report and Mitchell, et al. (1977b). For complete
correlation matrices for performance and environmental factors for each
ot the three years, see Nightingale and Mitchell (1978).
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Table 2

Socio-Economic Factors Significantly Related to Each Performance Measure
. . &t the State Level for FY 1976, FY 1977 and FY 1978%

Proportion of WIN
reglstrants that are
non~white

Large metro
areas

Unemp loyment rate

Welfare
Lo Job Entries Grant Retention Job Entry
Per Sponsor Scaff Reductions Rate Wage
ositive Labor force partici Prevailing wage Entry 1éve1 salary Population
Factors pation rate : for counselors density
(+) : ‘
: Prevailing wage Growth in non- Proportion of WIN Unemployment
7 : agricultural em~ registrants with rate
~ ployment 12 or more years
: gchooling
Proportion of WIN Propertion of WIN Proportion of
reglstrants that registrants that employment in
are male are male lowwage .indus~-
' tries
Proportion of WIN Proportion of WIN Entry level
registrants with _ registrants with salary for
12 or more years ‘- ° 12 or more years coungelors
schooling ' schooling
’ Proportion of
WIN registrants
that are male
Negative Proporfion of popu- Population den- Praevailing wage
Factors lation below poverty sity
(=)

Unemployment rate

Proportion of WIN

registrants that
are non-white

Average employer
size

Proportion of em-
ployment in low-
wage industries

Proportisn of WIN
> registrants that
are non-white

*All relationships are statistically significant at the .1 level or aigher for at

least two vears.
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factggg. Also, some environmental factors were positively related to one
pegﬁ rmance measure and negatively related to another. For example, as
population density increased, welfare savings decreased, but job entry wage
increased. Correlations, therefore, identify the relationship between two
factors. ’

However., .bivariate correlation analysis does not provide an under-
standing of the multiple environmental influences on WIN performance found
in real world operations. The values of one environmental variable might
be affected (or offset) by other envirommental variables. Therefore, we .
next used multiple regression analysis to identify the linkages among °
environmental variables and WIN performance measures. In this way we were
able to more thoroughly test the hypothesized effects of environmental
factors. What were the combined influences of socio=economic variables on
different WIN performance measures? What groups of factors best "explained"
variation in a performance measure among state programs?

For each of three years (CY’s 1974, 1975 and 1976), step-wise
multiple regression was used to analyze the relationship between each
performance measure and the envirrnmental factors. The results of this
analysis are presented in Table 3. The environmental factors shown best
"explained" variation in perfoEmance at the state level for each measure
and each year. The adjusted R® under each set of envirommental variables
shows the proportion of the variation in performance among states that was

- attributable to that set of environmental variables. Thus, in.the case of
average WIN job entry wage, two variables taken together (proportion of - ©
employment in low wage industries and proportion of WIN registrants that
are male) explained 30.5% of the variation in performance in FY 1977 and
21.7% in FY 1978,

Several important results are apparent in Table 2.3. First, the same
sets of factors show up as the most powerful explainers of the same perform=-
ance measures each year, with only two exceptions.* The linkages between
performance and environmental factors are, for the most part, consistent
over time. Second, the environmental factors that have the greatest
influence are not the same for each of the four performance measures.

Third, certain performance indicators seem most influenced by labor market

*The recession of 1974 evidently seriously affected the number
of job entries per WIN staff for FY 1976 allocations. None of the asso-
ciations which were strong in FY 1977 and FY 1978 held up for FY 197¢.
Second, the FY 1978 allocation formula changed the method of calculating
retention rate, and this appears to have brought different factors into
prominence as explainers of retention rate for FY 1978.
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3

Socio-kconomic Factors that

Variation in State WIN

Significantly Explain
Performance, FY 1 76, FY 1977, FY 197

8

(Results of regression analysi

s of state level data)

Factors Affecting Job Retention Rate

/ A

. Cumulative Beta coef.
Explanatory Variables RS (and direction F-ratio
of association) (significance)

FY 1976 . N
Metro. population .082 -.41425 10.271
Highly educ. registrants . 225 47337 12.593*
Counselor salary .309 .29960 5.463%

' [Adjusted R2=,279, Na5]]

(FY 1977 . .
Highly educ. registrants .137 .48035 16.743
Counselor salary .290 43752 13.793:
Unemplovment rate .385 -.31049 7.241
(Adjusted R2=,359, Ne5]]

\

FY 1973
Minority registrants .083 -.36374 8.044:
Lowwage industries .169 .33068 6.682
Labor force partic. rate .252 .29228 5.219*
(Adjusted Rd=,220, N=5]] ;

!

8. Factors Affecting WIN Job Entry Wage Rate -

(average entry wage/state prevailing wage) X

Cumulative Beta coef. |

Explanatory Variables R2 (and direction F-ratio |
of association) gsignificance)i

FY 1976 !
Population density . 145 .32981 6.380% |
Lowwage industries $224 . 28608 4.800%* ;
(Adjusted R<=, 207, N=5]1] '

FY 1977 f
Lowwaze industries 152 . 44650 l3.516: :
Male registrants . 320 . 41391 11.615* |

[Adjusted R2=.305, N=51] |

[FY 1973 4
Lowwage industries . 137 . 38517 9.078% |
Male registrants 234 .31109 5.922* ‘

{

(Adjusted RI=.217, N=51]

*Siznificant
**Si{iznificant

for two-tailed F-test at
for one-tailed F-test at
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3% critical valuye (5.424),
5/ critical value (4.085),
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Table 3 (continued)

C. [Factors aAffecting WIN Job Entries per Sponsor Staffl/

' Cumulative Beta coef.
Explanatory Variables R2 (and direction F-ratio
of association) (significance)
FY 1977 . :
Minority registrants - . 205 -.43413 11.297%
Labor force partic. rate . 240 ©.18823 2.124
[Adjusted Ré=,273, N=50] '
(FY 1978 .
Minority registrants . 176 ~=,38682 _ 9,412%
Labor force partic. rate . 248 .27036 4.598%*
(Adjusted R<4=,231, Na51] :
' .
i . D. Factors Affecting Standardized Average
i f& Monthly Welfare Grant Reductions
! ) ( Cumulative Beta coef.
? Explanatory Variables RS (and direction F-ratio
! . of association) (significance)| |
IFY 1976 = .
- Average employer size ©.226 -.51498 19.609*
| Prevailing hourly wage . .359 .36652 9.933
1 (Adjusted R2=,345, Na51] :
FY 1977
o Average employer size 231 -.51191 ' 22.406%
Prevailing ,hourly wage V441 ' «45928 18.035%
(Adjusted Ré=, 429, N=51] )
FY 1978
Average employer size 237 -.49684 16.174%

Prevailing ,hourly wage .270 «18242 2.181
[Adjusted Ré=, 254, N=51] :

1/ No data is presented for FY 1976 since no set of explanatory factors yielded "
F~tests at or above the 5% critical value.
*Significant for two-tailed F-test at 57 critical value (5.424),
**Significant for one-tailed F-test at 5% critical value (4.085).
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conditions, while others are more sensitive to registrant characteristics.
Of particular interest is the fact that the number of job entries per staff
and job retention rate appear most heavily influenced by registrant charac-
terigtics. Fourth, envirommental factors explain 21 percent to '43 percent
of the performance variation among state programs.

Identifying High and Low~Perform;pg State Proérams

The resulting regression equations not only estimated the extent
to which each performance measure was affected by socio-economic environe
ment. They also provided a way to control for socio-economic differences
in choosing study states. The final regression equation for each measure
was used to estimate the expected level of performance for each state,
given the economic and social conditions in that state. By comparing
expected performance to actual performauce, states were identified that
were doing better or worse than expected on each performance measure.*

It was assumed that the difference between estimated expected performance
and actual performance was largely due to differences in managerial and
organizational characteristics.** .These differences were, of course, the
main focus of our field research. '

The ratio of actual performance to expected performance described
to what extent programs exceeded or fell below what they reasonably would
be expected to do, given their enviromment. This ratio was used to derive
performance scores on each of the four measures. To obtain an overall
performance measure, scores for each of the individual indicators had to
be combined. After consultation with national WIN officials, an overall
performance index was created in which each indicator was weighted as in
the discretionary portion of the WIN Allocation Formula.*#*

The selection of study states considered the overall performance
rankings for all three years. In the end our sample included three
States that were high performers and three that were low performers each
year. Two other states had shown improvement over that period and were

*See Nightingale and Mitchell (1978) for actual and estimated
performance levels for all states for the three years analyzed.

**The residual (actual performance minus expected performance)
would also be due to unidentified environmental factors, to measurement
errors and biases in the data used, and to random shocks affecting programs.

***See Table 2.1 for the policy weights as derived by simulation
analyses of the WIN Allocation Formula, This part of the formula is, in
effect, a statement of current national performance priorities. For
explanations of the development of the performance index and the technical
categories for classifying high and low performance, see Appendix B and
Mitchell, et al. (1977h). .
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clearly high performers in the most recent years. The last two were low
performers with consistently declining performance.* During the course
of the study, however, one of the original high performers experienced

" a drastic decline in productivity (based on FY.1979 performance data).

3. Effect of Socio-Economic Environment on Local WIN Productivity

The local sites visited within the ten states were selected in a
manner similar to the method used for state selection.** 1In states where
the number of local projects permitted statistical analysis, regression
equations were used to estimate expected performance. This was then
compared to actual performance in the same type of procedure used at the
state level. Final selection of sites was made after consultation with
the WIN sponsor and SAU coordinators in each state, to confirm the high
and low performer status.

, The process of selecting local sites to visit resulted in a data

base of all local WIN units (a total of 214) in the ten study states.
Analysis similar to that described in the preceding section was then con-
ducted with this local level data. The purpose was (1) to identify high
and low performing local WIN units across the ten states and (2) to verify
and further explore the relationships between environment and program per—
formance indicated by the state-level analysis. This section briefly
describes the analysis and our findings.

Relationships Between Socio-Economic Factors and Local Performance

Following field work, correlation analysis was conducted as the
first step in identifying associations between envirommental variables
and local unit performance. Table 4 presents those variables that were
significantly correlated with each of the four performance measures. Those
asterisked had also shown significant relationships at the state level,
as presented earlier in Table 2. As can be seen, there were substantial
similarities in the results of the two correlation analyses, especially
for the job entry and welfare grant reduction measures. Relationships

*The quantitative analysis was the main, but not the only, basis
for selecting states. Regilonality and structural variety were also con-
sidered. See Mitchell, et al. (1977b).

**Performance, demographic and economic information was obtained
for all 214 local WIN units in the the ten study states. Within each
state, data were collected for each variable for a comparable time period
(CY 1977 or FY 1978 for most variables). The variables in our local level
data base and technical details of the statistical analysis of that data
appear in Appendix B.
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Positive
Factors

(+)

- -~ ———

Negativé
Factors

(-)

 *These relatfcnships were also found to be statisticall

. —— > - -

Table 4

Soclo~Economic Factors Significantly Related to

Each WIN Ferformance Measure at the Local Level?

Job Entries
Per Sponsor Staff

*Proportion of WIN
registrants with 12
or more years of
schooling

*Prevailing wage

*Proportion of WIN
registrants that are
male

Emplover size

Walfare Grant
Reductions

*Proportion of
WIN registrants
that are male

*Proportion of
WIN registrants
with 12 or more
years of schooling

Number of sponsor
staff per 100
registrants

*Prevailing wage

Number of SAU
staff per 100
registrants

‘Retention
Rate -

Job Entry
Wage

*Proportion of
non-agricultural
employees in low
wage industries

Proportion of
population below
poverty

Number of sponsor
gtaff per 100
registrants

*Proportion of popula-
tion below poverty

Number of spornsor
staff per 100 regis-
trants '

*Proportion of WIN
registrants that are
non-white

FProportion of WIN

registrants aged 45
or over

Proportion of non-agri-
cultural enploywent in
lowvvage {ndustries

*Proportion of
WIN registrants
that are non-
white

Proportion of
population below
poverty

*Proportion of
non-agricultural
employment in
lowwage industries

Proportion of regis-

trantes aged 45 or
over

For cezparison to state results, see Table 2.

a/ Pased on correlatfon analysis of data for 214 local WIN sited.

statist{cally significant at the .0l level or better,
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*Proportion of WIN
registrants that
are non-white

Average employer
size

y significant at the state level,

All relationships are



-similar to those observed on the sgtate level also appeared important at
the local level. .

Next, multiple regression analysis was conducted to examine the°
combined effect of socio=economic factors on local WIN performance.* Table
2.5 presents the factors that regression analysis showed as most signifi-
cantly related to variations in each of the performance measures at the local
level. For example, 30,4 percent of the local variation in number of -job *
entries (the adjusted R“) can be "explained" by the combined impact of the
five soclo-economic variables shown ‘in the table (employer size, density,
labor force pasticipation rate, proportion of male registrants and poverty
population).

The results summarized in Table 5 revealed several things.
First, 52.1% of tne local variation in average WIN job entry wage levels
was attributable to environmental factors. Of the four performance measures,
then, wage level was most affected by local conditions. Most local WIN
staff would not be surprised by this finding, since many expressed an
understanding of the limited improvements they could make in entry wages.

Second, although the environmental factors explained between 30
percent and 52 percent of the local variation in three performance measures,
they accounted for only 14% of the differences in retention rate. The
serious data and definitional problems associated with this measure are
treated in more detail in Appendix B.

Third, there is considerable overlap in the explanatory variables
‘from measure to measure. With few exceptions, each labor market or demo-
graphic factor which proved to be a significant influence on one performance
measure also was a significant explainer of others. This overlap suggested
additional relationships existed among the environmental variables and among
the performance measures. These relationships are digcussed in Section 4 ,
of this chapter and in Appendix B. -~

Identification of high and low performing local programs in ten states.
The regression equations in Table 5 were used to develop standardized
composite performance scores for the local WIN programs. The procedure
was similar to that used earlier in the development of state performance
scores. Again, the scores were based on the ratio of actual level of
performance to estimated performance level. The local units’ estimated

*Significant explainers were those variables that had regreséion
coefficients with F-ratio values greater than the critical values for a
two-tail five percent F-distribution test for significance. - See Appendix
. B for a technical discussion of the procedures add tests performed.
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Table 3

Socio-Economic Factors that Significantlx Explain

Variation in Local WIN Performance
(Results of regression analysis of local level data)

PRt LA . £ W
;*)“Nmu’“ Factors Affecting Local .IN Retention Rate
Beta coef,
Cumulative (and direction F-ratto
Explanatory Variables RE . of association) (significance)
Population density . 096 -.32325 ., 18.681"
Prevailing hourly wage 114 . 23740 - 10.089*
Unemp loyment rate : . 156 . 17059 5.694"**
(Adjusted Rm, 141, Nal7]]
3. PFactors Affecting Local WIN Job Entry Wage Rate
(average entry wage/local prevailing wage)
Beta coef.
Cumulative (and direction F-ratio
Exp.anatory Variables R2 of association) gsignificancez
Lowwage industries 177 +49341 "65.521"
Average employer size . 285 -.31557 21.835"
Poverty Population .450 - .22708 11.660"
Male registrants .452 .19432 9.486"
Local emplovment growth +536 .13848 . 6.582*
(Adjusted R<=,521, N=178) :
=+ Factors Affecting Local WIN Job Entries per Sponsor Staff i
- . Beta coef.
Cumu%ative (and direction F-ratio
Expianatory Variables R of assoctation) gsignificance2
Population density . 064 ~.33735 20.881"
Poverty population 133 ~.35063 16.306"
Average employer 3size $211 . 27500 9.506:
Maie registrants .287 . 19646 7.131**
Labor iorcg partic. rate « 325 ~.15874 4. 530"
.Adjusted Re=,304, N=165]
D. PFactors Affecting Local Standardized Average
) Monthly Welfare Grant Reductions
‘ Beta coef.
Cumulative (and direction F=ratio
Zxplanatory Variables R of association) (significance)
Poverty population .189 -.48300 aa.oos:
" Lowwage industries «423 ~-. 32614 22.006*
Pooulation)densxcy  Hd2 ~,28604 17.065
Ad fusted Rew. 429, N=l3a]

*Signitficant for two-tailed Fetest, 1X critical value.
**Significant for sne-railed F-test, 1% critical valye.
***3igaificant for two~tailnd F-test, 5% critical valuye.
*revsSignificant for vne-talled F-test, S critical value.
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perfbrmance levels were based on what lévels they could beé expected to
achieve given their economic and demographic environment.*

!
High performing local units were identified as those which scored
in the top 25 percent of the range of scores for all 214 offices, while
low performers were in the bottom 25 percent. The 43 local programs visited
in our study were classified as ""high", "low" or "average'" according to these
rankings, and these classifications were used in the qualitative analysis
reported in Part IV of this report.

4. Models of Socio=Economic Influences on WIN Performance

The system of relationships among environmental and WIN performance
variables that was identified by multiple regression was susceptible to
_ path analysis which allows comstruction and testing of statistical models
to examine relationships among variables. Various models were developed to
see which was the most powerful explainer of the interrelationships iden-
tified. This path analysis, which is explained in detail in Appendix B,
was premised on the hypothesized causal relationships depicted in Figure
4. That figure shows that environment could affect performance. It also
assumes that retention rate, job entry wage rate and the number of job
entries might have an effect on welfare savings, but that (1) welfare
savings could not affect the other three measures; and (2) none of the four
performance measures could influence environmental conditions. This .was
the model that the path analysis tested. -

Retention
Aate

Socio~Economie Job Entry Velfare
Bav {roameat ) 1 Wege Rate Savings -

od Eatries
per S.qll

Figure 4
Hypothesized Model of Causal Relationships
Among Environmental and Performance Variables

*We used two sets of local composite scores, one including reten-
tion rate and the other excluding it." This was done since the reliability
of the retention rate data at the local level was questionable. However,
the general rankings of the local programs were very similar for the two
sets of scores. This may have been because units that perform well on
retention rate probably have high performance levels on other indicators
also. That is, the program emphasis is on the balanced mission to provide
quality jobs to as many registrants as possible. The scoring procedure is
discussed in more detail in Appendix B.
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That analysis confirmed and further clarified what the earlier ‘
regression analyses had: (l) that socio-economic environmental '
factors have a significant influence on WIN job entry wage rates and job ,
entries per staff; (2) that these two performance variables in turn have a large
effect on welfare savings;* and (3) that the retention rate measure (as' currently
defined) contributes little to explaining variations in local performance.

Our findings on the impact of socio~economic variables were important
to our study. But they are also valuable in themselves. Data on the economic
and client~-demographic factors affecting performance can be useful in evalu-
ation or organizational analysis of state or local WIN units because they
permit comparisons,.to be made after minimizing distortion due to environmen=-
tul effects. The information may also assist planning and locational deci-~
sions, gince it suggests ways to predict more precisely'what potential per-
formance can be expected from WIN operations in different kinds of commu-
nities or labor markets. -

Our findings also have important implications for resource allo~
+ cation decisions on the national, regional and state level. They suggest
the possibility that allocation formulas might be developed that provide
performance incentives while taking into account the relative difficulty
of labor market and demographic conditions facing different state or local
WIN programs. B

*In fact, performance levels on job entry wage and job entries
per staff together explain 45.6% of the variation iIn local welfare grant
reductions.
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CHAPTER 3
EXTERWAL POLITICAL AWD -BUREAUCRATIC INFLUENCES®

¢
bhapter Z identified the influence social and economic environ- . N
ment has upon WIN programs. Now we turn to a different se* of external |
influences, the political and bureaucratic settings in which state WIN
programs function. These influences are essentially external to the
employment security and welfare agencies of which WIN is a part. They
include politicians such as governors and legislators; support systems
such as civil service commissions and administrative services departments;
other state agencies and programs; and lobbies or special interest groups.
Federal influences transmitted by regional cffices are also examined.
While regional WIN unigs are obviously internal to the overall WIN system,
from the perspective of the states they are an external influence. Thus,
they are treated here as.part of the political and bureaucratic ¢ vironment
of state WIN programs.

The chapter begins by examining the interactions between state
WIN programs and federal regional offices. Then the effect of state
political influences, including politicians, legislatures, and lobbies,
are discussed. The impact of state personnel and administrative service
systems are considered next, followed by linkages to other state level
agencies or programs. ' 5

l. Regional Offices

This section considers the relationship between state WIN programs.
and federal regional offices of HEW and DOL, especilally the regional WIN
units. These units, which are composed of both DOL and HEW personnel,
are usually housed in the Employment and Training Administration of DOL
regional offices. The main concern here is not the character, structure
and management of these units or their links to the WIN naticnal office
in Washington. Those issues will be covered in a separate study of the
federal parts of the WIN system. Our focus is only on state-regional
contacts and activities. What do regional offices do with, for or to
state WIN programs? Are there differences in what they do, and if so,
with what effect on the states? Ultimately, do regional WIN units make
a difference to the performance of state WIN programs? ('

The data on which this section is based aie bounded in scope and
time. Interviews were conducted about six regional offices at the state
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level but were conducted in only five of those offices. In one of those,
five, only a limited number of interviews were possible due to the ille-

ness or unavailability of several potential respondents. Furthermore, \
several of these units were obviously in transition at the time of our

visit. Nevertheless, the data and the patterns described below are valid

for that mument in time. They reflect the character of those units and

their links to our ten sample states for the same time period in which

data on state and local WIN operations and performance were collected.

The section addresses, in turn, fegional office (1) allocation
.precedures and funding decisions, (2) goal-setting and planning functions,
(3) site reviews, (4) provision of technical assistance, (5) communica=~
tions with states, and (6) program advocacy efforts.

-

Allocations and Funding

Regional offices differed in their approaches to allocating funds
to the states. Only one of the five for which we had data reportedly
based discretionary allocations exclusively on the national allocation
formula. A second had devised its own procedures that rewarded high
performers and punished low performers more than the national formula.

A third office indicated it usually shaped discretionary allocations to
the number of WIN registrants in a state rather than comparative perform-
ance. In two regional offices no one but the individual responsible for
comput ing the allocations (in one case the regional WIN coordinator) was
sure what the bases of allocations were.

Regardless of regional formulae or emphases, underspending was
generally heavily punished. Both high and low performing gtates in five
of the six regions complained that this blunted the meaning fulness of
pertformance incentives and could cause serious operational disturbance
in their programs. At the time of our fieldwork, for example, one high
performing program was trying to figure out how to adjust to a 20 percent
allocation cut due to underspending on OJT and PSE and a decline in number
of reported registrants. Options included withdrawing the program from
parts of the state, shifting the SAU more heavily to Title XX funding
if posssible, and seeking the governor’s intervention with the regional
office. .

The amount of information regional offices shared with the states
about their allocation procedure--and, thus, the ways states should optimize
pertormance and rewards-~reportedly varied considerably. On the one hand,
three regional offices provided no details to state officials. This was
becdause the fxderal representatives themselves did not know. 1In one region
at least this was because the regional coordinator did not want the states
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to have such information. On the othor hand, one regional office provided
coplies of the natiopal allocation formula manual to every state in the
region and had ‘actively engaged in a. dialogue with them about allocations.
The states in this region were themselves in the process of jointly
‘developing an alternative to the existing allocation procedure.

Finally, the uncertainty and instability of funding provided by
the reglonal offices was reported vo affect state program operations.
With few exceptions, state officials reported that federal funding and,
thus, state and local unit activity goals.often changed during the fiscal
year. Local staff recalled frequent ‘stop-ahd-start" messages about spending
(especially for OJT and PSE contracts), and managers complained about an
inability to plan and operate on a long-term basis. However, several high
“ performers appeared to cope with this situation better than other states,
for example, by juggling certain SAU expenditures from WIN to Title XX
~,  depending on the availability of WIN funds. .

Goals and Plans

There was less variance in the way regional offices apportioned
activity goals to states. Generally, targets followed dollars. If a
state got 20 percent of the region’s money, it also was assigned 20 percent
. of the region’s planned activity goals. However, three of the regional
WIN units hedged against uncertainty by increasing the overall regional
targets or by assigning somewhat higher targets to state programs that were
historically more productive.

The proczss by which these goals were set varied somewhat, as
»did the-role of the regions in the unified WIN sponsor-SAU budgeting and
planning process (in its first year at the time of our fieldwork). In
three regions the inputs of federal representatives and even the states
themselves were taken iuto account. In two others, targets were simply
allocated to the states by the regional coordinator. Similarly, two
regional offices took an entirely "hands-off" attitude toward unified »
budgeting and planning. Two others advised states as to what the divi-
sion of rosources would have been in prior years, but left the decisions
to the state personnel themselves. Finally, two regions "suggested" to
some of {ts states the appropriate WIN and SAU portions. .

~Site Reviews

There was great variety in regional WIN units’ approach to site
reviewing. State and local respondents in one region reported that
regional office federal representatives almost never involved themselves
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in lécal unit site reviews. Even visits to the state office were limited
to quarterly half-day sessions in one of these states.

" By contrast, federal representatives in another region were trained
and encouraged to become intimate with the local operations in their states.
In the sample state in this region, the federal representative averaged
one site visit per month, and those visits involved three days of detailed
review, analysis and dialogue with local personnel. She also regularly
attended area-wide monthly managers meetings and met with the state WIN
and SAU directors weekly. During site reviews, the federal representative
struck a posture of joint problem-solving rather than investigation.

After each visit, ghe Prepared a report with suggestions that was given
to WIN management and local personnel . According to state respondents,
her effectiveness was enhanced by the fact that she had been stationed
in the state for several years instead of being rotated after a year

or two.

Most reglons fell somewhere betwéen those extremes. Thus, in
one region one sample state was the subject of frequent federal repre-
sentative site reviews while another wag rarely visited. In a second
case the reglonal office, which had actively site visited in the past,
had just enunciated a policy of delegating that function increasingly
to the states. Program leaders in one of those states were concerned
about the eventual effects of that policy. Their WIN program was adminis=-
tered through the ES chain of command down to the local office level,
and they knew that federal involvement in site reviews had been essential
in "getting certain local programs turned around". They feared that
declining federal presence would adversely affect the attention and prior=
lty WIN received in the local ES offices as well as regional office under-
standing of grass roots realities.

-

Technical Assistance

State interviews revealed substantial variation in the technical
assistance regional WIN units were perceived to provide on service delivery,
financial management or reporting/computerization issues. Thus, two regions
were viewed by'sample states as unable to give them much meaningful assis-
tance {n any of ‘these categories. State respondents cited as reasons (1)
the frequency with which federal representatives were rotated, (2) their
lack of grass roots experience or specific technical expertise, and (3)
their personal limitations in dealing with people. At the time of our
Fleldwork, these offices had also reportedly conducted little training
tor state personnel.

~
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By contrast, a third region was viewed as providing important
technical assistance. Federal representatives were generally perceived
as no less knowledgeable or competept than state personnel and, thus, a
useful source of advice and ideas. The regional office also made heavy
ugse of temporary assignments of .federal personnel to state positions or
State personnel from one state to another, thus, sharing existing exper-
tise around the region. Finally, the regional unit reportedly operated
an extensive program of seminars or. training” courses tailored to the
expressed needs of the gtates.

The other three regional units fell somewhere between these
extremes. Usually this meant that only one or two individuals in the
unit were perceived by state personnel as having ‘substantial program
and technical knowledge or that unit personnel were competent to advise
in one or two areas (e.g., budget preparation and financial management)
but not others (e.g., ESARS or service delivery techniques).

Communicition

Generally there was quite frequent (often daily) telephone contact
involving routine information exchanges between regions and states.
However, face-to-face contact between the region and the state varied
greatly among regions, as noted in the section on site reviews. Similarly,
regional units’ postures toward lateral contact among thelr gtates were
noticeably different. Officials in two regions indicated they preferred
that their states not have much communication with each other, in part
out of concern that "they might gang-up" or gain information the region
did not want shared. Formal and informal contacts were actively discour~
aged. Reglon-wide meetings were limited in number or dominated by federal
- officials, and there was no evidence of temporary staff exchanges among
states. This posture contrasted sharply with that of two other reglons
that construed their role as facilitating inter-state contacts.*

©

*In one of these cases, lateral communication and collaboration
went hand in hand with competition among the states over performance,
encouraged by the regional WIN unit. This type of competition was con-
sciously minimized in two other regions, in one case due to regional ETA
leaders’ preference for "region-wide teamwork". The WIN unit in that
office was prevented from giving public recognition to the highest per-
»forming program {n the region oun the grounds it would adversely affect
the general attitude ETA was seeking to cultivate among SESA‘s in the
region.
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Patterns of federal-state disagreement and conflict resolution
were generally similar across al' regions. Usually they'involved tele=-
phone coatacts between the .state and the regional unit first, and then
written statements from the state to the region. Officlals in at least
three states felt the best tactic was to put their position in writing
and force the region to do so, too. In their experience, this sometimes
led the region to drop the issue or at least compromise.- One or two state
program directors said that they also found it effective to sometimes
‘assert that they were going to do things their own way. There was only one
state in the sample which reportedly circumvented the region to take its
case directly to the national office. '

Program Advocacy

Apart from money and information, the major serrice regional WIN
units might provide state programs was as an advocate for the program.
within the state, within the regional office or within the national office.
While we have some evidence that several regional coordinators were partic-
ularly forceful in representing the interests of their states on financial
or policy issues at national meetings, the effect of this was not clear
ftrom our data. = ‘ : N

Data on the frequency and effect of advocacy efforts within the
reglonal offices and the states were much clearer. There was evidence
of vigorous and effective program advocacy efforts by the WIN regional
unit within one regional office. The unit head had gained the respect
of the ETA regional administrator and. achieved a degree of acceptance
and support from him that was unusual. Although an HEW employee, the
WIN coordinator regularly attended the ETA administrator’s executive staff
meetings and played an instrumental role in the regional employment and
training 1nst§lute. The institute had developed a number of courses useful
to state WIN personnel. Like most regional adminiptratbrs, this one dele~
gated WIN responsibilities broadly to the WIN coordinator, but he also
" had made it clear his active support was available as necessary. Further-
more, he reportedly had let other ETA staff know of his concern for the
program and his desire that they stay "aware" of it. As a result, the
status of the program within the regional office was unique within our
sample.

T'.ere was no evidence of any regional office interventions on
behalf of WIN with governors or state legislative leaders in any of the
ten sample states. Furthermore, there was little evidence that regional
offices had actively intervened on behalf of WIN with SESA or welfare
department top leadership during the past 3 or 4 years. According to
both regional and state respondents, most of the efforts that did occur
(.., attempts to get line authority for the WIN central office, to
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affect spending or staffing constgéints that were causing SAU underspend-
ing,-or to ease out=of=state travel restrictions) were ineffectual. The
one notable exception was a state where a vigorous intervention by the
ETA regional admnistrator and the federal representative caused the SESA
chairmian and the ES director to alter the agency’s attitude and behavior
toward WIN (see Chapter 6, Section 6). .

Effect on State Program Performance

The data presented in this section indicate that WIN regional
units were very diverse in the way they approached the same tasks and
in their interactions with states in their regions. The ddta also sug-
pest that regional office impacts on state WIN programs were in general
quite limited. Regional allocation decisions and funding procedures
clearly had operational effects on state programs. Regional WIN units
did serve as conduits for routine information from Washington to the
states and visa versa. But beyond that, the observable effects were
few. Regional monitoring was exerting genuine impacts on local opera-
tions in only two of the ten sample states. Only one state in our sample
credited {ts regional WIN unit with being able to provide directly most
forms of needed technical assistance. '

The interview responses of state level WIN personnel reflected
this s{tuation. Staff in two of our high performing states told us that
their regional office had played a significant part in their program’s
success. These were the state in which the regional office had played
a4 strong program advocacy role and the state where the federal represent-
ative was extensively involved in site reviews and in constant consulta=
tion with state and area program administrators. Respondents 1in all
elght of the other states gave their regional office little or no credit

S

for their program’s success=-or its failure.*

The issue of the role and capabilities of WIN regional units is

addressed further in our separate study of the WIN federal management
system.

N ~*In tact, respondents in two states (one low and one high performer)
in a reglon of generally high performers repeatedly tqld us that their
regional office provided none of its states with much meaningful assis-
tance. They sald ‘it was important that the high performance prevalent

in the region be attributed to the exceptional competence of managers

and staff {n several of the states, combined with a tradition of exten-

sive {nter-state exchange of ideas and information.
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2. State Political System

_ This section focuses on the interactions between WIN and state
level politicians, principally governcrs, legislators and their appointees
or staff. The visibility of the program is examined in terms of politi-
cians® awareness of WIN and state level lobbies’ interest in the program.
Next, state level oversight of WIN’s budget is discussed. Then, politi-
cal interventions in the treatment of individual clients, in WIN personnel
matters and in WIN site location decisions are considered.

Program Visibility

Awareness of and interest in WIN was generally low. In six states
inte:view data indicated state level politicians were almost totally unaware
or uninterested in the program, and WIN was described as "invisible at ,
the state level™. Contacts between the state WIN sponsor or SAU directors
and legislators were rare. Although governors and other politicians
frequently made public.statements about "welfare reform", "workfare", or
reducing welfare expenditures, no respondents remembered them ever publicly
referring to WIN.* ’ ’

In four states the situation was somewhat different. One was a
state in which the top WIN priority was getting unemployed fathers off
welfare under the unemployed parent component of AFDC (AFDC-U). Local
unit performance was measured first in terms of the number of AFDC=U cases
that had been.closed. This emphasis came from the highest levels of state
government. For several years, the governor had placed heavy emphasis
on putting men on welfare to work. In fact, he had used the success of
the state’s WIN program in reducing the AFDC=U caseload in his campaign
for re-election.

In a second state occasional legislative discussion of WIN was
reported. In addition, one U.S. Congressman had pald several visits to
the WIN unit in his district and intervened on its behalf to improve
linkages to the local CETA prime sponsor. In two other states the

*In two states legislative concern about the "welfare problem"
led to the passage of state laws requiring registration for work as a
condition for receiving welfare payments. SESA leaders helped assure
that eligibility criteria written into these laws were identical to those
in WIN and that welfare applicants required to register for work under
state law could fulfill that requirement by registering for WIN. Thus,
these two laws had no noticeable effect on WIN.
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program leadership took the initiative in cultivating links to elected
ofticials by providing them with periodic reports or laudatory regional
office reviews. As a result favorable references to WIN by politicians
occasionally appeared in the media.

Political {mpacts on state WIN program policy or content were also
extremely limited. The principal exception was the state where WIN’s
‘objective of zeroing-out AFDC-U caseloads was politically inspired. Respon-
dents in several other states where welfare was county~administered indi=-
cated that county officials occasionally might use their legislators to
deter the state from compelling county compliance with WIN regulations.
Even the policy influence of the political appointees who served as SESA
commissioners was generally limited, usually involving only the rati-
fication of recommendations by career employees.

Similarly, state level lobbying groups almost wholly ignored WIN.
Respondents indicated it attracted no attention from feminist, business,
or public interest lobbies in any of the states in our sample. While
welfare rights organizations were mentioned in five states, there were no
reports of lobbying or protest activities directed at WIN in recent years.
Thus, at the time of our.fieldwork lobbies exerted no significant impact
on state WIN programs. '

Budget Review and Funding

State level budget review and appropriation processes also raised
little interest in WIN. In nearly all states WIN sponsors found it possible
to match the federal grants with in-kind contributions from OJT and PSE
contracts. Thus, the WIN sponsor (like the ES) involved no appropriation
of state funds, and its federal funds were either ignored or passed through
automatically by budget bureaus, legislative staff and legislatures.

In most sample states the SAU budget also usually encountered
little difficulty at the state level, even though a cash match was required
for their federal funds. This was partly due to the fact that SAU’s often
underspent their budgets and partly because the 90-10 match was viewed as
a "good deal" by legislators used to federal programs requiring bigger state
matches. Despite this general pattern, there were several states in the
sample where the budget process impacted substantially on WIN funding.

Four states reported cuts in the state portion of SAU funds because of
underspending in prior years or state~imposed limitations on the number of
authorized positions. Two indicated that the budget process resulted in
Title XX social services funds being earmarked for WIN.
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FEven in these states, however, the process was a8 Cursory one.
Thus, in the state where budget review was most detailed (and where 8-
10X cuts in the SAU budget generally resulted), budget analysts reported
spending "maybe two hours™ on WIN. Only two state SAU"or WIN directors
reported ever having to appear before legislative committees. Usually
the WIN budget was presented by an official of the budget bureau, welfare
department or SESA as part of the overall department budget. No-program

audits or evaluations by executive dr legislative staff were reported in
any sample state.* i

Polltical Interventions

Interview data revealed the occurrence of three types of political
interventions in state WIN programs. In five states it was reportedly
not uncommon for politicians to request special treatment for particular
clients. Thus, sanctions could not be instituted against a certain regis-
trant or a particular WIN client had to be provided a specific type
of training. Some manipulation of hiring and promotion procedures for
personal or party patronage also was reported.in five states. Finally,
in seven states there was political interference in decisions about site

locations, office space or purchased services.

Table 6 summarizes the data on reported political interventions.

\<\?hg ten sample states are indicated by the letters A through J and arrayed

by performance, with the high performers at the left.** Analysis revealed
no statistical relationship between state program performance and political
intrusions. However, all three types of reported intrusions tended to vary
together by state; those states reporting more of one type also tended to

report more of the others. Other data indicated that where such interven-

tions occurred, they were not unique to WIN but were present throughout the
SESA and elsewhere in state government.

*Several respondents in one state reported that the governor’s
manpower office had precipitated a "review" of WIN several years earlier.
However, apparently no report of findings was ever circulated.

** This convention will be followed in similar tables throughout

the report. State E is the program that suffered declining performance in -
the year our interviews were conducted.
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Table 6
Reported Political Interventions in

State WIN Programs

A__ 8 C p B ¥ G W 1 3
; .
Special treatment tor spectfic ., * s o “
clients. .
Hiring and promotion decisions. L1 o~ LI L
Site locattons, oftice space, n w I *n [T I
conttactor decialona.
Key:
L] = extenaive, frequent.
* = occasional, some.
[blank]  li{ttle or none reported.

‘3. Support Systems

This section considers the support systems, such as state personnel
systems and administrative service agencies, on which state WIN programs
depend to varying degrees. The autonomy of a program--the capacity of .
{ts own managers and staff to decide its fate--hinges in part on the
responsivencss and flexibility of such systems. They may affect the be-
havior of organization leaders, the conduct of management functions and

the characteristics of program staff. Thus, they could influence program
performance indirectly.

L3

Personnel Systems

The formal and informal characteristics of state personnel systems
varied substantially across our sample, and these variations created dif-
ferent operational realities for WIN from state-to-state. However, our
analysis revealed no clear association between the characteristics of these
systems and WIN program performance.

Hiring. Some type of full or partial hiring freeze was in effect in five
of our ten sample states. In two the reasons seemed purely fiscal; state

revenues were tight, and although WIN was essentially federally-funded,
it did not escape the general proscription. It was time-honored practice
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in two other states for an Ifn-coming administration to formally freeze
hiring so that more centraf}zed control could be maintained for patronage
purposes. Finally, in one ‘state both the SESA and welfare department
were under court order not to hire until discriminatory practices were
ended. In only two of the five states did interview data indicate that
the effects of those freezes were severe enough to affect some local WIN
office operations. In most cases, there were ways around them (i.e.,
exceptions, hourly employees, provisional hires) or the interdictions .
‘were not severe or long-lasting enough to substantially affect normal
staffing levels. '

In all ten states ‘all regular hires by the WIN sponsor involved
the formalities of examinations,. registers and interviews. Simiiarly,
all SAU hires (whether for state or county positions) were based on state
civil se.vice system tests and lists. Applicants were then interviewed
by county welfare-officials in the states where welfare was county=
administered. '

£

Despite the formalities, in four states where patronage intrusions
were substantial, "provisional" hires were often made in the SESA. 1In
some cases ''provisionals'’ became permanent without ever passing a test.
Similarly, in three of these states WIN managers said 1t was easy to
dispense with one register and get a new one in an effort to "reach" a
particular individual. '

Variation existed in affirmative action efforts, too. Para-
professional positions were used in four WIN programs to recruit disadvan~
taged or minority staff. 1In a fifth, affirmative action efforts in the
SESA had led to the creation of separate registers for women and minori-
ties. Elsewhere affirmative action hiring efforts were less obvious, and
in nearly all states female respondents saw the fact that veterans received
preference. (often extra points on thelr test scores) as a disadvantage.

None of these variations in state hiring practices were shown to
be related to differences in WIN program performance.

Promotions. Promotion procedures also differed across our sample. 1In
three states, promotions in the WIN sponsor required written or profi-
clency tests. In most other cases, openings were posted and applicants
who bid for them were interviewed by the office manager and by the ES or
WIN area administrator. Final decisions might require areg, central
office or even cabinet~level approval, depending on the level of the
pusition in question and the state. As noted earlier, patronage concerns
played some part in personnel actions in five states.
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Promotional opportunities for local WIN staff also varied. In
several states there were only one or two classifications of service
delivery jobs in the WIN sponsor before an individual had to move to a
supervisory job or out of the program. This condition was even more
prevalent for SAU’s, 'which often had only a single social worker classi-
‘fication for SAU staff. As described in Chapter 6, several high perform-
ing WIN programs were either able to create an internal career ladder or
had status enough within the sponsor agency so that WIN personnel found
"1t easy to move into managerial positions }n other parts of the SESA.

Speed. The speed with which civil service systems permitted WIN managers
to f1ll vacancies also varied substantially but was not associated with
performance levels. At one extreme were three states which reported that
- the normal time from requesting the register to filling the job was be-
tween three weeks and two months. At the other extreme were five states
that reported it took between six months and a year to fill a job. Among
" the reasons cited for these delays were (1) lengthy posting requirements,
(2) strict adherence to detailed procedures due to affirmative action

" concerns or collective bargaining agreements, and (3) fiscal or political
reviews of all hires or promotions.

Reclassifications. 1In five states problems involving reclassifications
were described by WIN or SAU officials. 1In three of these, general re-
classifications had led to downgrading of some WIN positions (and in one
case SAU positions as well). The SESA in a fourth case had been exten-
sively reorganized, resulting in anomalies in grades and job descriptions.
In all five these occurrences disturbed the morale of some individuals

and diverted some staff time to grievance or appeals proceedings. Some
concern was expressed that in the long=-run the downgradings would compli-
cate staff retention aud recruitment. But, in general, these disturbances
were seen as an unavoldable 1if unpleasant part of employment in state
government. ' s

Unions. In seven of our ten sample states, collective bargaining agree-
ments covering public employees such as WIN staff did not exist. Some
type of employee’s association was present in five of the seven, but

even the most vigorous of these only lobbied the governor and legislature
for salary or fringe benefit increases and represented individual workers
In grievance procedures. Their impact on WIN was minimal.-

Respondunts in the three WIN programs that were covered by union

~ contracts indicated that those agreements had significantly affected pat-
terns of promntion and lateral transfer. In each case seniority alone
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governed advancement and rights to accept or refuse transfers. Merit=
based criteria had been abandoned, and managerial choice was diminished.
MWhile staff in one of these states attributed Fecent salary increases to
the union’s presence, respondents in all three said that the union had
not had the anticipated effect of reducing political intervention in

personnel matters.

Administrative Services Agencies . _ ®

Interactions with administrative: services agencies.usually in-
volved procurement.of office space, supplies and equipment. In seven
states in our sample these functions did not, in fact, involve am\ exter-
nal agency at all but were performed by a bureau of the SESA Gr we fare
department. In two of the other three, respondents indicated that the .
services department sometimes vetoed their requests to lease a particular.
office on the grounds that the rents were excessive. One of these depart-
ments also reportedly exercised judgment as to the political appropriate- <
ness of particular ‘locations. Overall, their impact on the program was
not seen as substantial,

In general WIN personnel were rarely much involved in office space
decision's. 1In one state and part of another, the state WIN director played
a role; Iin a third state and occasionally in a fourth, local WIN managers °

"had some part in the choice. Elsewhere, WIN sponsor sites were often
pre~determined by ES office locations. Similarly, SAU locations were -
generally based on where other welfare staff or the WIN sponsor, in the
case of collocated units, were housed. 1In five of our sample gtates, office
space decisions were reported to be very political. Those five states
included three where the SESA did its own procurement and two where a
separate administrative services agency was involved.* ’ W

‘ B {

Finally, SAU officials in two states reported that the adminis-
trative services agency or another state-wide control mechanism had effec-
tively barred them from out-of-state travel and, thus, from attending ¢
regional office meetings or training sessious.

*.here was only one state in our sample where constituent service
Concerns repurtedly motivated elected officials to seek the location of
WIN units in their districts. In that case bladk and Spanish-speaking
state legislators reportedly successfully lobbied the SESA for WIN units
to be located in certain parts of one urban and one rural area. '
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4. Other State-Level Agencies, Programs and Organizations

WIN program interactions with other state agencies or programs
and with interest group organizations operating at the state level were
generally few and unimportant.*

CETA

Relationships between WIN and CETA at the state level fell into
three categories. First, there were four states in which WIN contacts
with the governor’s manpower staff and the state employment and training
councils were extremely limited and, in several instances, tinged with
hostility. " WIN central office staff indicated it was often months between
personal com inication. WIN access to resources available from these
entities either at the state level or at the local level in the balance-of~-
state area were generally minimal.

In a second group were five states where there was more contact,
formally at least, at the state level. These included the two programs
“with members on state councils and another in which WIN and the CETA
balance-of-state staff reported to the same individual. WIN access to
resources and WIN-CETA relations were, however, variable from site-to-site
within the balance-of-state area. The patterns of access and interaction
were largely shaped by the relationships of local WIN staff and local
manpower officials--not by relationships at the state level.

Third, there was one state where the governor’s manpower office had
contracted with the SESA to conduct most CETA functions in the balance~of -
state, and the SESA, in turn, had chosen to carry out these functions through
integrated CETA-WIN units. Increased WIN access to CETA PSE was accompanied
by extensive diversion of WIN staff to CETA activities, as Chapter 5 will
describe.**

*For a discussion of the interaction between local units of these
. programs and WIN service delivery units, see Chapter 13.
**Since our field research was completed prior to enactment of the
CETA Amendments of 1978, we cannot assess their impa:t on CETA-WIN links.
Title Il of that legislation limits eligibility for mcst CETA training and
PSF jobs to the "economically disadvantaged" including welfare recipients.
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" Vocational Rehabilitation and Education

In eight out of the ten samplerstates there was, in fact, no
current work-related linkage at all between vocational rehabil{tation (VR)
Aand the WIN sponsor or SAU at the state level. One of the two remaining
states was the cite of special VR-welfare teams for disabled AFDC recipients.
The other was a state where a VR employee who acted as liaison to the
-welfare agency was housed in the same bureau as the SAU: This was also one
of the few states where VR-WIN links at the local level were closer and
more productive. Without exception, no WIN central offices reported any
current relationship with state educational or vocational education agencies.
Several indicated that the raison d’etre for such links had passed with WIN
I and 1its emphasis on training. Few connections with any other state
governmental entities were mentioned.*

This chapter has described the political and bureaucratic envi-
ronment that surrounds WIN and its host agencies at the state level.
Unlike socio-economic variables, the impact on WIN of these kinds of
environmental {nfluences was shown to be limited. Our analysis revealed no
association between these factors and performance. We found that both high
‘and low performing WIN programs sometimes faced similar problems from
‘.uneven flow of federal funds, political Intrusions and support systems.
It is possible that some of the same internal characteristics that make
high performers more productive also make them more adept at by-passing or
alleviating these problems. It 1s to these internal characteristics that
weé now turn our attention. :

“*The links between the SAU and welfare-run placement programs, pri-
marily for state general assistance recipients, will be presented in
Chapter 5, ' .
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INTRODUCTION TO PART III

The preceding chapters have examined the impact of various types
of environmental influences on state WIN programs. Now we turn our atten-
tion to these programs themselves, focusing throughout Part III on the
set of {tems labeled "major determinants'" in Fiqure 5. These are the
elements which our research on WIN and other employment and training programs
suggests may shape the structure and processes of the local delivery system
and thus {afluence overall productivity.

For simplicity the diagram presents each of the major determi-
nants as a separate, monolithic entity. In reality, the situation is
more complex. FEach of these major elements is itself composed of a cluster
of {tems or constructs. For example, '"overall structure" encompasses a
number of subcomponents. These include the organizational configuration
of SESA and welfare agencies (the "host agencies'); the location of WIN
and SAU in these host agencies; the program’s size; and the linkages between
the WIN sponsor and SAU and between WIN central offices and their local
service units.

In addition there may be interactions between major determinants.
For example, the goals of the program are largely determined by national
policy on WIN objectives. However, host agency and WIN program management
may also influence WIN goals within each state. These goals may, in turn,
affect the priority given to different tasks and the program’s administra-
tive structure. WIN leadership may also have some influence over program
staffing, depending on the authority given them within their host agencies.
Together, these factors may influence work unit characteristics and, thus,
indirectly affect program performance. '

The first chapter of Part III deals with how program goals are in-
terpreted and the impact of differing goal interpretations on the priority
and'structuring of program tasks. Following chapters deal sequentially
with state program structure and with leadership, management and staff
characteristics. A concluding chapter focuses on the characteristics
rons{stently present in the high performing state WIN programs.
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CHAPTER 4
STATE PROGRAM GOALS

This chapter deals with how the goals of the WIN program are
interpreted In the state organizations responsible for the program. The
focus 1s less on what national policy documents or allocation formulae
say and more on the goals and purposes of state WIN staff and host organi-
zations in operating the program.

There may be important differences between national and state
Interpretations of WIN goals. State or local WIN personnel may be unaware
of national priorities. Even if they are aware, they may fail to apply
them in training staff, allocating resources, structuring reporting systems
and assessing performance. Beyond that, the employment security and
welfare agencies in which the programs are housed may have their own
priorities which compete with those of the national program.

The goals of the organization that runs the WIN program are
important because they may influence program organization and tasks.
In the WIN program variation in structure and tasks is presumably limited
by the WIN Handbook which prescribes relatively uniform procedures and
by the* system of federal oversight. Nevertheless, variations in struc-
ture and priorities are clearly observable. It is reasonable to suspect
that these variations might influence program productivity.

le Recognition of National WIN Priorities

WIN Sponsor \\>

During the course of our study, awareness of national program
priorities changed. In our mail survey in the spring of 1977, none of
the 51 state. WIN coordinators correctly prioritized the four major per-
formance measures in the WIN Allocation Formula (retention rate, job
entry wage, job entries per staff and welfare savings). The overwhelming
majority of state WIN coordinators indicated that job entries per staff
was the most i{mportant performance measure. This finding was reported
during the summer of 1977.

Fieldwork conducted in the ten sample states from the fall of
1977 through the spring of 1978 ylelded a different and changing picture.
Several states had, in fact, been aware for some months of the relative
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priorities associated with the four performance factors. Other states
had only very recently received clarification on relative priorities
through memoranda or briefings by the regional office. Eight of the

ten state WIN sponsor coordinators either had read the WIN Allocation
Formula handbook, had been briefed by regional office persomnnel on the
tormula, or both. With one exception, each of these elght described _
the allocation formula performance priorities correctly, indicating that
the quality of jobs (retention rate and entry wage rate) were weighted
most heavily, followed by the number of job entries. One of the remaining
two program directors had heard something about the formula but was mig-
informed about fts priorities, and identified placements as '"the name of
the game."” The other knew nothing about the formula and its messages.

In eight states, central office staff’s perception of priorities
was fdentical to that of the coordinator. However, in one state (a low
cperfarmer) the coordinator had failed to inform them. His staff had been
told that placements were most important.

“able 7 shows the local WIN sponsor staff awareness of goal and
pertormance measures state-~wide. As in earlier tables the ten sample states
are indicated by the letters A through J and arrayed by performance, with
the high performers at the left and the low performers at the right.

Table 7

WIN Sponsor Staff
Awareness of WIN Goals and Performance Measures

A B _C D E F G H I J

General agreement that quality X X X X X X
of jobs at least as important
as number of job entries.

General agreement that "place- . X X X X
ments’ were paramount.

The staff in high performing programs had a clearer perception
of national program goals. Workers in some of those gtates described
training sessions or meetings in which they had been instructed on the
tormula and {ts implications for their activitjyes., Service deliverers
made {t ¢lear that 1t was important for them nbt only to place registrants
fn jobs but also to place them in Jobs that had longer term prospects
ind relatively higher wage rates. ’
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In two of the states where local staff were unaware of national
priorities and were emphasizing placement, the state WIN coordinators them-
selves were not clear about the priorities. In a third the program head
had chosen not to communicate his knowledge of the formula to subordinates.
The fourth was a special case, the state described earlier where WIN bas
used to eliminate men from the welfare roles. At the behest of the state
program coordinator, local level managers were preoccupied with "zeroing-
out” their AFDC-U caselvoad, and relatively less resources were spent on
the much more sizeable registrant pool of welfare women. . ’

Ay

SAU

Yalle 8 shows SAU supervisor and staff perceptions of the program’s
goals and performances  With one exception, they were generally identical i
with those of WIN Sponsor staffe. In the one state where goal consensus
between the WIN sponsor and SAU did not exist, the WIN sponsor was run-
ning a "stratght placement' operation. 7The SAU director knew the national
priorities and had successfully communicated a concern for quality of
jobs to SAU workers throughout the state. As a result they spoke criti-
cally of the "numbers game" being played by their counterparts in WIN units.
Individual SAU personnel {n several other states where the WIN sponsor
wis euphasizing job entries also voiced a concern about quality of jobs,
but this tlowed from thelr own concern about clients rather than an aware-
ness ot the allocation formula or national program priorities.

——— ey e e

Table 8

SAU Perceptions of
WIN Goals and Performance Measures

Quality ot placements at least X X X X X X X
a8 {mportant as number of job
vntries.

>~

Placement {s the major emphasis. X X

e w e m eelm =t tmtmm hems —h e . . —

the SA’S missions Those results appear in Table 9. In the four Wigh-~
est pertorming states, SAU supervisors and staff tended to see thel
tien not only as assisting the WIN sponsor by providing soclal seryices
to registrants but also as creating coordinating linkages to the
Fitle X< By contrast, in three low performing programs, SAU wo
detined their objective exelusively as providing social service
paperwers ter WiN,

ers
and doing




Table 9

/ SAU Definition of'
Its Cwn Goals and Mission

A B C D E F G _H 1 J-

Assigting WIN sponsor in moving X X X X

reglsttrants into jobs by providing ,
social services, eliminating bar- AT
riers and acting as coordinating Al
link to IMU and Title XX.

Providing timely social services X X X
and paperwork for WIN as requested.

Not important to work with other

welfare units on behalf of WIN.

Moving recipients off welfare X X X
through private sector placement=-
especially AFDC-U cases.

In three states, the SAU perceived their mission as moving recip-
lents--especially AFDC-U recipients--off welfare through direct place=-
ment activities. One of these was the state described earlier where the
WIN sponsor also was working toward the same, state-ordained goal. 1In
this state all WIN services were delivered through the state welfare depart-
ment. o : A

A similar but less pronounced situation existed in another state
where the welfare director and the SAU assigned a high priority to reduc-
{ng" AFDC-U caseloads. With the reluctant agreement of the WIN sponsor,
SAU staff in some locations had direct access to the ES job bank and were
making direct placements of welfare fathers. In a third state, the SAU
chief had preyiously administered Title V and a state-sponsored welfare
placement program. He thought his own organization was more capable of
the placement function than the WIN sponsor, and the SAU was conducting
placement activities in some parts of the state.

2. Goal Displacement

the goals and priorities of the "host" organization can compete
with »r displace those of the WIN program. In short, how much do employ-
meat secarfty and welfare agencies utilize WIN resources and personnel
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to serve purposes other than those of the program? To the host organiza-
tion, some degree of goal displacement may be advantageous or unavoidable.
From the WIN program’s viewpoint, however, it may lead to diversion of
resources and reduced productivity. S

Goal displacement took different forms in different states. In .
the cases already described, it meant excessive priority to reducing AFDC=U
caseloads. Five other forms of goal displacement'(oﬁten working in
combination) were also {dentified. They involved utilizing the program
as:

e A source of general overﬁead:funds for the host agency..
e A "dumping ground" for incompetent personnel.

¢ A means of absorbiné employment service budget cuts.

¢ A source of political patronage.

¢ A resoyrce supplement to other programs.

In two states interview data indicated that a substantial fraction
of WIN sponsor program funds was being diverted at the headquarters level.
The amounts apparently involved went well beyond the normal proportion
of overhead and administrative costs usually chargeable to WIN. Respon=-
dents believed the resources were paying for personnel unconnected to WIN
that worked in the SESA director’s office or other agency-wide units.

In at least five states the program had served to some degree as
a dumping ground for inferior employment service personnel. In some cases,
this had been one of the ways the program had been staffed initially. 1In
others, it was a more recent development. Dumping varied from standard
operational procedure in some states to rare episodes in others.

In three states the WIN program was'used_to absorb ES staff cuts.
In some cases WIN sponsor positions were kept unfilled to accommodate
future staff shifts. In others ES staff were put to work on WIN when
poor ES productivity led to budget reductions under the USES resource
allocation formula. In one episode, a large proportion of the WIN staff
was laid off to make room for ES staff with more seniority.

As described in Chapter 3, in half the states in our sample, it
wias clear that WIN, like other programs, was used as a source of political
patronage. Both personnel and capital expenditures were usually involved.
In the most flagrant cases respondents told of individuals that showed
up vne morning with the message they were 'told to report to work here''--to
the complete surprise of the unit manager. In one state, respondents reported
that all new hires had to be cleared by party officials "in the state house'
and that not only the applicant but also his or her parents’ party affiliation
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was checked prior to approval. In four ‘states little or no patronage use
of the program was reported.

WIN 'was used as a resource supplement to another program in one
notable case. The SESA played a major role in service delivery and adminis-
“tration of CETA throughout the state. Agency leaders saw CETA as the
program of the future and attached high priority to it. Simultaneously,
they assigned relatively low priority to WIN out of a concern that trying
to place too many welfare recipients might damage their credibility with
private employers and hurt their high performing mainstream ES operation.
CETA/WIN units were organized from the central office to service delivery
levels to operate both programs. Organizational priorities and structure
led to the use of WIN-funded staff on CETA functions. 1In some local units
Interviews suggested that nearly two-thirds of WIN staff resources were
used on CETA. '

However, this situation was not without some benefits to WIN parti-
cipants. Due in part to the resource diversion to CETA, the WIN program
wits relatively ineffective when compared to others in its regien using
generally accepted WIN performance measures. However, at the time of our
fieldwork a f: r higher proportion of CETA PSE jobs was going to welfare
recipients in this state than in any other in our sample. For example,
in some areas 65 percent of all Title VI-A project slots had gone to welfare
recipients. Some respondents attributed this fact to the CETA/WIN unit
structure. From the organization’s viewpoint, by putting welfare recipi-
ents in PSE jobs it was deing something to help them and to address polit-
feal pressures to put welfare recipients to work. At the same time it
wis able to divert resources to one high priority program (CETA) and
aveld hurtbng another (ES).

Similar examples of resource diversion occurred on the SAU  side,
especially in states where welfare was county-administered. Some county
SAU staft whose salaries were fully paid by WIN funds reportedly were
used on non-WIN Title XX cases or daycare functions. However, blatant
diversion was less common in SAU’s.

Goal definition and goal displaceqent were obviously linked to
other {mportant constructs. The type of resource diversion to CETA
just described appears easier 1f the WIN program is integrated into
other SESA programs rather than run through its own separate, self-contained
structure and chain-of-command. However, self-contained WIN programs
were no more immune to other forms of goal displacement (patronage, dumping
and absorption of ES budget cuts) than were those that were administered
through an {ntegrated ES structure. The attitudes of top SESA and welfare
eney otticials toward WIN (discussed in Chapter 6) seer. more instrumental
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than structural characteristics in explaiuing the frequency and extent

of such occurrences. It 1is.worth noting here, however, that analysis
revealed that in all four of the high performing state programs little
displacement occurred, while in the declining performer it was substantial.
In three of the five low performers displacement was substantial, and in
the other two it was moderate.



: CHAPTER 5
STATE PROGRAM STRUCTURE

This chapter deals with the overall structure of state WIN programs.
It considers first how big they are, what affects their size, and whether
size is related to prbductivity. Thea 1t deals with how the program is
tied to the structure of its host agencies and how different levels of
the program’s hilerarchy are connected to each other. '

l. Program Size

Program size 1s worthy of study on-at least two grounds. First,
size may well affect organizational structure. As the size 9of an organi-
zation increases, management and control problems also grow. This can
cause the organization to be divided into more units and more administra-
tive layers. However, this solution has adverse side effects, most notably,
increased difficulty in coordination and communication among the mcre
numerous layers and units.

lLarger organizations are likely to have more complex structures.*
This increased complenity can cause inefficiencies which, it turn, make
larger operatiors les.. productive phén smaller ones. On the other h-and,
economies of sca'e may occur which offset the effect of complexity and
make larger operations more productive.

In the case of WIN, we f.rst describe the differences in program
size that exist and the causes ol those differences. Second, we want to
~see 1f ditferences in size affect structure. Lastly, we want to analyze
the relationship between size and productivity.

There are immense variations in WIN program size. In FY 1977 the
average state program had :»9 WIN sponsor staff positions to serve 29,970
reglistrants. However, the number of WIN sponsor staff ranged from 17 in
one state to 1,133 in another. The largest WIN program served 231,000
roygistrants, while the smallest had a registrant pool of 819.

*Blau and Schoenherr (1971), Chapter 7, showed this to be generally
true {a their study of state employment services.
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Sim{lar extremes of variation were present in state SAU’s. The
number of SAU full-time staff equivalents ranged from three in the small-
¢St program to 653 in the largest. The average number of SAU staff equiv=-
alents across al' states was 86.

WIN Sponsor .

Program size as measured by WIN sponsor and SAU staffing levels are,
of course, fundamentally determined by federal budget allocations to the
states. These, {n turn, are most heavily influenced by the estimated number
of WIN registrants within a state. In our analysis of the WIN Allocation
Formula, 86 percent of the variation in discretionary allocations to state
programs {n FY 1977 was explained by differences between states in the number
of potential registrants.* The entire amount of mandatory allocations is
based on number of -registrants.

Even though WIN sponsor funding is entirely federal, state level
tactors could atfect their eventual expenditure and thus staffing levels.
As described {n Chapter 3, in half of the sample states general hiting
freezes aimed at conserving state revenues couid shrink the WIN work
force. In addition, the program’s capacity to operate near full staffing
levels wias hampered by the speed with which state persunnel systems fill
vacancies.,

Bevond that, host agency attitudes could affect staffing levels.
In the most extreme case, an ES director who held both WIN and its director
in low regard directed that many WIN positions be kept unfilled. The
program returned sizeable unexpended balances to the federal government
at year’s end. As a result, the WIN sponsor side of the program was far
smaller than federal officials had intended. In fact, uniquely in our
sample, the total SAU staff in this state was larger than the WIN sponsor
stat{. :

, Ou the SAU side, the situation was even more complicated. While
WIN is officifally described as a Joint program administered by both DOL

and HEW, {0 terms of resources it clearly was not a 50~50 partnership at
the state and lccal levels. In FY 1977 and FY 1978, about 30-35 percent

of WIN funds nationally were to be allocated to the SAU, with the amount

to be matched by state funds on a 90<10 basis. As noted in Chapter 3, this
meant that the SAU budget passed through regular legislative and executive
budget review. In several instances, full matches were not approved.

*Mitetell et al. (1977a), p. 11
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. In addition, state and county d-nartments of welfare did not approve
filling of all SAU staff positions in 3t sample states. Usually this
was because WIN had low priority within the agency. In .some places this
wias because welfare personnel believeu the main role of welfare was income
maintenance and saw WIN as part of a social services strategy to which
they were hostile. Flsewhere WIN was viewed as punitive, unnecessary, or
uselessy T such places welfare administrators refused to authorize staff
positions for SAU or to put social workers into, WIN slots, feeling that
such personnel would be wasted. Furthermore, because of the limited role
the SAU often played in WIN, welfare administrators in many non-metropolitan
areas assigned SAU workers non-WIN responsibilities as well.s

For these various reasons SAU’s in many states were not fully .

statfed. Until unified budgeting for WIN, many SAU’s returned money
“each year to the federal government. However, in some states the advent
of unified WIN budgeting meant that SAU funds that would not have been
released by legislatures or welfare departments were transferred to the
WIN sponsor rather than turned back to the regional office. Thus, in most
states there was even less than the 70-30 split that national allocation
procedures suggest. This was reflected in the relative leadership role taken
by state level WIN sponsor and SAU officials as well as in the size and
operation of local SAU units.

. -

Etfects on Structure

Analysis of the organization charts of the ten sample programs
revealed little relationship between program size and such structural
characteristics as number of local units and number of administrative layers:
The effect of scale on number of local WIN units was apparent only at the
extremes.  Thus, the two largest programs in numbers of registrants ranked
tirst and third {n number of service units, while the two smallest programs
ranked ninth and tenth. Beyond that no pa“terus were discernible.

Size, Statfing Intensity and Productivity

As noted at the outset of this chapter, program size could be
hypothesized to have either a positive or negative influence on WIN
performinces On the one hand, as program size increases, specialization
and divistfon of labor could result in grenter efficiency. The net effect
could be improved productivity. oOn the other hand, increased scale could
lead to loss of management control and decreased accountability. Resources
expended on overhead functions could increase at a faster rate than overall
staffing levels. A smaller proportion of the program’s total staff would
thus be providing direct services to registrants. This could mean a decrease
in productivity,

6h
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Statistical analysis conducted on data for WIN programs in 50 .
states and the District of Columbia, however, showed no significant rela-
tionship between program size (number of registrants) and productivity
(job entries per staff).* In other words, large programs on average did
Just as well in their placement productivity as did small programs. There
were no discernible scale effects on WIN productivity.

Staffing intensity--measured by staff/registrant ratios--could
also be hypothesized to have independent effects on WIN performance.

A reasonable hypothesis would be that as the number of staff rises rela-
tive to the number of registrants, the intensity of services and . program
performance also increase,

The {ssue of staffing intensity can be approached a number of
ways. Do state WIN programs have roughly similar staff/registrant ratios?
It not, does the proportion of registrants finding employment in state
WIN programs increase as their staff/registrant ratios increase? Does,
WIN pertormance--measured by retention rate, job entry wage rate, job
entries per statf and welfare savings--similarly increase with greater
statf intensity?

Data on staff/registrant ratios indicate that they vary substan-
tially icgoss WIN programs. For WIN sponsors, the average number of
authorized positions per 100 registrants (for all states) was .85 for
FY 1977, with a4 low of .33 and a high of 2.06. Our ten study states included
one with a staff/registrant ratio of .40 and another with a ratio of
le74. Similar differences existed for SAU staff/registrant ratios where
the natisnal mean in FY 1977 was +55, with the lowest ratio at..l0 and the
highest at 1.95,  Our study states included a low of .1l and a high of
1.29.

Consistent with our expectations, statistical analysis of 51
State programs showed a very strong positive correlation (r=.819)
between staffing intensity and the proportion of registrants finding
jobs. As staffing intensity (staff/registrant ratios) 4ncreases among
state WIN programs, the proportion of registrants that enter jobs

*'Significance" throughout Part III is defined in terms of a .10
level of significance. That is, we would accept as significant the asso-
clation between independent and dependent variables shown by correlation
malvsis if the probability of obtaining a simple correlation that high
or higher by chance was 10 percent or .less.
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also systematically increases. Thus the disparity among state WIN pro-
grams on staffing intensity has a significant influence on the proportion
of registrants that enter employment. However, this does not mean that
by increasing state staffing levels, productivity per staff would also
necessarily increase. . ' -

Analysis of staff/registrant ratios with three of the main WIN
performance measures (job entries per staff, retention rate and standard-
fzed job entry wage) showed relatively low and insignificant correlations.*
While thlg suggests a lack of relationship between staffing intensity and
overall productivity, results may well depend less on how many staff are
avatlable than the way in which they are organized and function at the
local gervice delivery level. These issues will be discussed further in
Chapters 8 and 10 through 13.

. i
e Structural Arrangements

U'tvure ¢ presents two types of WIN sponsor organizations. In
the example labeled "self-contained" the WIN central office relates directly
to WIN service delivery units through its own chain of command. In the
"Integrated" case the formal lines of authority run through the mainstream
employment service hierarchy.

Two SAU organization charts are shown in Ficure 7. The diagram
on the lert illustrates typical SAU arrangements in states where welfare
proprams are vperated directly by the state welfare department. The one

*our analysis resulted in a strong correlation between staff/
registrant ratios and welfare grant reductions. However, there is good
reason to believe that this was a spurious correlation. First, the only
way that WIN local staff can influence welfare savings is by placing
registrants or providing them with the incentive and/or job seeking skills
to find their own employment. Thus, 1{f staffing intensity were to influence
weltare savings, {t would have to be through such intermediary variables
as job entries, job entry wage rates and retention on the job. This is
not the case since staffing intensity has no significant relationship to
these intermediary variables.

Second, a spurious correlation might result from both varfables—-
staff/registrant ratios and welfare grant reductions-~being strongly cor-
related with the same environmentdl variables. Average employer size and
population density were two such variables.
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on the right depicts those arrangements where the county welfare agencies
have the primary respongibility for actual service delivery. These four
diagrams are "typical" in that they represent four types of general models
drawn from dSur examinatioun of ten programs. They permit us to discuss
aspects of organizational arrangements without getting bogged down in the
intricate details of each of ten cases. . )

It should he uhderstood that ne one state in this study conformed
perfectly to 1 particular diagram. For.example, "self-contained" and
"integrated" structures co-existed in one state program where the
WIN coordinator had line authority over most of the local units but not
the verv large metropolitan ones. Similarly, county welfare agencies
delivered services in most of another state, but programs in one large
metropolitan county were directly operated by the state social services
department. In a third state the SESA was only the titular WIN spounsor.
Both WIN and SAU functions were delivered at the local level by the welfare
dgency.s Tuble 10 shows host agency arrangements for 51 WIN programs and
the ten  tates in this study.

Table 10 ’

WIN Sponsor and SAU Host Agency Arrahgements

Nationally Ten Study States

RponsOr Arrangement ‘
® Sepirate self=-contained WIN structure 12 ' 4
within the 3SESA.

o WIN {ntegrated into the FS structure 36 5
within the %HSA.

® Other
--3ESA is sponsor, operations sub- 1 1
contracted to welfare department.
--Governor’s manpower office is 1 -
sponsor and administrator.
--3tate planning office is sponsor, 1 -

vperations subcontracted to SESA.

SAU Arrangement
o SAU in a state-administered welfare 32 5
Program.

(s}

e SAU in a county-administered welfare 19
program,




Host Bureau

Within the SESA headquarters, the WIN central offices in the states
studted were most frequently housed (tive cases) in the same bureau as
CETA services and lob Corps. In three other states the WIN central office
reported directly to the director of the employment service. 1In one case
the program had equal organizational standing with the ES and Unemployment
Compensation, wnd the WIN director reported directly to the SESA executive
director, : v

Within the state welfare department, the SAU was usually located
(seven cases) in the division that had responsibility for the Title XX
programs  In three states the SAU was in the same division that planned
- ad wperated a4 state workfare program for recipients of general assis-
tanves  in several cases the host bureau administered special target group
(migrant, retugee, native American) programs or vocational rehabilitation.

our analysis showed no relationship between host bureau location
and program performance, With few exceptions the location of the WIN:
program within the SESA or state welfare-department did not appear to
attegt lts linkages to other employment or welfare programs.

Vertical Linkapes

Similarlyv, we found no relationship between program performance
and the orpantzational "distance" from the WIN and SAU central offices
to their host azencv’s executive director. One state WIN coordinator related
directly to the SESA executive director. The others were separated by
between one and three administrative layers. Only one SAU head was immedi-
ately below thae key operational officer in his agency. In most cases,
a stugle administrative laver (the social services division chief) separated
thems  However, {n twe instances there were at least three intervening
individuals. '

Where WIN operations were "integrated” within the ES chain of
command , the formal line of authority to the local level might include
tive to seven individuals. Communications might first flow upward in the
central ottice through a.manpower program coordinator, the ES director
and a field operations chief. Then messages might move downward to the
field throush an ES area administrator and an ES local office manager before
reaching 4 wIN unit supervisor. In some cases, this pattern was supplemented
bv extensive informal but direct communications between state level and
'ocal WIN personnel, {ncluding frequent telephone conversations, field
visits and meetiogs.  In three states studied, roving "fileld specialists"
were used to clarity communications as well as provide technical assistance.

w.,
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Where WIN was "self-contained" in the SESA, matters were usually
simpler. On administrative matters such as office spacg and final person- .
nel actions, the state WIN coordinator still had t ork through the SESA
hierarchy. However, on substantive program issue8 his or her authority
ran directly to WIN workers in the field. With one exception, communi-
cations passed through no more than one other layer (an area or district
WIN supervigor) before reaching the local unit supervisor.

On the SAU side, differences between. state and county=run systems
were notable. In the five state-run welfare gystems we studied, the state
SAl" coordinator related directly to service deliverers, usually through
area supervisors. In three of these, the SAU coordinator had formal line
authority over field staff. In the other two states, the coordinators
had {ntformal but direct khires of communication on SAU matters, even though
formal lines of authority ran out to the field through an agency-wide
tield operations office. '

In the five county-run welfare systems, however, the situation
wis ditferent since the "sovereignty" of the counties had to be consid-
ereds  In two of these states the SAU coordinators were independent within
the: state welfare svstem and could communicate directly to the field.
However, this meant that they had to relate separately to each autonomous
county welfare director and that they could communicate with SAU service
deliverers onlyv through county officials. 1In the other three county=run
states, tormal communication to the field went up through the state welfare
agency and down through formal field operations to county welfare boards
vr directers.s  The SAU coordinators and their area administrators were
keenly awire that they had no direct authority over local staff. Their mode
vt behavior reflected the fact that they had to rely more on persuasion
and advice than direction if they were to achieve their objectives.

Horizontal Differentiation

The term "horizontal differentiation” refers to the number of units
at each level within an organization. In eight of the ten WIN sponsors
d seven SAU s, some area or district level existed. Within those eight
the number or area level administrative superv isors ranged from a high
of ten to a low of one. The number of sponsor service units ranged from
SR to tf{ve. The number of units was reportedly influenced not only by
program size hut also by geography, the size of registrant pools 1in par-
ticular counties, the receptivity of county welfare officals to WIN, the
aviiilability of space in ES offices, and the preferences of WIN management
regarding small or large units.

fhe number of local SAU units tended to be a function of one of
two tactors--the number of WIN sponsor units or the number of countles.

as,
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+Where welfare was state-run, the number of SAU’s tended to match the num-
ber of WIN units. Usually, one SAU unit and one WIN unit were a service
delivery "patr." In states where the counties administered welfare, most
counties had at least one individual responsible for SAU functions, so
the number of SAU "units" tended to be larger. In counties with more

- than one lodal WIN unit, SAU staff might have dealt with more than one
spensor ottice. 0r, wheg a local WIN office covered more than one county,
sponsor staft mav have ha&\to coordinate witu more than one coupty " SAU. //

Ditterences in horizontal structure, like size and vertical con-

tlguration, did not appear to be systematically associated with variation
in pertormance, '

-
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CHAPTER 6
LEADERSHIP AND MANAGEMENT

This chapter examines state-level program and organizational leader-~
ship. We must consider both program and organizational leadership because
state WIN programs are not autonomous. They are part of much larger organi-
zations with far bigger programs. The attitudes and priorities of the men
and women who preside over those employment security and welfare agencies
may be as crucial to the program’s success as the characteristics of the
WIN program directors themselves. The chapter 1is organized to answer six
questions: : 3

e Who are state WIN sponsor and SAU coordinators?

e How do they conduct managgment functions?

e What are thelir maﬁagement sty'es and methods?

e What are the chagacteristics of the program’s staff?

e How do the sponsor and SAU coordinators relate to each
other?

e How do the leaders of host organizations influence WIN pro-
grams?

In the course of answering these questions, patterns will be identified
that appear to link program performance to various asnects of leadership

{n combination with other organ}zational characteristics.

l« Who Are State WIN Sponsor and SAU Coordinators?

The WIN sponsor coordinators in our ten sample st Le3 were ex-
tremely diverse in disciplinary background. All had coll ‘s degrees.
They included individuals trained in public administration;%pgsychology,
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divinity, textile design, law and accounting. The SAU cvordinators, how-
ever, were somewhat more homogeneous. At least half held both'bachelor’s
and master’s degrees {n social work or sociology.

Prior wurk Experience .

All were long term employees of their agencies and very experi-
enced in wotking with welfare recipients or the disadvantaged. Only one
WIN sponsor coordinator had worked in the employment security agency less than
ten years. The SAU coordinators had from six to 25 years of experience
in social services. Strikingly, despite their relatively long tenure in
the SESA, only two of the sponsor coordinators had extensive experience in
mainstream employment service operations. Most had worked almost exclu=
stvely in prior human resource development (HRD), OEC or youth programs.
All of the SAU coordinators had either.been Title V administrators, county
weltare administrators, caseworkers or staff in training programs for
the disadvantaged prior to joining WIN, )

Political Conhections

With only two exceptions, none of the SAU or WIN sponsor coordina-
tors in our sample were reported to have personal connections to a political
or community constituency outside their agency. The circumstances of
their appointments suggested that none could be termed either "political
executives'" or patronage appointees. 1In short, all were career civil
servants. : '

-

Stable leadership

What {s remarkable about these program heads 1s their length of :
service {n their current positions. In sta'. agencies where turnover,
lateral and upward movement {s sometimes high, this group of individuals
had stayed in the same place a long time. Only three of the ten WIN spon-
sor coordinators had been in their jobs two years or less, and one of them
had previously been on the WIN central office staff. On the SAU side
stability was even greater--only one state coordinator had held that job
less than two years.

With relative longevity on both sides, the effect has been to
create stable "pairs" of leaders for the program. In four out of ten
cases the SAU and WIN sponsor coordinators had been a pair since the be-
ginning of the program or the creation of the SAU. 1In another case they
had been together five years, and four others about two years.
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2. How Do They Conduct Management Functions?

Management of a program gsuch as WIN involves the performance of¥
certain explicit tasks. How these tasks are conducted may well have an
important impact on the program’s eventual performance. Fiqure 8 portrays
the main tasks of the WIN and SAU central offices and state coordinators,
as fmplied by the WIN Handbonk. These functions may be summarized as:

e Aoal definition.

® Planning'and budgeting.

e Tlraining of managers, supervisors and staff.
e Operation of reporting éystems.

o Monitoring and evaluation.

¢ Coordination with other relevant programs and
orgdanizations., '

Chapter 4 has already examined the issue of goals, and Chapter 3 has dealt
with state-level interorganizational coordination. Here we deal with the
way fn which state coordinators and their central office staff execute

- thetir planning/budgeting, training, reporting system, and moni;oring/
evaluating responsibilities. The functions of intermediate layers of
adminfstration, such as area offices, are also discussed.

Planming and Budgeting

Central otfice interactions around development of the state plan
varied greatlv. At one e.lieme were four states (three high performers
and the low performer that emp*isized AFDC-U) in which SAU and WIN sponsor
personnel met frequently and together developed a single plan, incorporating
complementary WIN sponsor and SAU activity estimates, goals and functions.
At the other extreme were four programs (three low performers and the de-
clining performer) in which WIN and SAU central office staff had minimal
contact.  They met the bare minimum planning requirements, simply sub~
mitting as thelr plan the compilation of independently estimated activity
levels generated by the two unitse. 1In fact, in oue case the WIN sponsor
and SAU submitted separate plans.

Between these extremes vere two programs in which SAU and WIN
sponsor statt conf.orred about the state plan. In one case they functioned
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48 equal partners, developing separate documents and then coming together
to correct inconsistencies and merge the two parts into a single plan.

In the other case, the SAU central office was understaffed .,and unable

to take initiatives without clearance from superiors. The WIN svonsor
took the lead in developing the plan--even to the point of obtaining the
iaputs of local SAU as well as WIN sponsor units. )

Similar extremes were apparent in the unified budget process.
In three high performing programs the .two coordinators or their staff
discussed funding needs together. They linked funding to activity es-
timates, new priorities and innovations in their annual plan and agreed
on a division of funds that satisfied both parties. At the other extreme
was a low performing program in which the WIN sponsor and the SAU, for
wvhatever reusson, saw no need to meet, discuss or negotiate. They simply
split the budget in the same proportions as they had in the past.

In six -states budgets were either (1) split on the basis of past
spending patterns, (2) adjusted so that the sponsor could have funds that
the SAU might otherwise turn back or (3) divided according to regional
office suggestions. In two cases, the central offices invested some time
and effort in this process, but in the others it seemed almost automatic.

Local WIN sponsor involvement in planning processes also varied,
as is shewn in Takle 11. Some form of genuine "bottom-up" planning was
occurring in four WIN sponsors, three of them high performers. In those

Table 11
Local WIN Unit Involvement in Plamning Process

Bottom-up planning. X X X X

Local input to X X%
estimate derivation.

After-the~-fact input - X X* X
to estimates.

Top-down quotas. X X

*Different type of involvement in different parts of the state
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cases the WIN cental office informed local units about the planning process
and program issues for the new fiscal year. Local offices were expected

to provide their estimates of activity levels, and final planning targets
were negotiated between levels.

In all of one State and part of another, local units provided
estimates of activity levels but might see them changed significantly
without negotlation or an opportunity to register their concerns. In
three other cases local units were given planned activity levels by
superiors and asked for their suggestions, but there were indications
that their inputs were not taken seriously. In two States no local in-
puts were sought at any stage. Local unit supervisors were simply handed
activity quotas by their superiors.

A similar range of involvement was present in SAUs. In three
states bottom-up planning prevailed, even though this was complicated
by the fact that two of them had county-run welfare gystems. In three
cases (all high performers) local units were asked only to comment on
the overall State plan or on central office expectations for the unit’s
performance. In four States (including three low performers), there were
no local SAU inputs whatever to the annual plan. '
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Training : o ’ .

Table 12 1illustrates the contrast in amount and variety of train-
ing that tended to differentiate high performing from low performing pro-
grams. A glance at the table tells much of the gtory. As the eye moves N
from left to right, from high to low performers, the amount and variety '
of training declines substantially.

v

A closer examination reveals between 18 and 22 different types S
of training in five programs (the four high performers and the AFDC-U
oriented program). In four of these states many courses were conducted
.Jointly. Considerable WIN-specific training was provided. 1In two of these
states, procedures had been developed to identify demand for various types
of training and to obtain feedback on the quality and usefulness of the
training. WIN central office personnel took an active part- in this train-
ing. Two high performers had formally designated WIN trainers in the
central office. In the other cases training was provided jointly by
central office staff and agency-wide trainers or by agency-wide trainers
using curricula developed in collaboration with WIN officials.* °

*In addition, at least half the States utilized outside trainers
from universities or private firms in some capacity. :




/ Table 12
Types of Training Provided WIN Sponsor and SAU Staff in Ten Study Stateé*

—~———lypes of Trajolas A . <. 2 &

7 .

¢ .
Irsining on Program Procedures snd Functlons:
General WIN Prccedures Training - X
IMS (or Jdevelopment of job seeking skills) Joint - X Joint
. Joint Appraisal Joint X Joint X Joint
\ Casslosd Msnagement (WIN Sponsor)
Caseload Mansgement (SAl)
Client Needs Assessment
Adjudication Proceas
Employer Contacts/Job Development
0JT/PSE Contact Writing an! Monitoring
Waye of laproving Coordination Between
SAU/WIN/ IMV
WIN Orientation (extensive, 1 week or more) X .
WIN Orientation (lews than a week) Formal X ES

within ofc.
. Genersl Skill Enhancement Training:

Payehological Skill" Upgrading
Interviewing/Counseling Techniques Joint X Es X
“Coping with Stress"” ) X for SAU

. by Welfare
Hostile Client Approaches . X
"Reality Therapy" X
Motivation lamprovement Clinic
Formal Cross~Training on Other WIN X X
Tsaks snd/or SESA or Welfare
Functions

Joint X
Joint

Joint X Joint
Joint X Joint
ES X
X
X

X ES

D D ST DC BC B DC I
e D¢ D¢ ¢

Joint X Joint Joint

>

¢
> e ¢

day session

% W

. Reporting, Monitoring and Evaluation System Training:

ESARS and Error Corrections lInstruction X X X WIN X
Special JSMS Training for WIN Staff Only X X WIN
JSMS Training for all SESA Staff, X
including WIN
New DOT Retraining X X X X
Form Completion : X X X WIN X
WAF and Key Performance lndicators informal X Informal Informal (memo)

Terminal Data Transmission and Access
to Client uata pases (welfare)

Training in "Topical' Areas: :
Non~-Traditional Jobse for Women X .Inine X one superviasor
“(out of state

training)
Bqual Fmployment Opportunity X quarterly
Judge Richey decision X semi-annually
Manag.ment and Supervisory Training: ’
General Management/Supervisory Skills Every 6 mos X
Financial Management Training (WIN) . X X Joint X
Financial Management Training (SAU) X X Joint one SAU spvr
"Value Systems" for Managers X
MBO Training X
Team Management and Problem Solving X
Tally of Types of Training 22 18 20 ! 18 2
. (7 joint) (1l joint) (5 joint) (5 joint) (single staff trng)
(O joint)

*Data on types of training provided WIN gtatf were drawn from interviews with SESA, WIN and SAU officials and staff
at the state, area and local program levels. If staff in more than one local office indicated a specific type of training
had been provided in the past 12 months (verifving central and area office information) an "X" has been placed i{n the
respective state's column., These tabulations onlvy reflect the incidence of training, not its quality, or perceivad
usefulness. If an agency other than the WIN sponsor provided the training, their abbreviation is provided in the column
fi.e.. ES——emplovment service, RO--federal regional office). Joint SAU/WIN training sessions are'identified by the word

joint™. Most training on reporting systems is normally provided by the ES, so where WIN staff actually provided such
training it is so i{ndicated. Incidences where traininy was received by onlv a few staff are so annotated in the :able, Ip

addition to an {nitfal question on training received, interviewees were asked other exploratory questions about t:aining to
faciiitate thelr recall of events during the past .2 months.

0
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Table 12

/' types of Training Provided WIN Sponsor and SAU Staff in Ten Study Statesw
* (Continued) |
G H , t J

a3

/ X _ X
X ’ X Joint
Planned,Joint
X(Welfare)
K(Welfare)
x »

X X RO ' . X Two central office staff
X X one ofc¢ . ’

X(Welfare) X one ofc X RO

month(Weltfare)
X ES

X X ES X RO

X Joint
X(welfare) : X For SAU on Welfare X for SAU on Welfare
functions functions

<
>
<

X X
X . X X
. X X Joint
X
°
X X ES X ES X ES X some mgrs
X Joint
X Joint
X <=3 gay
sesstons
per vear °
19 3 11 7 4
(since 3AU (3 joint) (3 Joint) (2 Joint) (0 Joint)

and wIN in same
wellare ofes
nostly loint
tralning)
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In the remaining five cases, the situation was quite different.
The variety and frequency of training were noticeably lower. In two of
thease states t»hte was little emphasis on staff training in the SESA in
general. Neither WIN sponsor nor SAU staff had received any formal, program=
specific training recently. In three other states some training was pro=-
vided. Howeer, the training was rarely WIN-specific and was sometimes
reported to be of limited utility. WIN sponsor and SAU personnel occa-
sionally atténded some form of general agency-wide training that was usu~-
ally more oriented to the needs of their agency’s other programs.

Reporting Systems

The ability of federal as well as state and local WIN managers
to make management decisions based on information rather than subjective
ilmpressigus hinges importantly on the accuracy and timeliness of reporting
systems. Since federal allocations to the states are heavily based on
reporting system data, such data is the financial 1ifeblood of the system.,
Thus, how well WIN central offices operate reporting systems is not only
an indicator of their competence. It also affects how their program’s '
performance is perceived by federal officials and how large a budget it
recelives.

Table 13 shows the status of ESARS in the ten sample WIN sSponsors.
As can be seen, high performers had relatively few problems with the system,
while low performers tended to have more.

In two states (both high performers), there were only minimal
problems. Data accurately reflected local ‘unit activity levels and were
generally used in management of the programe. In those cases where hand
tallies were kept, they were used only to verify ESARS accuracy. In four
others (two high and two low performers), problems such as undercounts
and overcounts existed, but procedures for correcting errors had been
established and were being followed, and by the end of the fiscal year
data was accurate. Hand tallies were maintained only to identify ESARS
problems. Rarely were they used for managing the program. In two other
low performers, ESARS data were quite 1inaccurate, and hand tallies were
used as a more timely supplement to ESARS at both the state and local
levels. The situation had improved somewhat in the past year. Finally,
in two WIN sponsors (one declining and one low performer), ESARS was viewed
as a hopeless problem that was beyond the control of WIN management.

Hand tallies served as the only operative management information system.

The intensity of problems was related to how the state coordinator
dealt with the management of reporting systems. In one state that had
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Table 13
ESARS Problems

Minimal problems. Data

accurately reflects ac=-

tivity levels. Hand X X
tallies not maintained

or kept only to check

ESARS.

" |Some accuracy problems

early in FY but cor-

rected. By end of FY X X* X X
numbers accurately re-

flected local activity

levels. Hand tallies

maintained.

ESARS inaccurate and

require much certral . )
office and local atten- X X
tion. Extensive hand

tallies maintained and

used to manage at both

state and local levels.

Some improvecment in the

last year.

ESARS viewed as hope-

less problem,-beyond

the control of WIN. X X
Extensive hand tallies

maintained as the

operative reporting

and MIS system.

*This state was in {ts first year of ESARS implementation for
all local projects. At the end of the fiscal year transition period,
hand tallies will no longer he maintained.

L —_—
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relatively few problems, WIN funded a system analyst and programmer to
maintain full-time reporting system services for WIN. He attended all
WIN central office staff meetings, provided reporting system training and
instructional material for local WIN staff and pérformed technical as='
sistance for individual local units. Three others funded a SESA reporting
System specialist who attended WIN central office meetings and interacted
closely with central office staff while providing training and technical
" assistance. Conversely, the four WIN sponsors with the most severe prob-
“lems had given responsibility for ESARS to a clerk who had little inter-
action with the SESA"s reporting systems specialists. Ironically, one
of these was in a SESA that was among the mdst competent in the country
in employment service reporting. However, this SESA accorded WIN low
priority. ’ .

In the four high performing programs, SAU and IMU reporting systems
were generally accurate and problem-free. Information on obtained employ=-
ment and welfare grant reduction, important to the overall achievement of
their program under federal performance measures, was being captured and
reported directly to the WIN program. One of these programs was planning
access to an automated reporting system. '

Another program (a low performer) already was on such a system,
but problems in the system were causing inaccurate counts on activity
levels. This was the state where the welfare agency had both WIN sponsor
and SAU responsibilities, and information on job entries were tabulated:
through the agency’s system and then transferred to ESARS through an in-
terface program. WIN data processing was given low priority, and state
systems analysts could not work with the interface program since it was
poorly documented and developed by an outside contractor.

In the remaining four programs (three low and one declining per-
former), problems were more serious. In two of them, undercounting on ob-
tained employment and welfare savings occurred in some places due to poor
linkages to IMU’s but not in others. In the other two, underreporting
or other inaccuracies were endemic due to troubled relationships between
WIN and IMU’s. : _ .

Linkages between the WIN sponsor and SAU/IMU reporting systems
varied. 1In three high peformers, there was a computer interface between
the two data systems or regular exchange of data tapes between organiza-
tions to identify and resolve data problems. The interface mechanism
was perceived to be working. A fourth state had a similar approach but
had yet to overcome serious interface problems. Two other states made
‘manual comparisons of data in the two systems to identify possible co~
ordination problems in reporting between the two organizations. Finally,
{in four programs (three low and one declining performer) interfacing was
minimal or non-existent.
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Monitoring and Evaluation

" +Table 14 shows the type of monitoring performed by WIN sponsors - R
in the ten sample states. Central offices in high performing programs
tended to undertake a more intensive and sophisticated monitoring process.
Fach of the central offices that monitored intensively looked beyond planned
versus actual activity levels. They made extensive use of ESARS, CAS
or other data to identify areas requiring attention. Each used a somewhat
different mix of methods, including: ' )
e Maintaining a relative performance ranking for each local
unit in the state on a monthly basis.

e Monitoring operattonal data on local units daily or weekly,
with the personal involvement of the state WIN coordinator.

e Maintaining and reviewing fiscal tracking reports by area
or unit. ' '

® Analysis of a wide variety of ESARS, CAS and other data to
identify specific problem areas within local offices.

® Local office "self-appraisal" combined with "field tech-
nician'" visits on a monthly basis.

e TField monitoring that scheduled central office personnel
to visit each local unit on a quarterly or semiannual
basis. '

e Joint SAU/WIN sponsor monitoring visits to both local
sponsor and SAU units. (In three states this was. formal
policy. In three others it occurred occasionally.)

e Field visit techniques that involved thorough review
of procedures, paperwork, management practices and per-
formance and that included feedback to, and comments by,
both local supervisors and staff.

. By contrast, in two other states WIN central office personnel
might look at certain ESARS items, but analysis was minimal and site visits
were infrequent. In another state, little analysis was also performed,
but the WIN coordinator made frequent field visits. These, however vere
largely formalities that involved little review of office procedt:
functions, no feedback to the unit on ways of improving and no inisiaction
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S o . " Table 14

Type of Monitoring Conducted by WIN Sponsors

o

A. Central office staff

continually review

data on local units

to identify problems. -

WIN coordinator per- X X X X X
" sonally involved. : (only recent)

Frequent systematic

on-site monitoring of

local units. Site

visits detailed and

broad-ranging. Feed-

back to local units.

B. Monitoring data col=
lected at central
office, but little
Oor no analysis to X X X
identify problems.
Some local unit
visits. Site visits °
either unanalytic or
narrow in focus.
No feedback suggest-
ing improvements.

C. Infrequent visits
to LO"s, and less
use of monitoring ' X X
to improve opera-

_tions.
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‘between the state coordinator and 8ervice,deliverers on program issues.

Finally, in two other states the state WIN coordinators devoted almost

no time or effort to monitoring local program data, analysing local op=-
erations or field visiting.

SAU state level monitoring tended to fall into the same three
categories. Four state SAU coordinators (all in high performing programs)
engaged in an on-going, intensive process including extensive data feview
and analysis as well as thorough field visits. In three of these cases,
local reviews were generally done jointly with WIN sponsor and regional
office officials. 1In three other states analysis or field visits were
more limited. Finally, in three low performing programs, data review
and analysis were minimal, and field visits were infrequent partly be-
cause of ‘understaffing or limitations on travel. Monitoring and opera-

‘tional improvement was left either to local supervisors or to county

welfare agencies.
Use of Area Administrative Levels

Table 15 shows WIN sponsor area-level arrangements in the ten
study states. 1In .eight of the ten, some intermediate level existed between

the state and local levels. Only the two smallest programs had no inter-~
med iate layer.

Table 15

WIN Sponsor Area-Level Structure

WIN integrated into ES
chain-of-command
ES area structure only X
ES and WIN area structure X* X X
CETA/WIN area structure X

Self-contained WIN programs
WIN area structure X* X X
No area structure ’ X

WIN operated by state wel- X
fare at area level

Eld

*WIN program was self-contained in most of the state but inte-
grated into ES chain~of-command in several metropolitan areas.
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In the one high performing program where only an ES area structure
existed, top SESA leadership had made it clear that WIN was a priority
program, and ES area officials rarely involved themsalves in the program.
Local WIN managers said that they worked through the ES area office on
office space, personnel actions and reporting system problems but that
they could communicate directly with the WIN central office on progranm
policy and procedure. :

Each of the three cases involving'both an ES and WIN area structure
was different. In two states there was a WIN unit within each area ES§
office. 1In the third, there was a cadre of WIN "field technicians" with

' Separate geographic responsibilities as well as ES area offices. In two

of these states .SESA leadership was supportive of WIN, and their attitudes
were reflected at the drea level. 1In the third, top management was hos-
tile, as was the ES area structure through which WIN was administered

in part of the state. Although overall state performance was high, its
poorest performing local units were in these ES controlled areas. In each
of these three states, WIN area supervisors or field technicians played

an active role in providing technical assistance and policy guidance.
Their presence helped overcome linkage problems that might otherwise have
occurred because of the intervening layers of ES structure.

The low performing program with the CETA/WIN structure has already
been mentioned. Because of the high priority this SESA gave CETA and the
low priority assigned to WIN, area CETA~WIN coordinators devoted nearly
all their attention to CETA. They generally lacked detailed knowledge of
WIN policy or procedures, and they provided neither technical assistance
nor oversight on behalf of the programe.

Of the three self-contained programs with their own area struc-
tures, the high performer had an active, knowledgeable cadre of area per-
sonnel. They not only provided technical assistance and policy guidance
but also functioned as a conduit for lateral contact across local units
and candid upward feedback from the field to the state.-office. 1In the
two low performers, however, these individuals played a more passive role,
primarily serving to pass directives downward and routine paperwork upward.
They provided little technical assistance and, in one case, rarely visited
local offices.

' Seven of the ten SAU’s also had some intermediate level adminis-
trators between the state coordinator and local offices. This was the
case in three of the five states where welfare was county-administered.
These individuals had a particularly difficult and delicate job.’ Local

SAU workers were usually county employees, thus not under their direct

94



supervision. Personnel classifications and salaries sometimes varied

from one .county to the next. In some states county welfare departments

. used their own reporting systems, and there was no uniformity in reporting
of welfare savings and obtained employment or other information. In addi=-
tion, county welfare administrators controlled SAU budgets and staffing
levels.

In these cases, SAU area staff necessarily functioned more as
"liaison" or "coordinators" rather than "managers." 1In two of the high
performing WIN states, the SAU coordinator and their field staff suc=
cessfully established positive relationships with the counties. One of
these state SAU’s had regional directors who transmitted information to
the counties and to local SAU workers. Many of the counties in this state
had negative attitudes toward WIN, and these regional SAU directors con-
sciously worked at improving relationships between the WIN program and
local welfare officials. The other SAU took this field liaison role
further, including county IMU supervisors in regular WIN area meetings
with SAU and WIN sponsor local and area staff. By widening communications
and including county welfare supervisors in procedural decisions, linkages
important to the program were strengthened.

Our analysis showed that high performing’ state programs in our
sample had area sponsor and ‘SAU staff with extensive WIN program experience
actively providing technical assistance and creating important linkages
in the field. The program usually also received some degree of priority
within ES and welfare district structures, if they existed. There was
no similar consistent pattern among the low performers. Either there
was no priority in the ES district structure (one state) or ineffective
and poorly utilized separate WIN area staff (two states). In the one
low performing state where the sponsor was integrated into the ES struc=-
ture, the SAU had a very well organized area supervisory system which
provided monitoring and technical assistance. However, the program had
very low priority in the SESA.

3. What Are Their Management Styles?

* The management style of state WIN sponsor and SAU coordinators is
demonstrated in large part by their behavior in executing specific functions.
As we have noted, their approaches to planning, training, reporting systems
and monitoring-'varied considerably, and those variations tended to dif-
ferentiate high from low perforning programs.

Now we turn to another set of constructs which partlvy cross-cut
these specific functions. They include aspects of internal management



M B e

' B /
(i.e., delegation of authority to subordinates, decision-making processes,
and comnunication methods and patterns) and relations with the "othei
side" of the program (the SAU or WIN sponsor) and with host organigation
leadership. ' : ’

AIN Sponsor--Delegation of Authority -

The job of a program manager may be defined as assuring that program
mandates are carried out and that decisions made within the organization
are consistent with these manda’'es. Thus a manager delegates optimally
by permitting discretion to the Joint where he or she can still have con-
fidence that decisions are being made in this way. Any less is inefficient.
Anymore and the desired degree of uniformity is lost.

Theoretically, then, the proper degree of delegation may be
determined by (1) the nature of a program’s tasks, (2) the competence
and other characteristics of its work force and (3) by the scale of the
operation. The more variable and complex the tasks, the more discretion
required for efficient functioning. Similarly, the more competent the
manager’s subordinates, the more likely they are to make "good" deci-
sions. Lastly, as noted earlier, the larger and more complex the organi=-
zation, the harder {t is to control or coordinate, and the more imperative
delegation of authority becomes.

It follows from this that if a manager wants or needs to permit
considerable discretion at lower levels of the organization, he or she
must communicate and train the staff in the ways he or she thinks are
appropriate to act and decide. And he or she must have accountability
and feedback systems that permit the monitoring of actions, results and
problems. Thus, the issue of delegation is inextricably related to the
issues of communication, training, reporting systems and monitoring pro-
cedures discussed earlier.

Across our ten-state sample, both WIN sponsor and regular ES
staff reported that the delegation of authority was generally more
extensive in the WIN program than elsewhere in the employment security
agencye. This meant that area level administrators, local unit manager s
and even individual service deliverers were perceived to have more dis-
cretion than ES personnel in adjusting operating practices, managing

. their time and relating to other programs or to employers. This was

partly because the tasks of the program were seen as more difficult and
variable. They involved more disadvantaged clients, a greater variety .
of services and a more complex set of interactions with other organiza-
tions. P
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‘In seven states greater discretion also resulted in part from
the state coordinator’s management strategy. In five of these states,
the coordinators and their central office staff emphasized the mportance
of "training staff so that they can make decisions for themselves,"
"providing flexibility and autonomy at the area and local level," "mane
aging by exception," or "delegating responsibility downward." In most
of these states, substantial efforts were being made to train personnel,
to develop mechanisms for upward or lateral communication, and to provide
technical assistance. In the other two, discretion was not due to a con-
scious policy but rather to the passivity of the state director. Training
and monitoring were minimal in both of these states. In, the absence of
training, communication or control systems, luvcal personnel were relatively
free to operate as they wished.

WIN Sponsor=-Decision-making Processes

Decision-making in an organization may be centralized or de-

centralized, unilateral or consultative, hierarchical or participative.

It may vary with the circumstance or the organizational level or unit.
Here we are concerned with the general pattern of decision-making reported
at the central office and area level. Do state coordinators as a regular
habit make decisions alone, or do they involve central office staff, area
staff, and local managers in the decision process? At the area level,

are local managers involved? :

Four states (two high and two low performers) had both a policy
ot participative decision-making and structures for implementing it.
This involved what one manager called "group process management style."
Through frequent meetings, field visits and telephone conversations, the
state director and central office staff consulted field personnel prior
to making decisions. At the area level as well, regular sesslons, monthly
or more frequently, were held that included open consideration of problems
and proposals. Three were states in which "bottom-up" annual p!anning
occurred. Of the low performers, o.ue was a program where the WIN coor-
dinator was new, and this approach was 2 recent departure. The other was
the state that was maximizing reduction of AFDC~U cases.

In two other hlgh performing programs, mechanisms existed within
the WIN central office for participative decision making. These involved
frequent meetings between the coordinators and their small central staff
at which ideas, proposals and problems were discussed openly prior to
decisions. However, there was little evidence that field personnel were
involved {n state level deliberations.
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The remaiuning four states fell into three different categories.

In one self-contained, low performing program, decision-making was central-
fzed in the state director, and little genuiné consultation with subordi=-
nates wad reported. This pattern was replicated at each level of the
program hierarchy. 1In a second low performer, WIN was administered through
the ES chaln-of~command down to the local office level, and. decision-making
was controlled by the ES managers and supervisors rather than WIN personncl .
In the last two ¢one low and one declining performer), decision-making

was decentralized de facto to local units. Passive top management in both
programs neither enunciated policy nor created mechanisms through which
-subordinates could develop {t.

WIN Sponsor--Communication

We analyzed "communication" in three different categories:
® Downward--the transmittal of directives, guildance and
technical assistance downward through the organization.

¢ Upward--feedback upward through the organization as
conveyed through automated systems and written and oral
communications whether formal or informal, voluntary
or required.

@ Lateral--communication across units, especially con-
tact between service deliverers working in different
offices. .

Respondents in only two states reported that downward communi-
cation was a problem. Both were states where WIN sponsor staff received
almost no formal training or technical assistance and where field visits
were a formality. When the central office took some action or issued
an instruction, explanations were rdrely provided. In both cases the
attitude of the program director seemed a key factor. One individual
took a rigidly hierarchical view toward his subordinates. In our in-
terview he expressed his belief that information should be disseminated
on a "need-to-know" basis only--and he would decide who needed to know.
The other had long suffered the active hostility of her superiors and had
adopted an entirely passive management style in the face of her problems.

By contrast, several state coordinators paid special attention
to downward communication. One state director described how he and his
ventral office staff reviewed federal guidance line by line, frequently
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rewriting it out of a|concern for how nuances of phraseology mi.ht be op-
erationalized in the field. Field staff inquiries were answered promptly.
Staff were not only given answers but also taught how to think ab:- prob=-
lems themselves, so they could resolve them independently in the re. -

_ Training was extensive. Area administrators or "field specialists aw

the provision of technical and programmatic assistance to service delivery
staff as one of thel? main functions.

Upward communication varied substantially across the sample. In
five states (four high performers and the low performer with AFDC~U reduc-
tion as its top priority) upward feedback of various types was most exten-
sive. These were programs that generally had developed accurate automated

‘reporting systems, permitted local supervisors to participate in planning,

and used site visit techniques that provided central office personnel

with unfiltered feedback from service deliverers and line supervisors.

In addition, three had weekly or monthly area=-wide manager meetings or
office visits by roving field specialists during which local personnel
were encouraged to give their reactions to policies or problems and offer
proposals. The state director and central office staff were accessible
not just to intermediate administrators but also to unit supervisors and
sometimes line personnel. In most of these states, direct telephone con-
versations between local and central offices ‘on technical or policy issues
were frequent.

In the other programs, reporting systems tended to be less accu-
rate, planning was generally downward, and field visiting was minimal or
was structured so that only downward guidance occurred. Regular area-
wide managers meetings did not take place, and direct contact between
local and central office personnel was, with one exception, either minimal
or formalistic. : ' :

The reasons appeared to vary. In two states the program coordi-
nator’s disinterest in all but federally-required reporting constrained
other forms of feedback. According to subordinates, these directors
werée uncomfortable with informality and insistent on adherence to hier=-

"agchy and status. They tended to avoid situations that might lead to

¢onfrontations or conflicts of ideas. All-staff meetings and other group

-gessions were usually either ceremonial or limited to the downward delivery

of messages from superiors to subordinates. In two other states structural
conditions (WIN was administered through the ES chain-of~command) filtered
out or deterred feedback from the field to the central office. Finally,
feedback efforts in several states seemed to be moderated by the culture

of the SESA as a whole, which was hierarchical and directive.

. There are obvious obstacles to lateral communication among local
units of a program which are dispersed across a state. Unless management
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stimulates contact among units, {t is likely to be limited. However,
in at least four states (three of them high performers) lateral communi-
cation was extensive. In these states it took various forms, including:

® Regularly scheduled area-wide meetings of local unit
supervisors for problem=-solving and planning.

® Annual state-wide all-staff conferences that were substan-~
tive rather than ceremonial. Service delivery personnel
were not merely a passive audience for state or federal
speakers but actively participated as panelists, instructors
and workshop leaders.

° Tféining involving personne! from different units struc-
tured so that participants learned from the experiences and
practices of others. a

® Staff (the "fleld specialists”) whose functions included
transmitting promising ideas or techniques from one unit
to others.

'® Informal contacts across local units based on past personal
work relationships.

It appears that a communication pattern that includes considerable
upward feedback, lateral contact among units, and direct, substantive
interactions between central office and local service delivery personnel
may have favorable effects on WIN program performance. Some effects sug=-
gested by respondents were the following:

e Enthusiasm of service delivery staff, important in a
program as difficult as WIN, was stimulated. WIN workers’
increased sense of participation strengthened their feel-
ing of responsibility for the program,

¢ Top managers received feedback and ideas unfiltered
by intervening administrative layers. This led to
more rapid identification of problems or possibil-
ities, which resulted in quicker adjustments to
changing conditions and more experimentation with
innovations.

® Direct contact with top leadership enhanced service
deliverers”’ understanding and tolerance of performance
targets, regulations and other constraints that might
have been regarded as oppressive or misguided.
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4. What Are the Characteristics of the Program’s Staff?

As alteady mentioned, the style of management in any organization
partly reflects the characteristics of the workforce--their background,
expertise and attitudes. This section considers the following character-
istics of WIN staff in our ten sample states: (1) demographics, (2) work
backgrounds, (3) characteristics preferred by WIN supervisors, and (4)
morale. It {s important that this section be read with an understanding
of the type of data on which it is based. With minor exceptions, none
of the data are derived either from documentary sources or from psycho-
metrically designed surveys of a random sample of staff large enough to
permit statistical {nferences about staff in the ten state programs. The
data are, {nstead, the perceptions of WIN sponsor, SAU, and other SESA
and welfare agency personnel about WIN staff as revealed by semi-structured
interviews with a non-random group of these respondents. As such, the
information presented here must be viewed as suggestive and interpreted
with caution.

Demographics

In only three states were respondents able to differentiate WIN
sponsor education levels from those of other ES staff. In all three they
were seen as more highly educated. Nowhere were ‘WIN workers seen as less
educated. The tendency of WIN sponsor staff to be perceived in some
places as more highly educated than the ES may have been due to the pro-
gram’s heavier mix of counselors. Many ES counselors transferred to
WIN when the USES de-emphasized counseling in the early Seventies. In
most places SAU staff were seen as having more education than WIN staff,
primarily because many social services positions require master s degrees
a8 a precondition for employment.

WIN was also usually perceived as having more female and mi-
nority staff than the mainstream ES. This was probably related to
the past reluctance of some SESA’s to employ women and minorities—-
especially for managerial positions. According to our interviewees,
career-minded women and minorities, sensing limited opportunities in the
ES and UC, tended to gravitate to WIN. Some were also attracted by'the
type of target population with which the program works, since it usually
was more heavily minority and female than the clientele of the SESA’s
other programs. As a result of these tendencies, WIN was generally seen
as "better off in affirmative action than the SESA as a whole." 1In most
places the SAU was perceived as being even more heavily female than WIN,
presumably due to the easier entry of women into social services than
other professions.
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Some exceptions to these generalities were apparent. In one
state the WIN staff was predominantly male. In two western and one
southern state there were many minorities in gervice delivery jobs but
few in management positions. 1In a northeastern state the WIN director
was black, but few other WIN staff were, although the state’s largest city
‘had a large minority population. Despite these exceptions, the perception
that generally prevailed was of a program substantially staffed by women
and minorities.

Work Lackgrounds

Interview data suggested a potentially significant difference
between the work backgrounds of WIN staff in high and low performers.
Four of the low performers were staffed with ‘individuals respondents
characterized as "finishing out their careers," or "ES cast-offs." These
were not individuals who had volunteered for WIN or had been selected
by WIN managers. Rather they were personnel that WIN administrators
often said had been "dumped" on them. On the other hand, the four
high performers had been initially staffed primarily by the pick of ES
workers, often personally selected by the managers for whom they were
to work. In addition, many had worked in the agency a relatively short
time, and, as one manager put it, "had not yet developed in-grained habits."
Respordents in these four states tended to see WIN sponsor staff as more
competent than their counterparts in the ES.* No similar pattern was
discernible across the SAU’s in part because SAU staffing in many states
was done by county welfare departments and thus could vary from county

to county within the same state.

Why had the four nigh performing WIN programs been able to obtain
more select staff? The reasons included both SESA management attitudes
and program structure. In three of the programs (all integrated into
the ES chain-of-command down to the local unit level) senior ‘ES officials

*Studies conducted in California (1974-76) and Wisconsin (1975)
examined the comparative "expertise" of different types of SESA staff
using similar survey instruments. "Expertise" was measured in terms of
training at job entry, continuous on-the-job training and formal edu-
cation. In California, no substantial differences were found between
FES and WIN staff expertise. 1In Wisconsin, WIN staff education levels
and amount of job entry training were somewhat higher than those of ES
workers. Perhaps more interesting was the fact that, within WIN, staff
in the high performing units scored higher in expertise than those in
low performing units. See Van de Ven et al. (1976), ps 22, and:Roberts
et al. (1977), p. 45.
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had given WIN high priority and passed the word that WIN supervisors
were free to take their pick of existing staff or new hires. In the
other (a self-contained program housed in a hostile SESA), the program’s
relative isolation from the rest of the SESA prou“ected it until recently
from interference in its personnel decisions. WIN management had been
relatively free to hire whom it thought best for the program.

Characteristics Preferred by WIN Managers : \

The answers WIN supervisors gave to interview questions about
the dharacteristics they looked for when hiring staff mirrored the char=
acteristics WIN staff perceived -themselves to exhibit. WIN supervisors said
they looked for individuals who were:

¢ Interested in helping people; client-oriented; people-
oriented; counselor-types. .

¢ Open-minded; without negative attitudes toward the
disadvantaged, minorities or welfare recipients.

¢ Enthusiastic and competent, since the program was
difficult and complex. '

e '"Young blood"; short-term employees of the agency;
staff that were less comfortable with routine.

WIN supervisors® capacity to obtain such individuals, was, of course,
constrained by various factors. These included personnel, civil service

and union policies and political interventions in hiring, as discussed in
Chapter 3. : '

Morale

In our fileld research WIN supervisors and staff were asked ques-
tions about morale in their unit and their state program. These questions
touched on various aspects or indications of morale, including salary
satlsfaction, work satisfaction, perceived advancement opportunities,
and staff turnover. A general pattern differentiated high from low
performing states. Of the four high performers, three had generally high

. morale, and in the fourth conditions were mixed--varying dramatically

from place to place. In two of the low performers and the declining
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:performer, morale was generally low. In two other low performers, it
was miged.® .

Satisfaction with salaries was generally high among WIN staff in
three out of the four high performing programs but only in two of the
five low performers.** However, statistical analysis of data on average
salary levels in 51 state WIN programs showed no significant correlation
with performance measure outcomes.

Some association between state program performance and "work"
satisfaction was apparent. 1In three of the high performers, staff tended
to say they liked their job, their co-workers and the agency as a whole.
In four of the low performers, dissatisfactions with each were frequently
expressed. '

Similarly, in the four.high performers WIN workers believed their
advancement opportunities were good. 1In three of these states, WIN staff
felt that the program was to some degree a training ground for ES managers,
and several ES administrators agreed. As one said, "If you can place
welfare people, you can place anyone." The director of the fourth program
had been able to create a career ladder within the program. In four of
the low performers, chances of promotion for WIN staff were described
as poor due in part to limited career ladders within the program and
to difficulties in passing agency-wide promotional tests that were re-
pertedly oriented to personnel with ES or UC experience.

Finally, superviso}s and staff in all but three states reported

that turnover was lower than in the ES. Each of these three was a low
performer. -

——

*In the Wisconsin organizational study, high performing WIN

units scored better on "job satisfaction" than low performing units.
However, when analyzed in combination with other variables, job satisfac-
tion was not a significant explainer of WIN unit performance. In that -
study job satisfaction included survey items on satisfaction with the job
itself, supervisors, pay, co-workers, and career advancement. See Van
de Ven et al. (1976), P 38.

. **A comparison with actual data on average salaries in these ten
SESA®s provided an interesting validity check on our interview data.
In each state where staff indicated satisfaction with their salarles,
those salaries were, i{n fact, higher than average wages 1in manufactur-
ing industri{es. And in each case where dissatisfaction was indicated,
salaries were lower than those of manufacturing workers.
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5. Relationghips between WIN Sponsor and SAU Directors

The relationship between the two program leadera==the SAU and
WIN sponsor directors--varied from close to hostile across our gample.
The hostile or troubled relationships conformed to no particulir pattern.
One involved an aggressive, entrepreneurial SAU director and a passive WIN
sponsor director whose own supervisor was hostile to WIN. The SAU director
felt that the WIN sponsor was incompetent, and he had actively sought to
expand the SAU’s domain to cover direct placement. In a second state, the
SAU administrator previuusly had had responsibility for Title V and a state-
sponsored welfare-employment program, and he regarded them as superior to .
WIN. Interorganizational jealousy combined with hostility between middle
- level subordinates and personality differences to create a troubled relation-
ship. A third case involved a domineering, autocratic WIN sponsor director
with close ties to state politicians and an SAU director who had no support
staff and limited status within her own organization. In each of these
states, cooperation was good in at least some local offices, due largely to
the efforts or friendships of individual supervisors or service deliverers
(see Chapter 1ll1). '

In the states where top level relationships were closest, the
program was characterized by: .

¢ Common WIN sponsor-SAU undertakings including joint
training sessions and staff meetings, joint field
visits by the two directors, a common handbook, and,
in some cases, a system of joint directives to field
staff. -

¢ Oral rather than written forms of conflict resolution.
The two leaders resolved differences by talking to each
other rather than passing memoranda back and forth.

° Freﬁuent, informal direct contact. These included weekly
meetings, several phone corversations each day and, 1in
one case, daily get-togethers over morning coffee.

¢ Joint resolution of local operational or interpersonal
problems whether the problem was ou the sponsor or SAU
side.

® Fvidence that both individuals put the interests of the
program ahead of the interests of their own organization
in carrying out such functions as annual planning and
budgeting.
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e Collaboration in managing relations with host organi-
.zations and with federal regional officials (one state).
" This included jointly persuading superiors to fill posi-
tions or fmprove facilities and orchegtrating .regional
office intervention with host agency leaders on behalf
of the program. :

The effect of central office collocation on these relationships
was unclear. None of the three pairs who were mutually antagonistic were
collocated. However, physical proximity seemed hardly likely to affect
their deeply held differences--at jeast in the short term. Two of the
six "pairs" whose interactions were classed as "close" were housed
together. However, several of those who enjoyed good relationships but
were not collocated made a strong case against requiring collocation. By
being gsituated within their own agencies they felt they were better able
to (1) monitor developments that might affect the progrem, (2) maintain
their personal links and rapid access to superiors, (3) reinforce the
idea that WIN was a joint responsibility rather than the u.her agency’s
domain and, (4) be more effective in facilitating action by their own
organization on behalf of the program.

In all of the high performers these relations were close. In
two of four low performers these relationships were hostile, but in the
other two they were quite (lose. 1In each of the latter cases, however,
other organizational factors appeared to overpower any effect that close
relations at the top might have had on operational realities (and produc-
tivity) at the service delivery level. In one case, the diversion of WIN
resources by the ES seemed the main factor. In the other the WIN sponsor
and SAU coordinators, while friendly, were inactive in the face of re-
Source constraints and host organization inattention or animosicy.

6. Host Influences on the Program

The influence of the host agency 1s felt to varying degrees from
the state coordinator down to the local WIN worker. Here we emphasize
host influence on the state coordinators and their central office staff.
In all cases the host agency for the WIN sponsor central office was the
SESA. However, in one of our study states, the entire program at the
‘local level was run by the state welfare agency.

Fach host agency is responsible tfor a number of programs. Each
of these has {ts own set of goals, priorities and procedures. Since they
are all affected by the policy and decisions of the host agency, each
has an {nterest in influencing those policies and decisions. The agency’s
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overall goals, priorities and decision-making processes presumably re-
flect the comparative importance placed on the various programs by t0p
manugement.

A number of factors are at work within the host agency that de=-
termine the relative importance placed upon WIN and the bureaucratic
environment within which the program operates. The host agency can cre-
ate an environment that is supportive, that imposes barriers, or that
is neutral toward WIN.

WIN Sponsor

Host agency factors influencing WIN programs are interactive in
the sense that one factor influences another which, in turn, influences
yet others. Thus, the overall goals and priorities of SESA’s may be shaped
by the interplay of a number of such factors. ,A SESA executive director,
who 18 usually a political appointee, could interpret the agency’s goals
and priorities in light of the governor’s political platform or could
accept those advocated by upper=-level career managers.

In the absence of pressure from the executive director, the SESA’s
career leadership could set agency priorities consistent with their past -
program affiliations or the perceived impact of one program on others.

They could attempt a "balancing act'--setting policies for the SESA that
seek to maximize overall agency performance. No program would be empha-
sized to - the detriment of any other. This might mean that ‘each program
performance would be less than i1f its missior. were paramount in the agency.

The SESA’s choice of goals and priorities will influence tasks.
If the over-riding emphasis is on the employment service program, agency-
wide priority will be on activities that result in increased numbers of
placements and the maintenance of employer relations. SESA leadership
might give low priority to decisions8 relating to WIN, and those decisions
might be evaluated predominantly in terms of their effect on the employment
service. Other effects on the WIN central office could include limitations
on its decision-making power, delays in filling its vacancies, diversion
of its resources to ES purposes and neglect of its computer work or train-
ing needs. At the local level, WIN could be limited in its use of job
bank openings or denied access to ES job orders. WIN employer relation
representatives could be prohibited, or they could be restricted to "sec-
ondary" market employers.*

“*Such limitations at the local level will be treated in detail
in Chapter 11,
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If, however, agency-wide goals and priorities are either neutral
or supportive of WIN, the WIN spomsor coordinator and central office staff
are more likely to have the authority and resources with which to influsnce
local operations and thus, performance levels. In short, they can determine
their own fate. °

Table 16 presents data on the SESA’s posture toward WIN in our
ten study states. As the table indicates, SESA posture toward the pro=
gram showed no consistent relationship with state WIN performance. This
lack of association is due importantly to strategies followed by WIN spomnsor
coordinators and their central office staff, their effectiveness in imple=-
menting these strategies, and their competence as managers. As the fol=-
lowing examples show, a WIN program can be consistently among the best
performers in the country even though it operates within an extremely
hostile bureaucratic environment. It can also help alter agency=-wide
goal definitions so that its comparative position in the agency improves.

Success in 3 hostile environment. One example was a program housed in a
highly politicized, rigidly controlled and generally low performing SESA.
ES hostility to WIN was extensive, generally substantial. However, under
the past aegis of an agency deputy director the WIN sponsor coordinator
had gradually transferred direct control of most local WIN units from the
ES .to his own staff. ‘

<

As various human resource development (HRD) programs were ter-
minated in the SESA, the WIN coordinator was able to selectively recruit
competent staff attracted by the program’s able leadership, relative
independence and more flexible style as well as its purposes. Each time
the state administration changed and some staff in other parts of the
SESA were displaced for partisan purposes, WIN took the pick of them
for its own units. ' -

By continuing, strenuous efforts, the WIN coordinator was able
to insulate his staff from most incursions by the politicians or the ES.
Thus, this program had competent, well trained staff; accurate reporting;
Open communication patterns; sophisticated monitoring procedures; exten-
sive downward delegation; and high performance--despite being located
in a SESA that had none of these characteristics. WIN lived, however,
in a siege atmosphere, never quite sure from where the next attack might
come and whether the defenses could be maintained.

Changing a SESA’s priorities. In another state, WIN was run through
the ES chain-of-command and had low priority with SESA leadership. As
a result, the WIN coordinator had difficulty getting decisions from his
superiors and cooperation from other bureaus in the SESA. He had few
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Table 16

SESA_Posture Toward WIN

SESA leadership perceives WIN as "important."
Overall agency goals balance individual program
goals. WIN central office has credibility with
SESA leadership and considerable discretion.

SESA leadership treats WIN equitably or is
passive toward it. With "self-contained" struc—
ture, WIN central office has direct influence
over program policy and local operations.

SESA leadership is passive toward WIN. However,
program structure (welfare controls line author=
ity over WIN local staff) limits the influence
of the WIN central office.

SESA leadership hostile to WIN or Initiates
policies that hamper WIN goal achievement. WIN
central office 1s still able to have some influ~-
ence over the program.

SESA leadership hostile to WIN. ES priorities
totally overshadow WIN. Limitations are placed
on WIN operations; WIN goals are mostly dis-
placed by ES ones; or ES controls all WIN

local operations to their detriment.

- —
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support staff of his own, and at the area and local level, ES personnel
either diverted resources from WIN or ignored it. The program was a
low performer, and federal reviews identified many problems resolvable
ouly at the SESA level., '

The state WIN and SAU coordinators worked closely together to
alter the situation. The regional ETA administrator was persuaded to
intervene. Not only did he make a strong case about the importance of
WIN, but he also may have implied possible funding cuts. The SESA commission
chairman and the ES director then took a strong stand on behalf of WIN.
The WIN director not only received easy access to his superiors and quick
decisions on {ssues he chose to put before them, but he was also given "nego-
tiating rights" to deal directly with other units, such as personnel
and EDP, without going up and down the normal chains of command. On
the advice of the regional office, a small but competent central office
staff was developed, and a cadre of experienced, innovative field super-
visors was installed., ' .

while the program remained in an ES integrated commanq structure,
most ES area and local office managers reflected the SESA leaders’ view
that WIN was "important." They frequently assigned their best inter-
viewers to the program and made ES counselors readily available to WIN
clients. WIN staff were perceived not as outcasts but rather as likely
candidates for promotion to ES management positions. Over the course
of several years, the program moved from a low performer to one of the
top five in the country.

Important lessons can be learned from the above examples. When
a state WIN program finds itself confronted with a hostile bureaucratic
environment, i{ts best strategy may be to gain line authority control over
its local WIN operations, capture needed staff and isolate them from SESA
influence. On the other hand, if SESA leadership can be persuaded to be
supportive or neutral, WIN line authority over local operations is not
necessary to achieve relatively high performance levels. However, the
WIN central office must maintain high visibility in the field, with direct,
1f sometimes informal, communication channels and program authority.

Separate Administrative Units

Relationships between the SAU coordinator and the state welfare
leadership also impact on the WIN program. Just as in the SESA’s, the
attitudes of host agency leaders towards WIN were reflected in their
agency’s goals and priorities. These attitudes, in turn, affected the
posture the SAU took towards the WIN program or the emphasis that the
welfare system placed on WIN.
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The posture of state welfare officiala toward WIN fell into three
categories: :

¢ In four study states WIN had little or no support in
the state welfare hierarchy. The sole social services
priority was Title XX. -

¢ In three states the state welfare department’s
posture toward WIN was based on the high priority it
assigned to getting fathers Pff of AFDC.

¢ In three other states the SAU had a moderate degree of support
from the state welfare department, and WIN was considered
an integral part of welfare program policies.

These priorities within the welfare department influenced how
effectively the SAU coordinators could carry out their functions. In
the four states where WIN was given very little priority, the SAU was
either completely separated from the rest of the welfare system (two
cases); understaffed regardless of allocations available (one case)}
or not given any training, or technical assistance even on general social
services subjects (three cases). In two of these cases, it was often
impossible for the SAU to obtain approval to travel to state or regional
WIN meetings.- )

In the second category, state welfare attitudes toward WIN centered
on an agency-wide emphasis on keeping unemployed fathers off AFDC. This
priority was reflected in the SAU’s own priorities and led to rivalry
between the WIN sponsor and the SAU over employment-related functions in
two of these states. In one, the SAU had obtained an agreement from the
gponsor that allowed SAU staff in the largest project to work intensively
with AFDC-U applicants before they were approved for welfare. This
included doing job development, referral and placement.

In the second state, the same bureau that operated the SAU also
administered a placement program for recipients of general ‘assistance.*

*There were welfare department placement programs for state gen-
eral assistance recipients in several other sample states. They dealt
with a population completely separate from the WIN target group and were
concerned only with placing employables before approving them for general
assistance. Two of the programs were operated through the same bureau
administering the SAU, but were not related to or competitive with WIN.
Only the program in the state described here resulted in competition
between the SAU and WIN spomsor.
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Until ‘recently, that bureau also had administered a placement program '
tor AFDC applicants. This program had been in direct competition with
WIN and had been terminated after intervention by the WIN federal re-
glonal office: SAU managers and staff who had worked {n that program
wanted WIN eliminated and their own program reinstituted.

In the third state in this group, the welfare department operated
the entire WIN program on a subcontract basis from the SESA. The SESA
had never given WIN much priority and, according to several respondents,
" had been glad to give up responsibility for WIN. Thus, no competitive
relationship existed between the two agencies.

In the three states where there was moderate priority given to
the SAU"s, the SAU and WIN coordinators had been able to develop extremely
close and cooperative working relationships. Both the SESA and the welfare
departments in these states had tommunicated to the field that WIN was S
to be given priority equal to other programs. Although WIN was not a top i
priority in any of these three welfare departments, the SAU coordinators
were given total discretion in running their programs, had easy access
to thelr superiors, and were given support and attention similar to other
division heads in the department.

These SAU leaders played a leadership role in the overall state
WIN program. They coordinated with other state welfare divisions to
improve state-county WIN relationships; participated in improving joint
IMU-SAU reporting systems; collaborated in joint WIN-SAU training and
technical assistance in the field; and were free to promote priority for
WIN in their own departments. One of these individuals participated in
planning a state workfare program that was to be coordinated, not compe-
titive, with WIN. ’

These three WIN programs were identified by our analysis. as high
performers. Their relatively high priority within both the SESA and the
welfare department, plus good coordination between the WIN sponsor and
SAU at the stace level, seemed contributing factors.
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CHAPTER 7
CONCLUSION N

In the preceding chapters we have described factors within state
WIN programs hypothesized to influence how they perceived their mission,
how they were structured and how they made decisions on resource utiliza-
tion. We have sought to identify (l) outside influences on overall state
WIN organization, (2) interactions among hypothesized "major determinants"
of organizational behavior, and (3) associations betwecen these determinants
and WIN performance.

This chapter summarizes and synthesizes major findings in this
part of the report. First it presents those characteristics consistently
found in high performing programs but not in low performers. Then it
considers what we have learned about relationships among "major determi-
nants' and WIN performance.

1. Characteristics Consistently Found in High Performers

The following are the characteristics or arrangements that were
systematically found in most high performing WIN programs and were gen-
erally absent in low performers:

"® WIN sponsor staff tended to have a clear perception
of national program goals. There was a general
consensus that quality of jobs was at least as
{mportant as the number of job entries.

® SAU supervisors and staff saw their job not only
as assisting the WIN sponsor by providing social
services to registrants but also as creating
coordinating linkages to the IMU and Title XX.

¢ Goal diéplacment by host agencies was non-
existent or minimal.

¢ Training of managers, supervisors and local
staff was frequent and covered a relatively
large number of WIN-specific areas. Much of
"this training was conducted Jointly for both
SAU and WIN sponsor staff.
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There were relatively few problems with
automated reporting systems. Where problems
existed, procedures were being followed that
quickly resolved them. ESARS data were
perceived as accurately reflecting activity
levels. R

SAU and IMU reporting systems were generally
accurate and problem~free. Procedures and
linkages had been developed for accurate
reporting on obtained employment and grant
reductions. :

WIN sponsor and SAU central offices tended
to undertake more intensive and sophisti-
cated monitoring. This often included
comprehensive and structured joint visits
to both SAU and WIN sponsor local units.

WIN sponsor and SAU area staff or field

- supervisors had extensive WIN program
experience and actively provided technical
assistance to local WIN units. They also
often acted as a communication link among
local units and between local staff and °
the WIN sponsor and SAU coordinators.

WIN sponsor local units tended to have dpen
upward communication linkages to the central
office. Central office staff obtained in-
formation on local program developments and
problems through information systems, on-
site monitoring visits, meetings with local
staff, and frequent phone contacts with the
fieldo

WIN sponsor central offices promoted lateral
communication among local staff through state-
wide meetings, training sessions, or confer-
ences. Some also used field supervisors to
inform local offices about the experiences of
other local units in developing more effective
service techniques and resolving problems
common to all offices.
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® SAU programs tended to have credibility with /
host agencies. WIN program goals were not /
displaced. SAU coordinators were given /
total discretion in running their programs, '
access to their superiors, and support and
attention comparable to that of other
programs in the host agency.

i

2, Relationships among Major Determinants, Wgrk Unit
Characteristics and Performance ‘

Ficure 9 presents graphically the interrelationships and causal
influences suggested by our findings. This figure is & more detailed
version of Figure III.l, which appeared at the beginning of this part of
the report. It shows lines of possible influence among the major deter-
minants and from these to local work unit characteristics. In addition,
it depicts the strong qualitative associations observed between gsome og-
ganizational factors and performance. These associations suggest that
certain major determinants work through work unit characteristics to in-
directly influence WIN performance levels.

Filgqure 9 indicates that some major determinants act upon. each
other. Thus, goals are shown as influenced by organizational leadership,
since host agency leaders and WIN coordinators may impose their own inter-
pretations on national program policy. Goals, in turn, define the nature
of tasks at all levels within the program. The overall structure of the
program also may be influenced by organizational ' leaders where their dis-
cretionary authority permits. Leadership can affect staff characteristics,
too, especially, where external constraints (unions, civil service regula-
tions and political patronage) are not dominant, and management can play
a role in hiring and promoting program-staff.

Our findings also suggest that "major determinant” factors have
a direct influence on local work unit characteristics. The nature of
program tasks importantly shapes how service delivery units conduct their
work. Overall structure defines the bureaucratic environment within which
local units must operate, for example, the length and complexity of com-
munication channels. Staff characteristics define the composition and
quality of the program’s staff at the local level. Thus, vectors are
drawn from these major determinants to work unit characteristics.

Lastly, Ficure 9 indicates that some factors appear to be as-
soclated with program performance. That is, changes in these factors
would likely cause changes in program performance levels. Thus, we saw
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that state-wide WIN goals which conformed to national ones were consist=
ently associated with relatively high performance. Similarly, the way in .
which coordinators and central office staff executed managerial, functions
also exhibited a clear association with performance. However, these fac-
tors are portrayed as having only indirect influences on performance. Any
change in these factors would have to work first through local service de-
livery units in order to impact on performance. Thua, the lines of influ=-
ence from these major determinants--goals and organizational leadership--go
through work unit characteristics to performance.

- Fiaure 9 therefore indicates some leverage pointsJ;parts of the
state program on which federal and state WIN administrators might concen-

trate efforts to improve program performance.” Strategies for doing this
will be discussed in Part V.
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PART iV
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v PART 1V
LOCAL WIW DELIVERY SYSTEMS

SUMMARY \
High perjorming local WIN units tended to differ systematically from
~—. . low performing urits in the way they were managed and delivered services to
olients. WIN sponsor managers in high performing local programs tended to:

_ e Maintain more accurate and timely reporting
systems.

e Monitor or evaluate their operations more
Jrequently and intensively.

o Imphasize systematic distribution of informa-
tion and more frequent internal discusstion.

o Permit more flexibility regarding work rules
and office procedures and delegate more
program authority to subordinates--but in
combination with more highly developed
weeountability systems. :

e Exchange functions amoﬁg staff and cross-
train tham for different jobs.

e Deal more directly and openly with conflict
within the unit.

Services to clients also tended to be delivered aifferently in high
performivg programs. In such programs: :
o 'rooperative clients were the subject of
.re extensive counseling.

e Iparting job search skills to citents was
e nphastized.

o Job development efforts were focused on the

tndividual elient rather than just on
Jenerating a large pool of job orders.
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o The SAU provided extensive supportive
gervices beyond child care.

® More f?equent.and extensive interactions
occurred between SAU. and 8ponsor staff
whether or not they were colloocated,

One o) this Part's most significant points is the permeating
influence of state level varigbles. Whether the igsue was program priorities,
management benavior or attitudes toward CETA, local characteristics were
ertensively shaped by those at the state level. This suggests that federal
adminigtrators need not reach dowm to the local level in order to have an
tmpact on local operations and performance. Rather, by influencing attitudes
and practices of program and organization leaders at the state level, federal
offtetals can affect behavior in a large proportion of local service delivery
systems, '

Jther imporcant findings were that:

@ wli-ES relations were not associated with
~Z performance.

o wIi staff put little reliance on ES Job
DPers and Jjob banks.

® #IJ-IMU links were critical to WIN case -
management and reporting but were generally
troubled.

® ligher performers tended to have more frequent
contacts with IMU's, and a number of units
nad evolved strategies for improving the
IMU linkage.

® WIJ access to CETA training and PSE Jobs
was generally limited and was not associated
2 performance,



INTRODUCTION TO PART 1V

Part IV focuses on the work units that compose the local WIN

service delivery system. The principal concern is the individual WIN

sponsor units and SAU’s that work with registrants at the community level.

How do they interpret their objectives and how are they structured and

managed? Do they carry out program functions differently? What inter=

actions occur within and between WIN spovsor units and SAU’s? What links ' '

exist between WIN units and other programs or organizations which may be

important to the operation of WIN?
As in Part III, we seek to identify variation and its causes.

We want to see whether certain types of local unit characteristics seem

interrelated. Ultimately, we wish to learn whether there are patterns

that systematically differentiate high from low performing local units.

To do this, data on 43 local units in our ten study states were examined.

Our sample included 10 high, 15 low and 18 average performers. Chapter 2

and the Appendic:s explain how those units were selected, how adjustments

‘were made for socio—economic differences in identifying high and low performing

units, and how interview and survey data were collected and analyzed. Here

we present the results of that analysis.

As before, our presentation is framed around a general conceptual
model of environment, organization and performance in programs such as
WIN. The version of that model shown in Figure 10 highlights the work
unit level constructs with which this part of the report is concerned.
These constructs are influenced not only by local conditions and choices
but also by the state level actions and policies examined in Part III.
Thus the influence of both local and state level variables on local WIN
operations are discussed here. Chapter 8 begins with the interpretation
of state program goals by local work unit managers and staff. Then it
deals with unit size, collocation, and internal structure, constructs
that fall under "Work Unit Organization." 'Work Unit Management" is con-
sidered in the next chapter. Chapter 10 focuses on local service delivery
procedures, another dimension of "Work Unit Organization."

Chapter 1l examines '"Coordination and Communication Within and
Among Work Units." This includes interactions within sponsor and SAU
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units and between them as well as relationships between WIN and ES and

IMU units==-the host agency units presumed to be particularly important

to the program. Chapter |2 deals with more distant relationships, shown

in the diagram under “Interorganizational Coordination." WIN unit con-
nections to CETA prime sponsors, Title XX, Vocational Rehabilitation and
other educational, training or community organizations are discussed there.
As before, a concluding chapter considers our principal findings. .
It is important to note that correlations reported in this part
_are meant only to suggest relationships that were identified by analysis

of the qualitative interview data. In the correlation analysis, we used
actual perforwmance scores for each local office, adjusted for envirommental
difficulty, as explained in Chapter 2 and Appendix B. For presentation
purposes, however, the local programs have been labeled high, average,

or low performers based on those actual scores. The correlations are
reported because they present a clearer picture of relationships than

would the tabulations alone.



CHAPTER 8
LOCAL PROGRAM GOALS, PRIDRITIES AND STRUCTURE

9

This chapter deals with two basic characteristics of local WIN
service delivery systems--local perceptions of program goals and structural
characteristics of local service units. Both goal perceptions and structure
might affect local program performance--goal perceptions because they may
suggest which functions and services are important, structure because it
may shape the way specific tasks and interactions are performed.

le« Local Goals and Priorities

The goals and priorities of a program are determined by its en-
abling legislation and the interpretations of federal and state program
administrators. It {s usually not the prerogative of local managers or
staff to set their own goals and priorities. Rather it is their responsi=-
bility to operationalize program goals that others have established by
structuring their units, prioritizing among service components and allo-
cating resources to achieve those goals. Llocal units have program goals
as givens; their unique contribution 1is translating policy into action.

In this part of the report, we address the structural, procedural

and managerial variables through which these goals are operationalized

by local WIN units. Prior to proceeding, we must consider how they are

perceived by local WIN sponsor and SAU staff. Was there a consensus on

program goals and priorities among units in the same state? Did knowledge
., of the WIN Allocation Formula affect local unit perceptions of their goals?

Were differences in goal perceptions associated with differences in per=-

formance? :

WIN Sponsor

Goal consensus among local units. Most local WIN sponsor units visited
had goals and priorities identical to those of the state WIN coordinator.
Only eight of the 43 sample units differed from their coordinator in their
perception of the WIN mission. Within each state program, the goals and
priorities of the state program director had clearly shaped those of local
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operations. As a consequence, within the same state a high performing
local unit often had the same goals and priorities as a low performer.

.Local knowledge of the allocation formula. Staff in 13 of the 43 units
had at least some knowledge of the allocation formula. Information on

the formula had been conveyed to-them with the explicit purpose of improv-
Ing their understauding of program goals and the comparative importance of
WIN performance measures. In one high performing state program, all units
had been sent a central office memo summarizing the allocation process

and formula and emphasizing those performance measures with dollar pay=-
offs tor the state agency.® In two other 'state programs (one a high per-
former and the other a low performer with a strategy for improving its
performance), conferences were held to explain the formula and 1its key
pertormance measures to local staff. Some other local WIN units received
their information on the formula and performance measures from visiting
regional office federal representatives.

Knowledge of the formula appeared to influence the performance
priorities of local WIN operations. All local units that had been briefed
on the formula felt that the quality of their placements was at least as
important as the number of thelir Job entries.

Informing local units about the formula and its key performance
measures was 4 very recent development. For some local units it resulted
in a reversal of priorities. These had previously stressed "the numbers
game''=~getting as many placements as possible regardless of expected dura-
- tion or salary level. Our performance data was based on the time period
prior to this development. Thus, knowledge of the formula at the time
0o¢ our field work was not necessarily associated with the performance
levels of local units as measured by our performance data.

Local perceptions of priorities. Table 17 presents data on the perform-
ance priorities of the 43 local units visited. A greater proportion of
high performers (ef{ght of ten) had at least some staff concerned for the
quality of job entries than did average performers (ten out of 18) or low
performers (ei{ght out of 15). However, the association between priorities

*This WIN central office memo had been intercepted by ES local
otfice managers in two of the offices visited. These ES managers opposed
the quali{tyv=of-placement WIN objective, and local WIN staff were not in-
formed ahout this objective. Both units were low performers.

¢
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. Table 17
Local Unit Perceptions of Priorities

High Average Low

: Performers Performers Performers Total
General agreement that quality of 6 10 5 21
jobs was at least as important as '
quantity of job entries.
Some staff placed emphasis on . 2 ' 3 5
quality of jobs, others put ' ‘
priority on quantity of job
entries or some other measure.
General agreement that number of 2 ' 8 7 i7

Job entries -was paramount.

P
“J4

43

and perforwance level was not statistically significant.* It 1s not sur-
prising that goal perception did mot differentiate high and low performing
local units, since both high and low performers in the same state were
likely to have the same perception of program goals, as noted earlier.

Local SAU Perceptions of Their Role in WIN

More than half of the local SAU units visited thought thelir role
in the WIN program was both to assist sponsor staff in moving registrants
into jobs and to act as a liaison to other programs. These units inter-
preted their objective not only as providing timely and quality social
services, but also as linking WIN to other welfare units such as the IMU
and Title XX. Most of these SAU’s were actually fulfilling ‘this role;
others were frustrated in their attempts to do so.**

Thirteen other SAU’s saw themselves as playing a more limited
role--predominantly paperwork and social service provision. They ex-
pressed little concern about acting as intermediaries with other welfare

*Correlation analysis showed a mild association between the two
variables (r = .229) but a t-value that was less than the critical value
for a .10 level of significance. Overall performance scores, rather than
performance groupings (high, average, low), were used in correlations
in Part IV, ’ _

**See Chapters 10 and 1l for discussions of links to Title XX and
IMlI"s, respectively.

129




<

fts. Only two SAU’s saw themselves as "competitors" to local WIN sponsor
+ .its. Perceiving local WIN units as ineffective, these units operated
their own placement efforts for AFDC-U applicants and recipients. We
found no association between the performance of local WIN programs and
the perceived role of SAU’s. ‘

2. Local Program Structure

This section discusses the structural variations found in the 43
local programs studied. It begins by examining the administrative arrange-
ments made for WIN at the local level., Collocation of ‘sponsor and SAU
units is discussed next. A passage on local program size follows. Finally,
we examine variations in the way service delivery responsibilities were
structured.

Host Agencies

There was considerable variance in the host agency arrangements
for local WIN sponsor and SAU units. In one state the welfare department
ran the entire WIN local delivery system, including both sponsor and SAU
functions. This was reportedly the only state nation-wide where all local
WIN programs were totally integrated--where a single manager supervised
both sponsor and SAU staff. In the other nine states in our sample, local
sponsor and SAU staff were under separate supervisors.

WIN sponsor. Eighteen of our study units were integrated into the ES,

four were integrated into the welfare system, and 2] were self-contained
WIN programs independent of ES line authority. Whether or not WIN was
separate from or integrated into the local ES was not independently associ-
ated with performance. In other words, high performing local WIN units
were found both within and outside ES line authority. The same was true
for low performers.

However, as Takle 18 shows, an intervening, third variable--
the receptivity of SESA or local ES management to WIN--seemed to be an
important pre-condition for the effectiveness of line authority arrange-
ments. In receptive settings WIN units that were within the ES line com-
mand were either high or average performers. There were no low performers
in such environments. WIN units in Indifferent or non-supportive ES hier-
archies fared much worse. Local units that reported to ES superiors in
non-supportive ES settings were low performers. Where the ES chain of
command was non-receptive, high and average performers were found only
in separate, self-contained WIN structures.
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i Table 18

; - Local WIN Sponsor Line Authority Patterns by
SESA Receptivity to WIN and Performance Levels

SESA Indifferent or

SESA Supportive of WIN Non-Receptive to WIN
High Average Low High . Average Low
Performing Performing Performing Performing Performing Performing
Offices Offices 0ffices Offices Offices ” Offices Total
ES manager has line !
. *
Integrated authority over WIN, ¢ 2 2% L1oex 1wk 3 13
"t;hézufs WIN manager reports to
stru & ES District/Area : 7
= Director. 1 2 - - - 2 5
= : :

WIN manager has

authority independent

of ES, not collocated
Self- with ES. . - - - 1 10 5 16
contained -
WIN unit WIN supervisor, small

unit, located in LS

office, but independent

of ES. - - - 2 2 : 1 5

Totals 5 4 2 - 4 13 11 kLl

i

*Aberrant cases, SESA leadership in the state where these WIN units are located was supportive of WIN, but local
ES managers for these two unita were extremely hostile toward local WIN program,
**Aberrant cases. SESA leadership was not supportive of WIN but local ES managers were,
*#2Total excludes the four units from the state where WIN local dalivery system was operated by welfare,
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This is further evidence that if WIN is within the ES line struc:
ture, the program must receive a certain amount of priority from the SESA
to be successful. If the SESA is not receptive, a separate line of au-
thority from the state WIN office to local operations appears best.*

SAU. As Table 19 shows, SAU structures varied considerably among the

43 local programs studied. The structure of SAU’s was more complicated
than WIN sponsor units since state welfare systems varled more at the local
level than did SESA’S. Three state SAU’s in our study were self-contained
within the state welfare department. In two of these states, -local SAU
workers were state employees in a state-administered welfare system. 1In
the third state, local staff were county. welfare employees. These 14 gelf=-
contained SAUs had only WIN responsibilities.

Table 19
Local SAU Host Agencies

Number of local SAU’s

SAU integrated into county social services : 16
structure within Title XX unit (super-

visors, some staff have non-WIN respon-

sibilities).

county SAU {ntegrated {nto county social services . 7
,employ= \ structure lateral to Title XX (super-
ces visors, some staff have non=WIN respon-

sibilities).

SAU self:contained, but county (or city) 7
welfare employees (work only on WIN).
SAU self-coh{ained, state employees (work 7
state only on WIN.) '
employ-
ees SAU integrated into state welfare, state 6

employees (supervisors, some staff have
some non=WIN responsibilities).
43

“*The tssue of local ES and WIN relationships is treated further
{a Chapter 11,



Sixteen of the SAU’s studied were integrated into county social
services structures, reporting to a manager with Title XX responsibilities.
Supervisors and some staff had some non-WIN responsibilities, especially
in smaller counties. Seven other SAU’s were also integrated into the
county structure but were organizationally lateral to the Title XX unit.
Again, supervisors and some staff often had non-WIN responsibilities.

The other six SAU’s were integrated into the state welfare system and
were state employees.

Whether or not the SAU’s were self-contained or separate did not
seem.to affect their ability to perform WIN functions. Instead, the pri-
ority given WIN by the state or county welfare administration generally
determined the types of relationships and interactions that occurred be-
tween the SAU and other programs, the degree to which SAU funds and staff
were diverted, and how effectively the SAU could provide services. 1In
welfare systems that gave priority to- WIN, the fact that SAU staff had
other program responsibilities did not appear to detrimentally affect
WIN services. In some cases, SAU staff having other duties were more .
aware of the availability of other resources for their clients. But, as
noted earlier, in state or county welfare systems with little emphasis
on WIN, SAU funds and positions often went unauthorized or staff worked
on other programs while charging their time to WIN.

Collocation a

Collocation in the WIN program is the physical location of WIN
gponsor and SAU staff on the same premises. We found various degrees of
collocation at the local level. Seven different categories were identi-

. flable in our study sites: '

¢ Total separation of WIN sponsor and SAU.

e 'Part-time" collocation. SAU staff went to WIN
sponsor office at scheduled times.

o "Pa-tial" collocation at WIN sponsor office. One
or more, but not all, SAU staff were permanently
located in the WIN sponsor office.

e '"Partial" collocation at the SAU office. One or
more, but not all, WIN sponsor staff were permanently
located in the SAU office.

¢ Total collocation in the sponsor or ES office.
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¢ Total collocation in the SAU or welfare office. "

o IMU staff collocated with WIN sponsor and SAU
in the sponsor or ES office.

Defined in these terms, some type of collocation existed in all but
four of the local programs we visited. However, as Table 20 shows, degree
of collocation was not associated with high performance. Only three of the
ten high performing offices were totally collocated. :

Table 20
Local WIN Sponsor=SAU Collocation
High Average Low ' .
Performing Performing Performing
Offices  Offlces __Offices Total
'fntal separdate WIN sponsor and 0 1 3 4
Sl\[}o 1
"Part-time" or "partial" colloca- 7 ' 6 -4 17 ‘
t 10?1 .
- . .
Total WIN sponsor-SAU collocation. 1 8 5 14

}
Total collocation plus some I[MU.

[ 3%
(96 ]
(o8
[0 o]

43

Degree of collocation seemed to depend on the size of the local
programs. In smaller, less urban programs SAU staff had scheduled times
for being at the sponsor office to register, appraise, counsel or confer.
‘he targer operations were more likely to have an SAU person or unit per=-
manently located at the sponsor office or have sponeor staff at the welfare
otfice to conduct registrations. The largest metropolitan programs studied
were totally collocated, regardless of performance level. Sponsor and SAU
statt occupled the same facility in all eight programs visited in urban
Areas with population above 350,000. Three also had IMU staff on the same
premises ek '

*when all WIN cases In ‘an urban area are consolidated and handled
v the collocated IMU, reporting and communications appear to improve.

I most ot the WIN offices that had IMU staff, relationships between WIN
med that unit were gooud, even though relationships with other IMU’s in
Paeocity were troubled.s  Interactions and relationships between WIN and
MU oare Hisenssed in Chapter 1.

1
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The degree of collocation did not seem to be associated with the
type of relationship that existed between WIN sponsor and SAU staffs.
Collocation in itself did not assure good relationships or coordination.
There was some hostility, tension or wotk flow problems in six of the
totally collocated units. In some collocated offices the two staffs had
very little to do with each otheg, or the two supervisors clashed fr -
quently. Perhaps the most extreme case was a large metropolitan office
in which unit supervisors from the "two sides of the office" did not even
recogni{ze each other when called together to meet with researchers.*

l.ocal Program Size

Size and productivity. The 43 local WIN programs studied varied widely

{n size--from 200 registrants to 31.000. We visited local programs with
one ES staff person assigned part-time to WIN and offices with 60 or 70

WIN sponsor staff. The smallest SAU operations had one person covering

several counties, the largest had over 30 authorized positions.

Tal*ler 21 presents information on sponsor staffing levels for the
43 study units. Twelve had five or fewer sponsor staff; ten had between
five and ten staff; 13 had between ten and 20; and eight had over 20 staff.
Statfing data for the 214 units in our ten sample states suggest that most
oINstaff work in relatively small units or offices.

Over half the SAU’s in our sample (24) consisted of less than
three staff. Often these "units" involved only one worker reporting to
1 supervisor who was 25 percent to 50 percent WIN-funded and who also
supervised staff assigned to Title XX, day care, refugee programs or food
stamps. '

In Chapter 5 it was hypothesized that program size might affect
performances However, no significant relationship was found between state
program sise and performance. Statistical analysis of local.program size
and pertormance was conducted using data on 154 local programs from nine
of our ten sample states. Tt ylelded similar results. We found no sig-
nificant relationship between program size (number of registrants) and
pr ductivity (job entries per staff).

statfing intensity varied enormously across the 214 local pro-
grams in the ten =sample states. At one extreme was a site with 1.21
pald sponsor positions for each 100 registrants. At the other was a pro-
gram with onix )3 positions per 100 registrants. The average was +35.

*For turther discussion of WIN sponsor-SAU interactions, see
Chapter Ut

o
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Table 21
Local WIN Sponsor Staffing Levels

and Organization Structure

High Average Low
Performing Performing Performing
Offices Offices Offices Total
Integrated into ES Structure
«5 to 5.0 sponsor gtaff 3 l 2 6
5.} to 10.0 sponsor staff 1 1 3 5
10.1 to 20.0 sponsor staff 1 2 0 3
Over 20.0 sponsor sgtaff 1 1 2 4
18
Integrated into Welfare Structure )
«5 to 5.0 sponsor staff 1 0 1 2
5.1 to 10.0 sponsor staff 0 0 0 0
10.1 to 20.0 sponsor staff 0 1 1 2
Over 20.0 sponsor staff 0 0 0 0
A
Separate Self-contained WIN Programs
.5 to 5.0 sponsor staff 0 3 1 4
5.1 to 10.0 sponsor staff 3 2 0 5
10.1 to 20.0 sponsor staff 0 4 4 8"
Over 20.0 sponsor staff 0 3 l 4
21

Ghapter 5 noted a strong statistical association between state
sponsor staffing intencity and the proportion of registrants obtaining
Jobsg's The same pattern appeared at the local level, although somewhat
less strongly. Analysis revealed a significant positive correlation
(r = ,39) between local staffing intensity (staff/registrant ratio) and
the proportion of registrants entering jobs.

The analysis considered all local programs in our ten state sample.
Two factors--state level staffing/registrant ratios and program gize=-
evidentally confounded the analysis, resulting in a lower correlation co-
efficient than had been found in the state level analysis. First, there
were significant differences in staffing intensity among state programs.
local staffing levels are based on the total number of positions authorized
to the state. Thus, in states with high staff/registrant ratios, local
programs also had high staffing ratios. When examining the relationship
between staffing intensity and proportion of registrants entering employ-
ment, local programs tended to cluster together by state, thus lowering
the overall correlation based on local units across states. ’
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The lower correlation coefficient, theréiore, does not mean that
the relationship was weaker at the local level than at the state level.
In fact, further analysis revealed that the correlation between staffing
{ntensity and proportion of registrants entering employment was as strong,
and often stronger, within each of the states studied than among the ten
states.* Therefore, within a given state, local programs with relatively
higher staff/registrant ratios had a higher pyoportion of registrants
entering employment. .

The second important factor in analyzing staffing intensity was
program size. Within any state, large metropolitan operations generally
had the lowest staff/registrant ratios and the lowest proportion of regis-
trants entering employment. In order to examine the urban operations more
closely, correlation andlysis was: conducted across all the large programs
(those 24 gites with more than 4,000 registrants) in the states studied.
A significant correlation of .64 was found between staffing intensity and

-entered employment for these urban offices. This indicates that metro
operations with relatively high staff/registrant ratios are likely to

have a greater proportion of their registrants enter employment than other
metro sites with a lower staffing intensity.**

Higher staffing intensity probably means more time can be spent
on reporting and on serving clients (both active and unassigned recipients)
and, thus, improving productivity. This suggests that local program suc=
cess 1s susceptible, at least in part, to direct managerial influence. A
state or federal decision-maker can choose to target more sponsor staff
on a particular site (or type of site) with some degree of confidence that
{ncreasing staff intensity will result in a greater proportion of regis-
trants in the targeted site(s) entering empl .yment.

SAU/Sponsor Staffing Ratios

There was also wide variation among local programs in the ratio
of SAU staff to WIN sponsor staff. On average, the 43 local programs
studied had one SAU staff for every 2.4 sponsor staff. But these ratios
ranged from one SAU staff for every 1l sponsor staff, to three SAU staff

*Within the six states with more than ten local WIN programs,
correlations between staffing intensity and proportion of registrants ,
entering employment were: .34, .59, .61, .70, .66 and .29.

**Four of the largest metro offices visited were operating with
several staff vacancies (one had 14 vacant slots). These four normally
had very low staff/registrant ratios anyway, and the added burden of
vacanries sometimes meant staff were hard-pressed to register clients
and do paperwork and had less time to spend with each registrant.
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for every one sponsor staff. In one of the ten study states, there were
50 percent more local SAU staff that local sponsor staff. In another,
SAU/sponsor staff ratios varied immerisely from site to site (from 1:1.79
in two sites to 1:11.0 1in two others). -Analysis of data from the 43 study
sites revealed no-significant association between SAU/sponsor staffing
ratios and overall performance. ' .

Structure of Service Delivery

Local service delivery approach. As Table 22 indicates, service delivery
responsibilities were structured four different ways 1in our study sites.
The approach used depended in part on the size of the program, the prefer=-
ence of state WIN officials and the relative priority placed on various
procedures. No association was observed between performance and service
delivery approach, perhaps because there was so little variation across
the study sites.

Table 22
Local WIN Sponsor Service Delivery Approach

) High  Average Low Total

l. Informal structure (small programs) 3 3 3 9

2. Team approach, with case responsible D S 1 0 2
person

3. Caseload approach | 2 1 l 4

4. Functional agprbach ‘ : ? 4 13 11 _%%_

In programs with three staff or less, an informal structure was
the norm. Each worker performed basically the same tasks, eveh though
one might be identified as the '"team leader," or "supervisor."

- Most larger sites (28) followed a functional approach. The office
was subdivided according to procedures, usually into three types of units:
intake (regidtration and appraisal), job preparation, and employment serv-
ices counseling, job development, placement). The procedures and staffing
of each unit varied among the sites, reflecting the priorities placed on
the different functions. Within each unit, individual staff often had
responsibility for a particular set of clients.
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In four sites (all with about ten sponsor staff) services were
delivered on a caseload basis. A client was assigned to an individual
staff member who delivered or coordinated all sponsor gervices to that
client==-from appraisal to placement and follow-up.

In the two sites which followed a team'approach, an interviewer,
counselor ard job developer usually worked together to provide all serv-
fices to a client. One person was designated as team leadér. Each member
of the team was assigned main responsibility for different clients as
they entered the program, thus combining agpects of the caseload approach
with the team model. While SAU staff were not formally team members,
they were included in many case decisions. .. \

In six of the ten study states, the WIN central office staff had
clearly influenced the local service approach. 1In five of the six, state
WIN and SESA officfals had developed standard structures, and all sites
within a state were very similar. 1In the sixth state, central office staff
had consciously delegated decisions on this issue to 'local WIN managers.

A variety of approaches were adopted throughout ‘the state, and managers
reported experimenting with different structures over the years.
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A | CHAPTER 9
- LOCAL PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

.. The way in which local WIN managers manage may have an important
* influence on the performance of their units. The first section of this
‘chapter describes the different ways in which managers copnduct specific
~administrative functions in the 43 units studied.

A second section then discusses other aspects of local managers’
behavior in these units: How much do local managers differ in delegating
authority to staff? How flexible are they in interpreting regulations and
procedures? Are they open to innovative changes? How much information do
they communicate to staff? Do they encourage feedback and staff participa-
tion in problem-solving? Both sections of the chapter focus particularly
on those management characteristics associated with differences in local
program performance. .
|
l. Local Management Functions \

\

3

Chapter & showed that state program coordinators varied in the
way they conducted managerial functions (i.e. planning, budgeting, training,
reporting and monitoring) and that these variations were associated with
state level program performance.. High performing state operations tended
‘to execute each of these functions one way, low performers in a distinctively
different way. High performers consistently placed more explicit policy
emphasis on and committed more staff and capital to these activities.
The reverse was generally the case for low performers. ‘

This section looks at data gathered on similar functions in the
43 local units. Analysis of these data was complicated by state program
influences on local management behavior. Local operations are not entities
unto themselves. While they have varying degrees of discretion in managing
their resources and providing services, they are at the same time subject
to influence by state policy, directives and suggestions. State influences
can efther limit or enhance the execution of local managerial functions.
Thus, in states where the WIN cooriinators actively and frequently monitor
local programs and expect local managers to do the same, local managers
are likely to emulate their bosses. Where little is done in monitoring at
the state level, similar behavior wight be demonstrated by local managers.
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Local units are also subject to-staté-wide conditions that are
beyond their control. For example, maintaining accurate local data
reporting 1s a much more difficult task in states where the ADP operation
is in disarray, WIN has no computer specialists to help correct the
situation, and reporting system training for local staff is non-existent.

Because of the potential significance of state level influences,
we have analyzed information on local management functions in two steps.
First, the information was tabulated for all 43 units and analyzed. Second,
it was retabulated into two general wcategories representing the states’:
posture toward the function in question and reexamined. For example, when
looking .at the data reporting responsibility of local managers, local units
were divided into two groups--those in states with relatively accurate or
improving systems and those in states where data was inaccurate and
unimproved. Patterns within these two groups were then studied.

4

The following subgéctions deal with four areas of local managerial
responsibility: (1) planning, (2) training, (3) data reporting, and
(4) monitoring and evaluation.

Planning

Local involvement in state WIN plan development has been a WIN
priority since mid=-1977. WIN field memoranda refer to such local partici-
pation as "bottoms-up planning." In recent years these memoranda have
specified that activity objectives developed by local units should be at
least equal to their actual achiever=2nts during the prior fiscal year.

. The WIN manual also stipulates that local managers should use the planning
process to set realistic targets for staff, to allocate resources among
activities, and to identify areas where local programs could improve.

However, our field work showed that actual planning in state and
local operations did not often reflect these policies. Some state programs
had bottoms-up planning in some form, while others did not. Those states
with local participation in plan development varied in how they interpreted
the "bottoms-up'" process. Some actually went through a cycle during which
local units submitted estimates and negotiated with central office staff on
final unit "goals." Elsewhere this process began but was disrupted by
external events. In some instances the regional office increased the state’s
initial activity objectives, causing a unilateral increase in all local goals.
In other cases time simply proved too short for completion of the full cycle,
resulting i{n the unilateral assignment of final goals to units. Such
developments led to a loss of credibility for planning by local staff.



, : . . o
In yet other states, the central offices gave local units their numerical
objectives and told them to build a local plan'around them. Thus, state
decislons on how planning would occur and to what extent lbcals would be
involved clearly influenced local planning activities and perceptions of

its worth. :

During our field visits to local units we obtained a description
from managers and staff on how planning had occurred in past years and during
the most recent planning cycle. This information is used in the following
paragraphs to describe (1) the incidence and nature of joint SAU/WIN sponsor
planning, (2) the attitudes .and behavior of local office managers toward
planning, (3) the amount of local spensor staff involvement in plan develop-
ment, and (4) the extent.of local SAU participation -in the development of
the state SAU plan. ' ‘ .

Joint SAU/WIN sponsor planning. Relatively few units visited (one out of

five) jointly developed a local WIN plan. Most (53 percent) had just one -
meeting to discuss .separately prepared plans. There was no contact on local
plans between SAU and WIN sponsor units in seven of the 43 communities visited.
However, in states where the WIN central offices emphasized planning and local
Involvement, a greater proportion of local units had joint planning sessions

(33 percent) than in states with little or no emphasis on planning (17 percent).
There was no discernible relationship between incidence of joint planning

and local unit performance levels. Joint planning was just as likely to

occur in low performing units as in high performing ones.

Local managers and planning. Nearly half of the managers in units studied
(44 percent) treated the planning process seriously, either because state
policy "required " local input to state plan development or because they
themselves placed jmportance on planning. However, local managers ip states
emphasizing planning were more likely to do more than the minimum required
(67 percent of units studied in these states) than those in states where
planning was not emphasized (28 percent).

A bifurcation was also observed when the relationship between unit
performance and the degree of managers’ involvement in planning was examined.
In states emphasizing planning, managers of high performing units were more
likely to take planning seriously than were those of low performers.*  Such
a pattern did not hold for local unit managers in states where planning did
not receive much priority.

*When the extent of manager involvement and interest in plénning
was scaled and related to unit performance levels, a correlation coefficient
of «4l9 resulted, significant at the .1 level.
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Local staff involvement in planning. Less than a third of the local offices
studied (13 of 43) involved staff in local plan development. As with local
office managers, the incidénce of staff involvement in plan development was
h{g?er'in states emphasizing planning (44 percent of the units studied) than
~ inthose without such state level priorities (one out of five offices studied
in those states). The extent of staff involvemgnt in plan development was
positively related to unit performance (r=.645) 1in states emphasizing
planning. High performers tended to have staff involvement in the planning
process while low performers did not. No such association was found for
units studied in states not giving priority to planning. :

Local SAU involvement in state plan development. Only 12 of the 43 local
SAU units studied (28 percent) provided some staff input to state plan
development or were asked to review and comment on the plan prior to its
finalization. Over a third of the SAU units (16 of 43) had absolutely no
involvement in the planning. Many of these were not even aware that such
‘a plan existed. ' Co

/

Training - /

Local WIN sponsof and SAU staff can obtain program-related train-
ing from a number of souﬁces. State SAU and WIN sponsor central offices
may provide formgl traiqing to these units either directly or through area
offices. Host agencies;may provide general training related to their over-
all agency mission. THese agenciles may control all training authority and
resources, as was the/Zase in two states visited. Thus, a SESA training
unit might be charged/with providing WIN-specific training, and decisions
.on curriculum development and assessment of training needs would be beyond
the control of WIN central office staff. '

Criteria for making formal training available to staff also varied
among states. Staff training, where available, could be mandatory or
provided upon request. Therefore, local managers might either have little
discretion or be able to use their judgment in requesting specific training
for particular staff. Local managers could choose to augment this training
or could provide staff with i{nformal training themselves in states where
little or no formal training occurred. In many local WIN sponsor operations
visited (21 of the 43) the only training local staff had received during the
prior 12 months was on-the-job training and self-instruction on the WIN
manual. In seven of these operations staff felt that even the OJT provided
had been inadequate.

Analysis of data on formal training of local WIN sponsor staff
fndicated that local managers tended to have little influence on the amount

*Significant at the 0l level.
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and type of training provided their staff. If they were in states empha=-
sizing training, staff received extensive training (85 percent of units
vigited in these states). Conversely, staff in only three of the 23 units
in states where training was not given priority had received at least
some WIN-gpecific traininge. Given this dominant state level influence,
there was no discernible relationship between the éxtent of local staff
access to formal training and local unit performance.

However, local managers could still provide informal training in

. the absence of state-provided training or to supplement existing formal
training. Most units studied in states with extensive training (86 percent)
had local managers that also provided at least some informal training to
staff. This was the case for a few units (26 percent) in states where

formal training was minimal or non-existent. The extent of informal training
' provided staff by managers was positively related to local unit performance
(r=+479) for units in states emphasizing training. Such an association

was not found in local WIN sponsor units in states not giving priority ©
to training.

Local SAU staff access to WIN-specific . training was closely linked
to the amount of joint SAU and WIN training that occurred at the local
‘level. At  least one joint training session had occurred in 80 percent
of the units visited in states emphasizing training. Joint training was
quite rare in states with little priority on training, with only 17 percent
of the units studied in these states reporting such sessions. As a conse-
quence, local SAU staff.were more likely to receive at least some WIN
training in states where the training of sponsor staff was extensive than
they were in states where such training was rare. The only exception to
this patterw was one state where the SAU coordinator provided frequent
and extensive training to local staff, but sponsor staff received no WIN-
specific training.

Data Reporting

Local managers have responsibility for reporting their units’
activity levels. They provide inputs to ESARS, CAS and other SECA reporting
systems, and local IMU units report welfare grant reductions and “obtained
employment' data. These data may be used to manage local operations as well
as to hold managers accountable at higher levels within the system. Thus,
the quality of input data maintained by local managers has implications for
their own and state-level monitoring and accountability systems. Since these
data can pruvide the basis for performance assessment, how well they capture
actual activity levels may affect perceptions.of local unit effectiveness.
Reporting well or badly could spell the difference between a "high"
pertorming operation and one with a much lower perceived performance level.

.'*ﬁfgnificant at the 09 level.
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As with: planning and training, state level policy and behavior had
a significaat influence on how local WIN sponsor managers dealt with reporting
and data systems. Only two local units of the 20 studied in state programs
with serious ESARS problems felt -that ESARS printouts generally agreed with:
their locally-maintained hand tallies. In states where ESARS were generally
accurate, nearly three quarters (74 percent) of the units visited felt that
their data were accurate. Across both gets of states, there were 15 local
units where ESARS was viewed as a "hopeless" case. Most of these units (12)

- were {n states where there were serious accuracy problems in ESARS state-wide.
Six of these units (all low performers) did not even maintain a hand tally
system e{ther to manage with or as a means of identifying where the data
problems were. ' - '

A significaut positive relationship existed between the extent of
local problems with 9SSARS and unit performance. This held for all 43 units
studlied (r=.306*) as vell as for those in states with relatively accurate
FSARS data (r=.400%) and those in states where problems were rife (r=.410%),
Were some units "high" performers simply because they captured data more
accurately on key performance indicators, or was accurate reporting part of
a cluster of characteristics that caused services to be delivered to clients
more effectively? We cannot be sure, but if part of a local operation’s
regsponsibility is to accurately report their activity levels, then failure
to do so is, in fact, poor performance of an important program function.

Local IMU reporting for the WIN program was a critical problem in
seven of the .43 localities studied. It involved major undercounting on both
welfare granf reductions and "obtained employment." No improvement or effort
to improve was evident. In another nine units some undercounting was occurring,
combined with significant time lags on reporting data, with no apparent
improvement. In the remaining units, either accuracy and timeliness problems
were minimal (20 units) or significant improvements in reporting had occurred
due to local initiatives by the WIN sponsor, the SAU or both (7 units). A
Local units in states. that generally had accurate ESARS data tended to have
fewer problems with IMU reporting. Local programs that made an effective
effort to keep their ESARS data clean also actively sought to improve IMU
data through frequent personal contacts between supervisors or staff, joint
training sessions or presentations on WIN. Those not giving much priority
to improving ESARS data accuracy tended to have the same attitude toward
the TMU data. There was no perceivable relationship between the accuracy
of local IMU data and local WIN unit performance.

*Significant at the .05 level.
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Monitoring and Evaluation

]
J

The three management functions that have already been discussede=
local planning, provision of staff training and data reporting--may have
a combined influence on the monitoring and evaluation activities of local _
managers. When local planning generates realistic activity level objec~-
tives tor the unit and staff are involved in the planning process, account=-
abflity may be enhanced. Staff should know'what is expected of them, since
they contributed to the expectations. Provision of staff training on form
completion,'data inputing and error corrections should improve the accuracy
of the data upon which the office is managed. How these data are used in
identifying problems and developing ways of resolving them depends in
part on the training local managers and supervisors have received. The
subsections which follow address the extent, basis and character of local
program monitoring.

Extent of monitoring by local managers. All high performing locel units
studied had office managers or supervisors who monitored on an on-going
basig. This was less prevalent among average performers, occurring in
two-thirds, and was the case in only a third of the low performing offices.
In 15 of the 43 units studied, there was little or no use of data by managers
in monitoring their local programs. The prevailing attitude in these units
was that upper management did such monitoring and if there were problems

with the unit’s performance they would be brought to the attention of the
local manager. (Unfortunately, most of these units were in state programs
where state WIN coordinators had similar attitudes and very little monitoring
of local units was occurring.) ‘

The frequency and degree to which local managers monitored their
operations was correlated positively to local unit performance (r=.524).*
The more extensive and frequent the monitoring of the local manager, the
higher was the performance of the unit. State policy and practices on
program monitoring did not appear to have a dominant influence over local
behavior. However, the relationship between the monitoring practices of
local managers and unit performance was somewhat stronger in units where
the state central office also emphasized monitoring (r=.682)* than elsewhere
(r=.486)%*,

Types of pertormance standards used in mointoring. local office managers
took a number of approgphes to monitoring. One involved primarily looking

at unit or uffice—wigg activity and performance levels. In some of these
sites expectations on performance were based on what managers felt was an
acceptable level of activity given local labor market conditions, the flow

vt clients, the characteristics of the existing pool of registrants and other

“*-‘\"(gnif(cant at the .01 level.
*xsipniticant at the 05 level.
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factors beyond the control of staff. Monitoring was based strictly on how
well the office was achieving its planned goals opy certain key indicators.
A second approach involved monitoring the performance of individual workers
and reviewing their productivity relative to expected levels of performance.

Analysis of these data showed that those units where office~wide or
unit goals were used tended to perform better than ones with goals 'or quotas
for individual workers. Managers in most of the high performing units (70
percent) monftored primarily on the basis of unit or office-wide performance.
However, most of these managers also maintained data on individual workers.
. This permitted them to diagnose possible sources of problems when and if
they arose. Two of the remaining three high performers primarily monitored
individual workers. These were small units where quotas were not constant
across workers but were tailored to the skills, experience and caseloads
. of the service providers. ' o :

Few of the average performers (28 percent) or low performers (20
percent) monitored only on the basis of unit or office-wide performance.
Over half of the average performing units had set identical quotas for'
individual workers regardless of their experience or caseload responsi-
bilities, or did little or no monitoring of any kind. The same was true
a, for low petformers (73 percent). C

Basis fo-.monitoring. Chapter 6 discussed activity goals.developed during
the planning process and their uce in monitoring local programs. Some local
«operations appeared to have unrealistically low planning goals which were
easily attained during the course of the year. As a consequence, it was
not unusual to come ‘across units that were "achieving 150 percent of their
goal levels" on certain key performance indicators. In other cases, local
units complained about unrealistically high goals. Often this perception
of staff was supported by our own statistical analysis of environment and
performance. 1f either under- or over-estimation of unit capabilities
occurred, the operation could suffer. Units that "low-balled" on planning
objectives might tend to relax their effort once these goals had been
attained. Units with goals that were consistently too high might becone
discouraged. Bcth sets of responses could rusult in staff working below
thelr potential.

Half ¢i the units studied in states where the WIN central office
stressed monttoring felt that their goals were set at realistic levels.
This same perception was held by a third of the units in states not empha-
sizing monitoring. Analysis showed a significant “positive correlation
between staff perceptions of how realistic activity goals used in menitoring
were and local unit performance (r=.559%)., As goals used in monitoring

e A,

-;gfgn{ficant at the .0l level.
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became elther too low or too high relative to perceived unit potential, the
performance of units decreased. .
Extent of local SAU-monitoring effort. As stated in previous chapters,
there Are no generally accepted formal performance measures for SAU units.,
Also, the extent and nature of qualitative information provided by local

SAU unfts varied from state to state and, {n states with county-operated
welfare systems, from county to county. Despite these limitations, our
field whrk suggested that local SAU supervisors were more likely to monitor
and evaluate their staff periodically than were sponsor supervisors. Less ¢
than 10 percent of "SAU units studied had little or no supervisor monitoring,
compared to over a third of the sponsor units. § .

Only nine of the local SAU units studied had participated in a joint
review of their local operations with WIN sponsor staff. In seven of these
sites there was a formal policy of regularly scheduled joint reviews.
However, joint SAU/WIN sponsor reviews of local operations were just as
Utkely to occur in high performing local programs as in low performing ones.

A}

oo Local Management Style

Analysis of WIN local management style is complicated by the fact
that the program takes various organizational structures at the local level.
The WIN sponsor "manager' might be the WIN office manager in a WIN-only
oftfce but might also be an ES local office manager, an ES placement super-
visor, or even a weltfare office manager. Four elements of local managers’
style were analvzed, regardless of their job title:

e Flexibility and delegation of authority.
e Innovativeness.

e Communication.

e Interpersonal interaction with staff.

This section presents the results ol that analysis, first focusing on WIN
sponsor managers and then SAUs.

WIN sSponsor

Managerial tiexibility and delegation of authority. WIN units have many

procedures and tunctions that are standardized. State regulations govern

the @manapement ot personnel, equipment and office space. Federal regula-

tisns stipniate service delivery procedures and paperwork. However speci-
the these reaulations, managers still have room for interpretation and

tleximditite?

-
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Analysis showed a: positive association between performance and
managerial flexibility.* Managers of high performing units were often as
flexible as state policy would allow on working hours, coffee breaks, dress
codes and personal leave. Several had Introduced flex-time or relaxed chain-
‘of-command requirements. They said that flexibility was necessary to motivate -®
staff productivity and maintain morale. However, in all of these high
performing offices, flexibility was coupled not only with greater communi-
cation and staff discretion but also with accountability systems that
peruitted the manager to monitor staff performance levels.**

¢

Data on managerial delegation of program authority (i.e. decisions
on service delivery and case management) to staff revealed a similar picture.
As Table 9.1 suggests, performance variation was associated with greater
delegation of authority in combination with more monitoring and exchange
of information.*%* o

Table 23 shows that 12 of 14 low performing offices had managers
who were either reluctant to delegate or delegated responsibility without
much monitoring or transfer of information. High and average performers
were more likely to have delegative managers who emphasized accountability
and responsibility along with delegation. 1In the best performing offices,
a high degree of delegation was combined with strong internal monitoring
and extensive exchange of ideas or Information. Staff had considerable
control over how they scheduled theiir work and performed their tasks, and
they were included in internal decision-making. They were eXpected to
abide by those decisions and were held accountable. Managers said that
they allowed different degrees of discretion to different staff, giving
more structured assignments to those who '"needed direction".

¢
Three high performing units had formal managers who involved
themselves little in local program operations. One was an ES manager,
the other two were WIN managers covering more than one office. These

*There’ was a .38l correlation, significant at the .0l level, between
flexibility and local unit performance in our sample,

**This {s not to say that a WIN unit can never succeed under inflex-
ible management. In two- fairly high performing sample units, procedures
were structured and policies were inflexible. However, staff were kept
well-intformed, manager and staff exhibited a close relationship and mutual
respect. There was no apparent tension over the manager’s inflexible style.

***In our sample, there was a'cqrrelation of .397, significant at
the 0l level, between performance and type of delegation.
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managers delegated total program responsibility to staff and were person-
‘ally supportive. But they did no monitoring and had limited program ex-
pertise. Staff worked together in two of these offices to develop close
relationshipsd with the SAU and other organizations as well gs innovative
Job search and jo' development techniques. 1In one of them, staff set up
their own c8llective glecision-making processes and worked cooperatively
on most matters. -In the third office, the WIN staff received direction,
guidance and assistance directly from the state WIN staff. 1In all three
cases, the staff was able to succeed despite lack of leadership from the
formal manager.

Table 23
Local WIN Sponsor Managers’
Approach to Delegation to Staff

High Average Low
Performing Performing Performing
Offices Offices Qffices Tot
Reluctant to delegate. Assigned 0 2 5
all tasks. Little staff discre-
tion. Manager handled "exceptiong"

[y
—

~|

Delegative, but no monitoring or 3 2 7 12
accountability. Perhaps dis- .
interest or "non-manager'

Moderately delegative. Tasks are 2 7 2 11
agsigned, but some discretion in

scheduling, case responsibility,

daily tasks. Some monitoring

occurs.

Very delegative, but with detailed 4 5 0 9
monitoring and accountability.
Substantial manager-staff inter-
action. Staff involvement in task
assignments, planning or goal
setting. 39

Innovat{veness. The overwhelming majority of local WIN managers were either
moderately or highly receptive to innovation, according to their subordinates
and their superiors. Twenty managers were identified as moderately receptive.
Thev were reportedly willing to listen to staff suggestions but rarely had
fnnovative i{deas of their own. They were also inconsistent in their willing-
ness to act on new {deas proposed by others.

"
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Thirteen others were classified as very {nnovative. They encouraged
statf ideas, suggestions and feedback. They tended to develop their own
{nnovations or experiments and 'to request waivers or funds to test them.
Innovative managers might, for example, restructure their units, attempt
different ways of delivering services, or develop special projects for sub-
groups of registrants such as WIN youths or unassigned recipients. In
several high performing units, techniques were developed for promoting WIN
with employers, increasing job development activities, or streamlining paper=-
work for 0JT contracts. Some innovative sponsor and SAU managers also jointly
developed projects to better utilize resources outside the program.

only five of the 43 managers studied were described as resistant to
change or reluctant to consider innovations. "These five were also described
a5 cautious, concerned about their own positions or unwilling to attract '
central office attention to their units. None were in high performing offices.

Communication. As Table 24 suggests, the WIN sponsor manager’s posture
toward intra~-office communication was significantly associated with per—
tormance.* Managers in better performing units tended to emphasize
systematic distribution of information and more frequent internal discus-
sfons They encouraged staff feedback on regular program guidance and
distributed WIN-related research studies or news articles. In low perform-
ing oftices managers generally shared less information with staff. In 11 of
14 low performers, there was also little managerial concern for discussing
information that was received.

K3

Managers’ communication style appeared related to their motivation
and accountability techniques and to staff perceptions of managers’ expertise.
In the 18 offices where communication was emphasized, staff said that, because
they were kept informed, they felt more responsibility for results. These
offices tended to have more effective systems for reporting and for early
identification of potential problems. Their staff had positive perceptions
f the manager’s program expertise, reporting that their manager could provide
policy or technical assistance when they needed {t. In contrast, staff in
ottices with less emphasis on communication often felt their managers could
add little to their own program knowledge.

*The correlation between manager’s posture toward communication and
pertormance {n our 43 sample offices was .437, significant at the .0l level.



Table 24
Local WIN Sponsor Managers’
" Posture Toward Communication

High Average Low
Performing Performing Performing
Offices Offices Offices  Total
Little or no sharing of information 0 3 7 10
with staft, except perhaps routine
personnel or program memos .
. Routine downward distribution of 3 3. 4 10
" information, but no effort to
' coordinate or discuss. Little -
or no (nterest in staff feedback.
Systematic {nformation distribu- 6 3 3 12
tion, discussion and teedbtack.
Informat{on broadly shared. Con=-
scious effort to encourage staff "
feedback. 32

Interpersonal i{nteraction with staff. With few éxceptions, staff charac-
ter{zed thelir manager as approachable and sensitive to their personal or
‘career concetrns. In only seven offices (none high performers) staff reported
that the manager was insensitive, harsh or unapproachable. Where insensi-
tivity or aloofness did exist, the manager’s attitude was sometimes counter-—
acted by an intermediate supervisor. In only two offices was the manager’s
harshness so serious a concern that staff dwelled on it during interviews.

While most subordinates saw thelr managers as sensitive and accessible,
s more staff {n high and average offices relt their managers were willing or
able to act in their behalf in personnel or policy matters. This was true
in seven of ten high and eight of 13 average performers. On the other hand,
mandagers in low performing units were usually described as either accessible
and friendly but ineffectual (six cases) or harsh and aloof (four cases).

SAU
Our analysis of SAU managers’ style focused on the 13 sites where

the SAU consisted of five or more staff and there was some on-site super-
viston., We tound verv little variation in SAU management style across




these units. Staff in all of them said their supervisors were accessible,
reasonable and sensitive to staff career and persondl concerns. Workers
generally felt that the procedures were tight and” the paperwork burdensome,
but in all 13 units they said their supervisor allowed leeway wherever
possible. Staff consistently reported the. atmosphere within their unit was
triendly, informal or casual.

SAU managers were generally reported to be receptive to innovations.

. In fact, eight of the 13 were promoting demonstration projects on alterna-
tive methods of delivering services. 1In some offices SAU staff were counsel—
ing unassigned recipients or conducting some sponsor functions, such as
development of job or training slots. Some were operating demonstration
projects involving the use of Title XX funds, for example, to train WIN
youths or to help WIN mothers become eligible ffor day care licenses. Several
were involved in the development of systems fér coordinating WIN reporting
with other state and local welfare programs.

some variation was observed in delegation of authority and account-
ability. Seven of the SAU supervisors allowed a moderate .degree of staff
discretion but did a minimal amount of monitoring. These seven were often
described as "coordinators" by themselves and by their staff. They were
available for advice, information and guidance but did not exert much control
or accountability. The other six supervisors were very delegative but
they had regular monitoring systems which they used to identify staff develop-
ment needs as well as for accountability. '

Although several components of WIN sponsor management style were asso-
cliated with local program performance, SAU management style was not. This
may be partly due to the small size and lack of variance of our sample. But
{t may also be related to the fact that local SAU’s are not directly responsi-
ble for conducting or reporting any of the major activity categories currently
used by the national program to measure performance (see Chapter 2). As a
result, it is difficult to determine whether a particular SAU is performing
well or badly and, thus, whether it is optimally managed or structured.
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"~ CHAPTER 10
. SERVICE DELIVERY PROCEDURES

[

4

The purpose of all the elements of WIN discussed to this point
{s to provide structure, support and guidance to the actual delivery of
services to program registrants. This chapter focuses on those services.
Procedures for delivering services are prescribed in some detail in program
regulations, handbooks and directives. However, considerable variance
was observed in the way local units actually conducted some service delivery
functions. This chapter describes those variations and identifies which
ones were associated with local unit performance. The procedures and
functions examined fall into three categories:

Standardized Procedures Guidance and Services Employment /Training
Registration/Appraisal Labor Market Exposure Placement
Employability Plan Job Seeking Skills PSE/0JT
Certification Supportive Services Training

Follow=up ’

Ad judication ~

Several important perceptions emerge. First, our findings suggest
that high performing WIN sponsor units tend to deliver key services such as
Job search assistance and job development differently from low performers
and from mainstream employment service units. Second, contrary to some
expectations, our data indicate that the role the SAU plays and the mix
of suppurtive services it delivers may influence overall local program
performance.

l.astly, the information presented here, although limited by the
nature of our study sample and the character of our data, has important
{mplications for the future delivery of welfare-employment programs. Whether
the implementing structure i{s the same or different, many functions similar
to those in WIN will have to ‘be conducted at the service delivery level to
serve clients with similar barriers to employment. Successful strategiles
developed in local WIN units would provide insights on how to better facil-
{tate employment of welfare recipients.

le Standardized Procedures

Procedures that were fairly standardized and required substantial
paperwork were performed routinely in most local WIN units. With few
exceptions, little variation or association with performance was found.



Registration/Appraisal
Welfare departments are supposed to refer to WIN those AFDC appli-
cants and recipients who are required to register for the program. Those
prrsens not required to repgister are to be informed about WIN and given an
cppertunity to volunteers  According to WIN staff, the mandatory registrants
were geaerally referred according to procedures. There were, however, '
complaints concerning the lack of volunteer referrals!* Staff in four of
the stady states reported that the number of mandatory referrals to WIN
had subat itially decreased over the past year. Local units that were
experiencing a decrease in mandatory registrants were making efforts to
Cieouragss more voilunteers by {mproving coordination with the IMU, develop-
fng outreach programs, or exploring training opportunities which could
Attract voluiftears. Where the flow of registrants had remained constant,
Little prisrity was put on serving volunteers.,

Reaistration for WIN was handled either at the welfare intake point
OroAat the WIN office after referral from intake. 1In many places attempts
were made to avoid needlessly "shuffling" the clients back and forth. In
tour sites some WIN sponsor staff were located in the welfare office to do
fmned fate registration and appraisal. SAU staff in two places conducted
pre=appraisals in the home and began arranging needed services or prepared
torms and written reports which speeded up the formal appraisal. In several
Instances SAY or sponsor staff transported clients to the office for appraisal
oi thetr empiovability and service needs. A jolint sponsor=SAU "group
appraisal/osrientation"” was conducted in one office to complete necessary
paperwork detare clients were individually seen by counselors.

In 15 sites-appraisal sessions were held at the time of registration.
In the'other 13 sites registered clients were scheduled to return for an
appraisal sesston, usually within a few days of registration. High performing

ditices were just as likely as low performers to have separate registration
and appraisal,

*'he proportion of voluntary registrants may have been related
to the sample states” average AFDC grants. In two states with very low
Afant tevels, volunteers comprised 50% or more of the total number of
revistrantse  In the sample state with the highest grant there were very
few volunteors. Local staff across the ten states were not in agreement
onothe emplovability of volunteers compared to mandatories. Many said
that volunteers were only interested in training or had unrealistic expec=-
atdons o dohs thev conld qualify for, so they often dropped out of WIN.
However o others reported that volunteers were more "motivated," casier
teople e and hal better retention riates.



de tound no’association between performance and joint ‘apprai: ls.
In 25 ot the 43 sites visited, joint appraisals were conducted wheuev.r
possible. In 13 places there were sequential appraisals; and in five sites
welfare or SAU staff appraised, but sponsor staff did not.* Whether or not
the appraisals were joint also had little to do with collocation. Eleven
of the 25 totally or partially collocated offices did not conduct joint
appralsals. Two reasons were often given for separate appraisals. First,
WIN spousor statt usually outnumbered SAU staff-and an SAU worker might not
always be available. Second, many SAU staff said they preferred separate
sessions because thev telt sponsor staff tended to dominate joint interviews,
Sattording the SAU little opportunity to appraise the clients’ service needs.

Employability Plan
5 .

Employability plans are intepded to help establish a client’s
occupat fonal goalr and service needs. The plans were usually developed
At the time of appratsal. In 21 sites they were not taken Seriously by
statf and were coasidered just "more paperwork". In some localities staff
bulivved there was very little choice in the type of job a client might
obtain, and often the option of "training" was limited to obtaining a high
school equivalenrys  In seven other sites staff emphasized developing
. the plan and otften involved the client. They knew the plan would be mean-
Ingless when {t came to actual referral or placement but continued to
emphasize {t as 1 tool for motivating clients.

In the other 14 sites, the employability plan was emphasized,
considered realistic and used for tase management. In four of the 15
the SAU had real input {n developing the plan. In the other ten sites
WIN sponsor staft in effect operated alone, even though SAU staff might
Actually be present if the plan was completed at joint appraisal. There
wias no assvciatfon between developing meaningful plans and overall per-
formance %%

*Four ot the tive were in the state where the welfare department
operited the program.  Intake functions for all the department’s progfams
were centralized, and appratsal of services needed by WIN registrants was
done at the intake poiat. .

**However, in some oftices, the plan was used as an i{ntegral
part ot the Job search process and was often modified, as the clients
Jafned more insinht o into their own capabilities and labor market reali-
ties.s  Provision ot job search skills was related to performance, as dis-
cussed Lrter o thiis chapter.



Certification

In all but five of the 43 sites, a "request for certification" for
supportive services was submitted to the SAU at the time of appraisal. 1In
the other five offices a request was made only when a job became available.*
There was however substantial variation in how the process was handled.

It no services were required, the certification process was often "automatic"
meaning the certification forms were completed on the spote In some places,
all certifications were automatic, then if a Job was available at a later
time, the SAU would try to arrange needed services. Automatic certification
wis most common in two states where the SAU central office had emphasized
maximizing the number of certifications. In other sites, however, certifi-
cation was not requested if services were not required. In one large urban .
areda there was no available licensed child care at all, so no certifications
were requested if child care was needed. If a job. was available, clients
were told to try to find their jown child care and were placed without certifi-
catfons  In another urban sitel{certification requests at one time had been
delayed up to 18 months. Sincehoffice policy was that registrants had to

be certified hefore moving on to the next unit for counseling or placement,
hundreds of ¢lients had not proceeded past the apprailsal point.

As discussed in Chapter 2, analysis of program reporting data revealed
o dssociation between number of certifications and performance. Our site
interview data suggests that there is wide variation among states 1in the
certitication requirement. Thus, it may be futile to compare states on the
nunber of certifications requested or completed, with or without gervices.
It may be more meaningful to compare the types of supportive services or
counsel ing clients recelive, as suggested later in this section. '

Follow=up Procedure

e 30-day follow-up contact on clients entering employment 1is crucial
to the retention rate performance measure. At the time of our fieldwork,
wost local staff knew the importance of the follow-up, and managers were
caphtasfzing ite  In only seven of the 43 sites (all low performers) was there
evidence that the 30-day follow-up was not being done conscientiously. 1In
most other places the employer was called first to verify employment, but

*ooe high performing state program requested and was granted a waiver
s the regional otti{ce allowing the use of WIN funds to provide services
ppricants net vet actually on the AFDC rolls. A high performing office
anather qtyte had special demonstration funds that could be used to certify
boarrenie services for AFDC applicants. Tn two other states Title XX funds

ooarner b psistanee tads were used tor AFDC-U applicants needing services.

&



staff in several offices contacted the client first {f they thought the
employer might react adversely to learning that the client was on welfare.
Four local offices routinely went beyond the required 30-day contact.
In two of these (one high and one average performer), clients were contacted
once 4 week within the 30-day period. 1In one other high performing office
there were regular 30-day, 60-day, 90-day and 6-month follow~ups. Sponsor
and SAU follow=-ups were coordinated to avoid duplication. In the fourth
site (also a high performer) there was a 90-day follow=up in addition to
the 30-day contact, plus a spot check on two or three percent of thp,géace-
. ments after two years. . -

i
ety

Adjudication

All registrants are entitled to have appeals or grievances heard
by a review panel under WIN adjudication procedures. Mandatory registrants
who are not cooperating with WIN can be deregistered from the program and
have their AFDC grants decreased. These registrants are entitled to a
hearing before their grant {s cut. '"Sanctionable" behavior includes refusal
to appear for Interviews or to accept offered employment or suitable child
care. The WIN sponsor must issue a formal '"notice of intended deregis=-
tration" informing the registrant of impending action, explaining the reasons
for sanctioning and offering assistance in preparing a hearing request.
The WIN sponsor {s supposed to attempt to reconcile the situation with the
client within 30 days of the notice. Once the WIN sponsor or designated
hearing officer has determined that the refusal to participate has been
without good cause, the SAU {s supposed to attempt to persuade the client
to participate during a 60-day period of counseling. The client is then
elther returned to the program or deregistered and the gragt cut.e*

Some of the most frequent complaints local staff had about the WIN
program concerned the adjudication process. The problems most often mentioned
concerned communications and coordination between the WIN sponsor, the  SAU
and the IMU. Many staff said IMU workers did not understand WIN procedures
and otten did not communicate grant actions to WIN staff.

In three of the study states adjudication was given high priority
and several WIN sponsor staff at the state and local level worked full time
on adjudications tLecal staff In these states, however, reported very serious

*The [MU is notified of deregistration and must adjust the familv’s
grant accordinglyv. The deregistered client’s portion of the grant is

deducted wd a "protective payee' account is established to provide the
AFDC assistance by paving vendors directly. After 90 days, the client
may re=applwy tor WIN and, {f cooperative, have the full grant restored.
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procedural problems. They had difficulty obtaining grant change information
from the IMU and also cited problems in coordinating sponsor and SAU funce
tfons. Overloads sgseemed a contributing factor. For example, in one urban
viffce there was an average of five new 60~day counseling cases for each

SAU worker every week. That SAU had several staff vacancles and could not
possibly counsel all the "cases referred by the spounsor staff, Many clients
were deregistered after 60 days whether counseled or not. In four large
local programs the IMU was very slow in completing grant changes, in one
vase being over a year behind. Thus, many clients who were deregistered

"on paper"” were unaffected in reality.

vutside of these three states problems were reportedly less severe.
Coordinaticn with the IMU was a continuing problem, as discussed in Chapter
L1, but WIN staftf said they could usudlly follow=-up on adjudicatiou cases.
The status of individual clients and grant changes could be checked with
the IMUIL  Other problems centered on disagreements between sponsor staff
and SAU staft about whether a "notice of intent to deregister'" should have
heen issued,  SAY staff knew the sponsor had final authority on the deci=~
sions, suo the disagreements were usually not prolonged.

there wis great variation among local units in the emphasis placed
o adjudication, {n part reflecting local attitudes towards welfare. In
stdates or ountles where we were told there was a negative public attitude
towiard weltare, WIN was more likely to emphasize adjudicating non-cooperative
clients, especially men. In other places WIN staff were not as anxious to
vutoarants.  In two states there was an aggressive attitude toward quickly
sanctiontay men, but women were treated more leniently.

. In ygeneral, all states had adjudication plans and procedures, and
nest iocal prasrams (24) emphasized adjudication for non-cooperative clients,
As Tl U5 Sibws, staff in seven offices said they had "enough clients

who want to work', so thev did not bother with those who did not want to .,
covperate.  ln seven other offices we were told they rarely initiated ad-
judicaction, since most clients cooperated. Staff in these places felt most
problems could be solved without full sanctlons and emphasized counseling
fndividuals who seemed uncooperative or missed appointments.

‘:l (8]
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. Table 25 - .
Local WIN Policies Toward Non-Cooperative Clients

High Average Low
Performing Performing~  Performing
Offices Offices ' Offices ¥ Total
l. Little or no adjudication; - ) -1 6 7

"don’t bother with clients
who don’t want to cooperate." .
2. Emphasizing adjudication, but - 3 4 7
many procedural problems, and
little counseling.
3. Very little adjudication needed; 5 : 2 - 7
emphasize counseling the few
. who don’t conperate.
4. Fmphasize adjudi{cation, particu~ 5 9 3 17
larly 60-day counseling; sponsor
and SAU in agreement.
(Insufficient information) - 3 2 5
43

— e m e o . e e —

We found no relationship between performance and whether or not a
~local unit emphasized adjudication. However, there ‘'was an association
between performance and how local offices dealt with non-cooperative clients.*
As Talsic 2% also indicates, all ten of the high-performing units in the
sample emphasized counseling and working with those clients. Five of the ten
followed regular adjudication procedures, particularly emphasizing the SAU’s
60-day counseling. Staff felt the counseling was very effective and that
full sanctions or grant actions were usually not necessary. In most cases,.
the WIN sponsor staff consulted with the SAU before issuing a "notice of
[ntent to deregister”, thus minimizing the possibility of later disagreement.
In the other five high-performing programs, very few cases ever entered the
adjudication process. ~Staff in these offices sald they counseled individual
clients and rarely had to initiate formal action.

. [ ]

I[n contrast, in ten of the 15 low-performing programs there were
efther serious problems with the adjudication process (4 cases), including
deregistration witihout 60-day counseling; or staff simply ignored those
clients who refused to participate (6 cases).

.

*Thore wis a correlation of <409, significant at the .01 level,
between lecal unit performance and method of handling non-cooperative
clients, s reported {n Table 1041,
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2. Guidance and Services

l.abor Market Exposure'(LME) o : o9

_ According to the WIN Handbook, clients in AFDC applicant status are

to be place! {n LME and given access to Job listings and Job Bank and exposure
to job search possibilities. In only one state in our study was LME defined
in this way and emphagsized. In that state all applicants for AFDC were put
fnto LME, and all males werye expected to find jobs. In fact, 60% of all job
entries in that state were from LME. In the other nine states all registrants
were justructed in using job listings or Job Bank microfiche, but there was
general agreement that LME rarely led to jobs unless it sas integrated with
training on how to search for a job. L

In the ten local gites where staff said LME was emphasized, we found
that often this meant all registrants-—-not Just AFDC applicants. 1n all tenm
of these sites, "LME" was used as part of the job search component. But,
many oftices that reportedly did not emphasize LME were in fact providing
the same exposure individually or as part of the intensive marpower services
component (IMS). There was, therefore, some discrepancy on how LME was
defined at the local level, whether just AFDC applicants were put into the
component tor reporting purposes, and what staff meant when they said LME
wis (or was not) emphasized.

Job Seeking Skills

There were similar definitiordal problems with the intensive manpower
services (IMS) component. IM$ components are meant to provide clients
with necessary job seeking skills. Thirty of the sites studied, including
all ten of the high performers, did have established methods for improving
clients’ job search ability. In some offices this was called IMS, but
fn others the skills were provided in an "orientation" session. In two
high performing units there was no formal orientation or IMS, but staff
individually counseled and trained all clients in Job search and job inter-
view techni{ques.

TU e O classifies sites by their method of providing job seeking
skills to clients. In 13 offices there was little emphasis on job search
activity even though five formally had an IMS component. In four of these
tive offices clients were merely told to apply for a certain number of
Jobs and report back in a week or two. They received minimal staff guidance
and no monftoring. In the fifth, WIN contracted with a community organiza-
tion to provide job search skills, but only a small proportion of clieunts
were reterred to those classes.
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able 26 |
l.ocal Provision of Job Seeking Skills

High Average l.ow
Performer Performer Performer Total

[

l. ‘Liftlc attention
to providing job
search skills.

No emphasis on (IMS "on paper' but-=- i 4 5
job search as- not emphasized.) o

sistance (No IMS or other - 4 4 8
method used to pro=-
vide skills.)

2. No formal component, 2 - - 2
hut priority glven
to providing skills
through 1g§ividual

counseling.
Fmphasis on 3. FEmphasis on provid- 2 4 . - 6
job seargh ing skills through
assistance group orfentation.
4. Emphasis on.p;ovidigg !

skills through IMS

Component.
(Group IMS.) 3 6 6 15

(Individual IMS.) 3 3 - 6

1

]
s
[

\ ({nsufficient informa=-
\ tion 43

Twentv-one sites had formal TMS components and emphasized providing
clients with job search skills. Fiftee: of these had group IMS sessiors
which tvpically vqnsisted of about one week of orientation or job guidance
workshop and inciuded role playing, incerview techniques, grooming, and cut-
side speakers. A period of monitored job search activity followed which

1()’.
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lasted up to eight weeks in some places.* This involved weekly or even daily
contact between client and staff. In several offices the emphasis was on
cliernts doing their own job search. In others, staff referred clients to
specific openings. 1In aix offices staff worked with individuals rather

than groups during IMs. “

In. the 2! offices with a functioning IMS program, the most job
feady clients were formally placed into the component. However, in eight
of these offices, everyone. informally received the same type of job search
training. Staff in two high performing offices told us all registrants
were really {n IMS, but "we just do paperwork on enough of them to reach
our quota." .

Six ‘offices had intensive group orientation sessions for all regis-
trants. These sessions were in many ways identical to group IMS sessions
in other sites and were followed by individual counseling and referral or
job search. In fact, atr least three offices had both group orientation and
IMS, with much duplicatior in the two sessions. In all three cases, there
had alwdvs been an intensive orientation, but an IMS was added to comply
with program directives. Two small higl. performing offices did not have
an IMS or a formal orientation, but staff emphasized providing all clients
with job search skills and labor market information.

“hus, having a formal IMS component did not necessarily mean clients
were dmproving their job seeking skills. Staff in high performing

*There were various types of group IMS sessions. For example,

twe stiates had recently begun "Job Club' approaches in some offices.
Clieats met in groups, discussed job search issues and shared leads on
»mployment opportunities. Another state had a module system of orienta-
tfon, gufdince, job search and placement, and clients were assigned to
wodules depending on the amount of job preparation and guidance needed .

In tour local sites the IMS$ activity had been contracted out to community-~
based orgavizations., some, states had strict guidelines for local units

to follow In wetting up IMS plans, other states left this to the discretion
af lecal managers.,



offices were more likely + 1 low performers, however, to have a conscious
policy tor providing job w.arch assistance.* 1In all ten high performing
offlces priority was placed on tmprovinb all registrants’ job search skills
and knowledye ot the labor market.

There was also a signiticant assoc!l lon between performance and
wherher or not elients did their own job search.** As Table 27 indi-
cates, {n halt of the high performing units, clients were expected to
uge the skills provided and find their own jobs (with staff guldance).

. ©mable 27 S )
Local Emphasis on Client Job Search

High Average Low
Performing Performing Performing Total
le Little provision of job - 5 8 13
search skills.
de Statt provide clients with 5 . 12 4 21

job search skills, then
refer to openings.
3. Staft provide clients with 5 1 2 8
job search skills, then
expect them to do own
job search.,
(Insutficient 1ntormatlon) - - 1 1
43

Suppartive Services

Avcording to program guidelines, WIN can provide clients various
types ol supportive services, mainly through the SAU. These services
fnclude child care, remedial medical assistance, counseling, family planning,
tinancial manizement, transportation and emergency funds. Clients can
also be referred to other agencies for these and other services.

*There was a4 significant correlation between performance and
emphastis placed on providing job search skills (r = 373 significant at
the 01 level). Performance was not assoclated with whether the skills
were provided tormally or informally, in a group or individually.

**There wias a correlation of .370, significant at the .01 level,
between pertormanee and the three categories of client job search.

16,5
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Child care. Child care was.the main supportive service provided WIN.clients
in our sample sttes. 1In 24 of the 43 sites there were serious problems in
arranging needed child care. Staff reported shortages in number- of 1licensed
day cvare homes and centers. The problem may have been understated since
tour ot the 1l sites that did not feel child care was a problem were in a
dtate where WIN concentrated on placing men and did not provide child care
tor their children. Staff in four other gites said they had enough care

for pre-school children but had -problems with after school, infant, night
and weekend care. Availability of adequate child care was a problem in both
high and low performing programs, and the shortage was probably one reason
why SAUs ofteu underspent budgeted funds. )

Avcording to local staff the day care shortage affected the program
tn several ways. Some staff mentioned that the shortage of child care gave
some mdndatory women registrants an easy excuse for not cooperating. They .
said that clients who were seriously interested in working could usually
Aarrange their own child care. Those who did not want to work knew that 1{if
they {ntormed WIN that they could not find a babysitter, they would not be
forced to work.,

Federal funds for dav care can be used to pay licensed homes or
centers.  In (% of the 43 gites studied, however, most child care was
reportedly provided by friends or relatives of clients, as Table 28
Indicates.. [a several offices clients were urged to find their own baby-
sttters.  But it 1{s uncertain whether informal care was used because of the
peneral shortige  of licensed care-or because parents preferred friends or
relatives.* Predominant type of day care was not associated with local
program pertormance.

*studles show that the most prevalent type of child care nationwide
i fartormal e The few studies on parents’ preferences indicate that parents
ol economic classes toend to prefer informal care for their children.
Seer woaises (1976) and Woolsey and Nightingale (1976).
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. L ~ Table 28
Predominant Types of Child Care Arrangements
for WIN Clients

High Avérage Low
Performing Performing Performing
Offices Offices Offices Total

l. Most care is in day care - 2 , l 3
centers.

2. Most care s in licensed 3 ‘ 4 4 ' 11

- day care homes .

3. Use centers and licensed 4 l 2 7
homes equally. ’ ¢

4 Most care s by babysitters 3 10 5 18
friends, or relatives.

(Insufficient {nformation) - 1 3 4
. 43

—— b

Other suppurtive services. The provision of sarvices provided other than
child care seemed associated with performance, as Table 10.5 indicates. 1In
" four low performing offices very few services other than child care were
provided. 1In 24 programs the SAU provided child care and referral for other
services, but only in certain cases did these SAU’s do counseling or make
home visits (i.e., 60-day counseling and checking child care arrangements at
home). Many SAU staff in these sites felt their training as social workers
was being wasted.

SAU staff in the third category were much more involved with all
clients. They counseled clients jointly with sponsor staff. Home visits
were considered very i{mportant and were done for all registrants. In some
cases SAU staff were developing programs to train day care mothers, or were
participating in role-playing sessions in IMS or orientation. They provided
counseling on family planning or household management and emergency money or
transportation for clients. Seven of the ten high performing local programs
provided a wide range of services.*

*There was a correlation of .381, significant at the .0l level,
between pertformance and provision of services as categorized on Table 29,
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Table 29
SAU Provision of Supportive Services

Other than Child Care

High ' Average . Low

Performing Performing Performing .
Offices Offices Offices Total

le Mainly child care. - - 4 4
2. Mainly chi{ld care, plus 3 12 9 24

counseling or home visits \d

for certain cases only.
3, Many services or activities 7 5 . 2 14

bevond child care, for

all clients..

N

(fnsufficient information) - 1 - 1

‘ 43

Title XX. WIN’aften has access to resources from other community agencies.
While 1inks to other Jdocal programs will be discussed in Chapter 12, Title
" XX will be examined here because of 1its importance in the provision of
‘supportive services. .

The most frequent connection between WIN and Title XX occurred when
an employed client was deregistered from WIN, and funding for continuing
‘social services was transferred from WIN to Title XX. As Table 30 indicates,
in eight sites studied this was the only contact WIN staff reported having
with Title XX. Problems in this transition were sometimes reported to
{fnfluence WIN clients’ job retention. Staff in several local offices said
that it was not uncommon for a WIN client to quit a job if a disruption in
day care occurred.

In 17 sites staff reported smooth transitions to Title XX funding,
with little or no dieruption of services or payments. Fcurteen of these SAU’s
were in Title XX units of county welfare agencies. The transition of cases
was smooth partly because SAU workers often had Title XX responsibilities as’
wells Three other sites reported fairly smooth transition because the SAU
notitied Title XX 30 days in advance of case transfers.
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Table 30
Local WIN Uses of Title XX Resources*

" High Average Low
- Performance Performance Performance
Offices . Offices Offices Total
le No use of Title XX (except for 3 3 2 .8

transition after SAU coverage) .,

2. Refer to Title XX for services 2 6 )\ 9
WIN can’t provide.

3. Can use some Title XX funds for - 4 } 5
services as well as referring.

4. Substantial supplement by 2 4 5 11
Title XX (funds, staff) plus .
services and referral. :

({ngufficient {nformation) 3 1 6 10

: 43

Staff In two states with very low average AFDC grants reported having
few problems with transition to T{tle XX, evidently because so few employed
clients required paid servjces. The main benefits WIN clients might continue
to recelve once they were employed were Medicaid and food stamps, and neither
require contact with Title XX.

ln ten other local units, the transition to Title XX was not smooth.
Several staff saild payments to vendors were usually delayed for a month or
two, even though the service itself was not interrupted. In two states locs
staff sald there was generally a disruption of either payment or service when
the client transterred to Title XX. 1In some counties Title XX workers had to
recertify child care before the vendor could be paid. Several SAU managers
solved these problems by providing Title XX with advance notice of needed
services, as mentioned above. .

*The {nformation presented here is based on interviews with local
"sponsor and SAU managers and staff and may understate the actual case. Some
respondents might not have known whether Title XX resources were being used.
Some county welfare systems do not readily distinguish between SAU charges
and Ti{tle XX charges, and Title XX also sometimes provides general support
for local programs. WIN might have referred clients to such programs without
being aware of their Title XX funding.
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Table 30 algo shows that nine SAU’s referred clients to Title XX
only 1f WIN could not provide a needed service. For example, Title XX funds
could often be used for emergency assistance, particularly for applicants not
yet recelving AFDC.  Flve other SAU’s consciously used Title XX services as
much d4s possibles In two of them SAU funds were used, for providing child
care, and Title XX was usged for all other services. In the other three Title
XX tunds were used for child care as well.-

Eleven sites received substantial resource supplements from Title XX,
bevond referring clients tor services or transfering cases. In the state
where WIN was operated by the welfare department, Title XX funds were used to
supplement regular WIN staffing levels in some units. In anéther state Title
XX=tunded staff arranged day care for WIN clients, much of which was charged
to Title XX

In two instances Title XX resources were used for institutional
trafaing.  In one state a Title XX-funded counselor worked with WIN clients
interested {n dttendtng colleges This counselor and WIN staff coordinated
activities with local colleges, and Title XX paid tuition and provided
social services for clients admitted to approved programs. In another state
an SAU manager had designed a demonstration program using Title XX funds for
fnstitutional training. Candidates for this program were identified at
appraisal and referred to SAU staff responsible for the demonstration. SAU
statf counseled clients, developed contracts with junior colleges and voca-
tional schools, and monitored the progress of clients. In this case, too,
Fitle XX runds covered both tuition and supportive services.

.

The benefits of available Title XX resources were sometimes more
apparent than real. One state SAU had subs: :ntially more Title XX money
avatlable for davy care than the entire SAU budget. Day care centers under
Title XX contract, however, were rot giving WIN clients the intended priority.
In addition, these centers were often not open long enough to accommodate
working parents. Many provided no transportation although located in areas
inconvenient for WIN clients.

In two states, Title XX services and SAU services were used inter-
chanzeably {n many counties. Rather than bother with separate forms needed
to report SAU services, we were told some workers just charged the service
to Title XX. This led to consistent underspending of SAU funds.*

I e T PRSIy

*In one of these states (a high performer), WIN and state welfare
offfeials were developing a system to identify costs that could have been
vharged to WIN but had been charged to Title XX. The "recaptured" funds
were heing used to fund various WIN/welfare uemonstration projects based
on proposals submitted by counties.
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3. gggloxment[Training

The ultimate objective of the WIN program is to assist clients in
obtaining employment that will lead to self-sufficiency. This is achieved
through direct placement, {nstitutional training, public service employment
(PSE) and on-the-job training (0JT). Current program emphasis 1s on placement
fn unsubsidized employment.

Job Development

Table- 3l presents the four approaches to job development found in -
the study sites. Since most offices used a combination of job development
techniques, the categorfes in the table represent the predominant approach
for each site. There was a significant relationship between local performance
and the type of job development effort.* High performing offices tended
to emphasize counseling and had a client-oriented approach toward placement

activity.
' Table 31 -
Local WIN Emphasis in Developing
Unsubsidized Jobs
Higt. Average Low
Performing Performing Performing
Offices Offices “_Offices  Total
l. Little job Jevelopment. - - 7 7
2. Statt develop a pool of job 2 11 b 18
orders for WIN. .
3. Statf find or develop job for 3 ' 5 - 8
particular client. ’
4." Client dves own job search, 5 1 2 8
with guidance and assistance
. l)f Stdff. i
({nsufticient information) - 1 l 2

. 43

*There was a correlation of .467, significant at the .0iI level,
between performance and the four categories of job development in Table
10.7. When the two client-oriented approaches were combined into one
category, the correlation coefficient was even higher (r = .547).
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The job development methods used by logal staff were often related
to the type vf job search assistance provided. Eight sites where job develop-
ment was client-oriented also had formal IMS components that emphasized and
mon{tored clients” job search activity. 1In the other eight client-oriented
s{tes, there was more emphasis on {ndividual counseling and on developing
jobs for specific {ndividuals rather than having the clients doing their
own search. Eight of the ten high performers were in these two categories,
emphasizing individualized assistance.

In contrast 18 other offices~-mostly average pertormers—=-placed major
" emphasis on developing a pool of job orders to be filled by WIN. These
vffices generally had "job developers" whose maln responsibilities were to
maintain contacts with employers, promote WIN OJT and obtain job orders.
Several managers of these units had established quotas for number of employer
contacts to be completed and emphasized improving employer relations. This
approach toward employer relations and job development was similar to that
usually found {n local ES offices.

Finally, séven low performing programs placed very little emphasis
on fob development for WIN. Five of these units were located in ES offices
where ES staff were responsible for Job development and contract writing and
controlled all job referrals. In all five cases the ES manager placed little
priority on WIN, and FS employer representatives did not promote WIN or
develop openings specifically for WIN clients. ’

WIN OJT and PSE

WIN can write contracts with employers who agree to provide a client
with a4 full-time position and on-the=-job training. Employers are compensated
tor non-productive time and training costs. A WIN OJT contract may be written
tor 4 period up to 18 months and includes a commitment by the employer to
provide a permanent position after the subsidized period.

We found substantial variation in local use of WIN 0JT but no relation-
ship to overall performance. In 16 offices staff felt OJT led to permanent
unsubsidized positions. They believed OJT contracts helped promote WIN with
employers. Staff in these units said they could write as many OJT contracts
as the central office would allow and that employers were very receptive. At
the other extreme 17 local WIN programs either had no funds at all for oJT
contracts or had little success in gaining receptivity from employers. 1In
some places WIN contract writers and job developers complained that even if
contracts were obtained, staff often could not £il11l the slots.

172



Similarly, there were mixed views on the usefulness of the[ tax credit
that employérs could receive for hiring WIN clients. Many staff s{id employers o

WIN clients'" and that it was always offered to employers. However, many
other respondents sald that employers were not at all interested or feared
getting involved in red tape or government audits.

WIN can also subsidize full time public service employment (PSE) for
regigtrants by writing contracts with public or private non-profit agencles.
The employer must agree to WIN PSE regulations, which stipulate that regis-
tranty must neot displace or substitute for regular employees and that the
Job must contribute to the client’s career development. The employer also
must ofter a commitment to retain the individual in an unsubsidized position
atter the contract period.

In general we found very little emphasis on WIN PSE in ‘the local
sites. In only elght places did respondents feel that WIN PSE was success~
ful. Two of these programs contracted out WIN PSE responsibility to CETA.
Two were In non-urban areas with federal government installations (a peni=-
tentiary and a military base) that had substantial demand for PSE workers
whether from CETA or WIN. The other four programs had WIN managers who
aggressively promoted PSE and were apparently unaffected by competition
from .CETA PSE. -

In 16 sites CETA had captured nearly all local PSE activity. In I
the tew of these oflices that did use WIN PSE, the planned goal usually was
very low and contracts were closely monitored. Staff were reluctant to
emphasize PSE since many state and county agencies could not guarantee
transition to permanent employment. In five sites, however, there were one
or two WIN PSE workers {n the WIN office itself, usually functioning in
clerical or para-professional positions. Most reportedly transitioned to
permanent WIN positions after the contract period. '

Institutional Training

-

The WIN program currently provides very little money for institu-
tional training. State offices can allocate some funds to local programs to
write training contracts, but national policy emphasizes 'that the training
must be carefully selected to assure long-term employment prospects. Most
training received by WIN registrants in the 43 study sites was through referral
to community {nst{tutions and programs, usually at no cost to WIN.*

o waniiﬁterautinns with these {nstitutions are discussed in more detsail} in /"\~///
Chapter 12,
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Twenty-four of the local programs had no WIN funds at all for
institutional training. Managers and staff in ten of these had developed
a network of linkages to other agencies and institutions to which WIN
clients could be referred. This network usually included CETA, community
colleges, local education and vocational rehabilitation agencies and .technical
ingtitutes. The other l4 units placed very little emphasis on training and
had not developed such linkages. Very few registrants in these offices were
ever referred for training. ‘

In eight other sites staff reported that training was not considered
a top priority but that they did have some WIN money, to purchase individual
training slots or to fund a few classes specifically for WIN registrants.
They also maintained contacts with outside agencles and referred clients
to particular programs from which they could benefit, especlally high school
equivalency (GED), adult basic education (ABE), and basic educational
opportunity grants (BEOG). In tuese units tralning expenditures were closely
monitored, usually by both state and local managers.

In only seven sites were we told that institutional training was a
very Llmportant priority. These offices had WIN funds available to purchase
individual slots and whole classes. Staff in all seven also reported having
access to CETA-fundeéd training resources and referred many clients to community
training organizations. Three offices had close contacts with local colleges
and had developed classes for WIN clients in such fields as nursing, mechanics,
radiology and secretarial. Several units were using Title XX funds to purchase
slots from local educational institutions, as discussed earlier. We found
no relationship between performance and the amount of emphasls placed "on
institutional training.

_ lu conclusion, there was a distinctive pattern to the way high
performing local WIN programs delivered services. High performers provided
clients with job seekitg skills whether or not there was a.formal IMS
component. They had a client-oriented approach to placement; jobs were
developed for specific individuals. They were also more likely to emphasize
the counseling aspects of adjudication. SAU’s were not limited to approving
child care arrangements but provided a broader range of supportive services.
These findings suggest several recommendations, discussed in Part V, for
{mproving local perforrance and for examining the relationship between SAU
functions and overall program objectives.
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. .. CHAPTER 11 S
| [NTERACTIONS' WITHIN ANB BETWEEN LOCAL UNITS

.

In this chapter we analyze the nature and frequency of interactions
within and among local work units. We begin b' examining interactions
within WIN sponsor units and SAU’s. Then we turn to communication and coor=
~ dination between sponsor units and SAU’s. Finally, we deal with interactions

involving these two types of units and two other host agency units presumed
.to be particularly important to WIN--employment service offices and income
maintenance units (IMU).

l. Interactions Within Units

WIN Sponsor Units

Staff meetings. Formal office and unit meetings were held routinely in
nearly all of the sites visited (39). Local WIN sponsor staff usually
attended general staff meetings held by the office manager, whether WIN was
located in an ES office, a WIN office or a welfare office. 1In addition to
off{ce-wide sessions, WIN unit supervisors also usually held weekly or monthly
meetings. The frequency of formal s .ff meetings reportedly varied from
daily to yearly but was not associated with performance. The character of
these meetings, however, was related to performance. Managers in high
performing WIN sponsor units tended to have flexible agendas and hold open
discussions. Staff participation was encouraged. In contrast nine of the
15 low performers had very structured meetings dominated by the supervisor
or manager with little or no staff participation or discussion.

Task interchange. Sponsor units varied considerably in the degree to which
tasks of individual staff were separate, interdependent, or routinely
exchanged. As indicated in Table 32, staff in high performing offices
were more likely to assist each other or exchange functions.* They expected

*There was a correlation of .503, significant at the .0l level,
between performance and task interchange. This relationship was found in
large and small units, and in WIN units located in ES offices as well as
those that were self-contained. -
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to cover for each other when there was an absence and in many cases were
crosa~trained. According to staff and managers, exchanging tasks gave
staff a better understanding of the entire program. In some cases mowing.

statf from job to job was also part of their preparation for promotion. .
Table 32 - . o
l.ocal WIN Sponsor Staff Task Interchange
ftigh Average Low
Performiug Performing Performing
__Oftices Offices Offices Total
l. Rigid task structure, - 5 11 . " 16
very little interchange.
- A~
2. Flexible staffing, some 7 6 1 14
. covering tor each other. :
3. Cooperative interchange, 3 5 2 HC ‘
cross—trained staff.
(insufficient inforfmatidn) - 2 ' 1 3

- - 43

— e s . _

In contrast, sponsor staff in "Il of the 15 low performing units
rarely exchanged tasks and had less knowledge of functions handled by other
staff. In three low performing offices, staff expressed resentment at having
to cover for each other and complained about "having to do someone else’s
work', ‘

——

Conflict a.d resolution. In any organization some degree .of conflict is

to be expected We were concerned with the ways conflict manifested itself,
how it was resolved and whether patterns of conflict or resolution were
associated with performance. WIN sponsor staff generally reported smooth
relationships within their units. Workers in 27 offices (including all ten
high performers) reported an atmosphere of cooperation with minimal conflict.
Staff in only nine said that the atmosphere was tense or ccntentiovs. In
six other offices there was "friendly competition" between individuals or
units, usually to maximize numbe: of placements.

Three types of issues caused conflict in WI. sponsnr unitge-
personality clashes, disputes over procedures, and ten;ion between manage-
mert and staff. Staff in only three of the ten high performing units
reported any conflict, and that was limited to an occasional personality

™
\
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.rach having a separate caseload.

- P --\. B . e

clash. " In Loutraet, staff in 16 of the 18 low performing offices said
all three typee of conflict VBre common « o ..

o Methods of resolving conflicts vere aleo gignificantly different :
in high and low performing offices. In high- performing unitg, persons

“involved in a conflict would generally 'try ‘to work out the problem directly.
'If necessary, a superviser would "listen to both sides" and seek a resolu- .
tien. Staff in these units emphasized that problems were:'not allgwed to :

continue without attempts at. egnuiliation. In seven of the-low performing

_'offices, tioyever, staff said that there might be some instances vhere g0 | .
attempt would be made to resolve the ‘difference.*

\

In the 13 SAU's that had five or more staff, there'was very 1little
vatiation {n how workdrs interacted. In all but one of the .13 SAU’s réla- ¢
tionships amdng the staff were reported to\be_very good, with only minimal -
personal conflicts. In all units visited SAU, worEers worked independently,

Sepagate Admin strative Units

’

~.

\.

‘Three distinct types of stat £ meetings were held in SAU 8. Super-
visors conducted regular staff meetings in order to distribute information

. or discuss procedural issues. In many places the meetings also included

staff worling on Title XX, day care or food stamps, if they weve all in the

PR
same unit. In addit{dn many on-site SAU supervisore held case conferences

. with each individual worker. A few supervisors also conducted sessions

specifically designed to mbdtivate staff. These included role-playing,

sensitivity training, or.discussions on behavior modification. .
2 WIN Sponsor-5AU Relationships . N Co

Sponsor=-SAU relationships at the local level were generally reported
to be good, regardless of performance level, collocation, or program size.
Ir two-thirds of all the study sites, we were told relations were "quite
god." 4 ,

Several factors were cited as contributing to problems when they did
occur. Sponsor and SAU.staff in 17 sites believed there were professional

].'

4

*performance and conflict resolution were correlated .292, signi- °
ficant at the .01 level, based on staff and super' isor responses to written
questions on methods of conflict resolution. Managers in low performing
units were more likely to ignore problems or avoid dealing with them.
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\ differenceés of philosophy between them. Sponqor and SAU ataff sometines
disagreed on the employabjlity of clients, types of services needed, and .,
‘when (or if) to begin adjudication.  Usually SAU staff felt eponsor ‘staff
were insensitive and harsh toward clients, and sponsor staff thouaht the

SAU was “"too soft". In three places, however, the SAU was viewed as being
stricter with the clients and snonsor etaff as being more concerned with
helping clients._' . :

In seven sites problems arose between the sponsor and SAU because .
SAU staff felt overburdened by work the sponsor was generating. Six of the
seven SAU’'s reported a number of unfilled vacancies. . :

&

-

+ Finally, in a few sites uneasy relations centereg around the SAU’s

.- desf%e to -actually place clients in jubs. In one place the SAU had assumed
-some placement responsibility.. In two other places SAU staff felt the
sponsor was 1ncompetent and, that they should be allowed to refer to jobs

and training. : : -t : A
HIN Sponsor=SAU nteraction o o ",

The level of WIN sponsor-SAU interaction at the local level was
fairly high across the entire sample. In only four of the 43 study sites
.was there little or no contact between the two staffs. All four were low-
performing -programs. In these places requests for and tranmiesion of
certifications and other paperwork were handled by mail. .There were no .
" Joint procedures or joint meetings and only minimal telephone contact.

As Table 33 1indicates, in 19 other programs the main contacts
between SAU and sponsor staff occurred around procedures that were handled
jointly, mainly appraisals and adjudication.  In these sites the SAU -had
minimal involvement in' IMS or orientation sessions, and meetings between
the .two staffs were rare. .

. Fifteen other programs (including eight cof the ten high performers)
had substantially more interaction. There were regular joint meetings at
the supervisory level and usually at the staff level as well. In a few places,
sponsor and SAU staff jointly counseled clients. Some also jointly conducted
home visits and group orientations or had regular monthly case conferences.

The type of regular contacts between sponsor and SAU staff was
positively related to performance.* In high performing local programs,.

“*Interview data showed a correlation of «409, significant at the
.0l level, between sponsor=-SAU staff interaction and performance. This
was confirmed by staff and supervidor responses to written questions on
typeés and frequency of contacts, where a .489 correlation between contacts
and performance was found, significant at the .0l level.

®
\ .
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SAU and sponsor staff were more likely to have rcgular neetingn. discuss
progtam issues. and confer often on individual cases. Staff typically had -
procedures for coordinating functions and dally work-related oral and written

'contacc. . - . | . a e Y
_ o b . E
- ; < : S
. - , Table 33 " o L , . L e
Local WIN Sponsor-SAU Interactions . ot i
o High Average Low « 3
e e Performing Petforming Performing |, . 3
“ ‘ : B Offices 0£giggs Offices * [Total §
1. Minimal intéraction (separate ¢« = b 1 < N ;%
- functions, no m€etdngs). . ) . %
2. Procedural interaction (fmainly 1 10 8 . 19 . :
joint appraisals). . ' A . "
3. Extensive interaction. 8 6 - 1l - 15

. ? St : P
(Insufficient information) . =~ . S | 3 s o .

: ) . - . 43 :
. . e : '

) ’ . . . ) .

3., Interactions with the ES and IMU’s ' g ) '

\

This section deals with the interaction between WIN and local
employment service and income maintenance units. The WIN Handbook and other
. federal guidance treat these relationships as second in importance only to
links between the WIN sponsor and SAU. The ES and IMU are central elements
of host agencies and. potentially important contributors to WIN of informationm,
‘expertise and clients. It is reasonable to expect that the nature of WIN
linkages to these units might affect local WIN operations and performance.
We treat ES links first, examining the nature and intensity of iateractions, -
resource exchanges, WIN access to ES job orders, and the chatactet of ES=WIN
. relations.

The Employment Service - N , S

Extent of interaction. Interactions with the ES were more limited than

expected. As Table 34 1indicates, there was only minimal contact between

WIN and ES untts in 28 of the 43 study sites. 'In most of these places (16)

the only regular, work-related interaction was the use of ES Job Bank. In

the others some contacts occurred due to WIN-ES collocation or relationships 4
between individual staff, but these were limited or sporadit. .
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In 15 sites interaction was more extensive. Contact arcund specific
functions occurred in.eight of these.  In somé offices it was standard .
dperating procedura.for:WIN to use the ES’s bilingual iﬁtervieueri or Ats
testing materiald.’ "In other offices the services of 4 single counselor would
be shared, or WEIN and ES 'dounselors would come to each other’s asgistance
during temporary workload' ipcreases. - Elsewhere WIN job developers and ES

employer representatives would coordinate their ‘employer visits or occasion~

4

-ally swap leads and QOb‘éﬁgﬁis they could not use.

In only five places were WIN and ES activities_highly coordinated. -
Here WIN and ES staff made joint visits to employers or were trained to
provide employers-with information on each other’s programs. Job orders and

leads were openly shared. WIN staff would cover for ES staff when they were ..

absent, and visa versa. Formal cross-training sometimes occurred. All five.
of these sites were.in states where the SESA leadership perceived WIN as

. Table 34 .
Local WIN-ES Interactions - e
h e _ _“High Awe;age - Low -,

. Pevformers Performers Performers: Total
l. No contact except Job ‘Bank. 2 ' ? 7 16
2. Contacts, but kept. to a minimump 2 T e - 4 12
J+ Contacts on specific' functions. 3 3 . 4 ' 10'
4. High degree of coofdination. ‘ 3 2 ) 0 ' 5

v ' 43

"important" or at least treated it equitably. In all five WIN was integrated
into the ES chdin-of-comimand, and the lécal ES manager gave ‘high priority to
WIN. As Table 34 shows, three of the five WIN units were high performers.
Howevér, the other interaction categories indicé;e no clear patte®n of
association with performance. - :

Resource exchanges. As suggested above, reciprocal exchanges of resources
do occur between some local WIN and .ES units. The prevailing pattern,
however, was either the absence of resource_exchanges or the diversion of
some WIN resources to other purposes. In 2l local sites ng past or present
resource diversions were reported. In 19 others various types of diversion
(e.g.. using WIN staff on ES or CETA work, dumping ES staff into WIN, and
using WIN for patronage) either were occurring or had occurred in the past.
In three sites WIN staff were occasionally used for ES activities but were
covered by ES funds. ' '

L
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Four of the five sites where WIN etaff were used to suppleuent CBTA . ‘

'“reaourcee were in a state vhere WIN was edniﬁistered th:oqgh the ES cha .
of-command, and the' SESA had put top priority on 'CETA. local ES ménagers  °- ¢ :

responded by assigning as many local staff to CETA activities as needed. ~ o

Staff assigned to WIN wére more ‘often working ‘on CETA registration and R P
referral than on WIN. In contrast all five of the offices where WIN-ES

resource exchanges were reciprocal were also in SESA’s that ran WIN through ° -

- the ES hierarchy. However, these SESA’s were neither hostile nor predatory.. e

~ .toward WIN;-and this ‘was reflected in the higher prdority the program .o '
'teceived from many local ES ‘managers. _

Resource diversion appeared somewhat less frequent 1in, high parforming o
units, curréntly occurring in only two of ten.. Qonversely, curtent diversions ' :

were reported in ten out of 15 low performing uﬂlte. : "
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Access to ES job orders. A major rationale for assigning WIN sponsorship
to SESA’s was ‘the expectation that decdss to ‘the employment service’s job
orders and referral mechanisms would be crucial to‘WINa However, as Table
35 shows, in nearly half of the local sites visited;,’ staff claimed to use- sy
- the ES Job Bank very little. They reported that openings 1istéd in the Job T
Bank were 'often filled by the ES before even being placed in the Bank and - T w .
that many job orders were old and outdated. WIN staff also frequently said ' .
it was difficult to place their clients in many of the jobs listed because :
* they  required skills, experience or transportation that welfare recipients

- rarely had. : \
/Qm)le 35 . e, : ° " \
P Wil Access _to ES Job Orders "
. High Average Low Total
Performers Performers Performers _
l. Minimal use of Job Bank -3 8 8 20

or ES orders.
2. Job Bank and perhaps-occasienal 0 3 1 4
priority for referral to "real" ’
job openings.

3. Job Bank, plus some job leads or 2 3 4 9 .,
coples of orders. ; . '
M 4 []
4. Job Bank, plus:coples of all 3 . 2 X 1 6
orders or open job order box. : ' ' ,
. . . .
5. Same as "3", plus ES approaches 2 2 0 4
WIN with job leads and ES employer : ¢ . '
reps promote WIN with employers. ' : 43
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"$ ' As Table 35 indicates, job orders or leads were freely shared
. in only-sbout one-quarter of the study sites (10). Five of these were - - -l
- .high performing offices. Sime reluctance is understandable, given the ~ =~ . %

- importance of -job orders to the ES, whose funding was more heavily depen- '
o dent on placement performance than WIN‘s. However, this reluctance'may
it . have been compounded where (1) WIN had low priority within the SESA, o o
' {(2) the ES-feared that employers react adversely to.welfare reéferrals, P
(3) job orders were tight, (4) interaction between ES and. WIN &taff was ’ o
infrequent, and (5) ES staff were not knowledgeable about WIN. T :%

Because ;of ‘access problems and the difficulty of matching welfare v
. -  recipients with the requirements.in many ES job orders, WIN staff found those
.. ' . orders only marginally helpful. - They tended to rely to a surprising degree

: on other sources. of job openings for their clients.* ' ’ .

" MIN-ES relations. As the above discussion implies, the relationship between
- - loecal WIN units and the ES varied dramatically across our sample: In about _
half of the study sites (21), relationships were negative, tense.and compe=- .
titive. In enother ten, there were neutral or "mixed" reldtionships or no
contacts at all between the two staffs. :

LI p In the 12 remaining study sites relationehip7 were, to varying degrees, =
. ‘cordial, supportive or cooperative. In three of theSe sites, while the rela- .
~ tionships were cordial, the ES frequently used WIN staff for CETA activities

charging CETA time ‘to the WIN budget. Six others were’ in small towns where.
close interpersonal relationships had developed over the years between ES
*and WIN staff collocated in the same small office. ' Importantly, eight of
these 12 units were in states where SESA leaders’ attitudes toward WIN were °
supportive. ‘By contrast only one of 16 sample units where state agency
leadefship was hostile to WIN°reported supportive local links with the ES.

. The data presented liere raises an 1mp§rtant question about WIN’s
organizational: affiliations. In’the past SESA’s hav'obeen_designated as
WIN sponsors almost automatically. But, if WIN-ES cOntacts are usually v
minimal, 1f WIN reliance on ES Job.Banks and job orders is limited, and 1if
relationships are often hostile, might other sponsors not be considered in
. some cases? The answer seems to be "yes", provided that ‘they have ‘access
to the capibilities WIN needs.that)are usually most extensively available

LI ' ! \

. . ¢ . ®
*It should not be assumed that WIN only draws on a'Job Bank without
making significant contributions to it or that WIN placements are always
into lower quality jobs than ES. In one major city in our sample, &bout 60%
of the listings in the Job Bank were developed by WIN staff. In another the
average wage -level of WIN placements was higher than ES placements, and ES
staff often tried to refer to jobs developéd by WIN.
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. - exparfias in job development, job search _._counﬁqlliﬁ‘g. and_applicent=job

’

" matching. The ane state in our sample that had transférred local WIN spotisor

,\h T . ’ . 3 ! - . "‘:".',_ ,°(‘ L N
fnclude intimacy with labor market information and -

’

;1n SE' 8. These

functions out of the SESA had alsc transferred many experienced ES staff as

‘well. : . . ) ‘ L .
Ingome Maintenance Units (IMU) o _ o ’)//// -
. . : ] - S ' .
_ ‘Many facets ‘of WIN involve information and work flows between WIN
and IMU staff. WIN stdff must rely on IMU staff to screen and/ refer A
potential WIN registrants. WIN staff need information from tﬂé IMU on status
changes of clients that range from new addresses to changes ip.family composi- R
tion, eligibility and grant‘size. Two items used in WIN performance RV
measures--obtained employment.and welfare grant reductions--rely heavily on > IR
.'data ‘from IMU’s. Breakdowns in coordination canelead a local; WIN unit to ' '
“underrepor® activity on these items, advErsely affecting its istate’s - e
'pe:formqncgﬂand federal funding. : ) SRR R v
The relationship with income maintenance units was troublesome for B
most local WIN programs in our sample. In only aine were relations cordial - - :
and auppoftivq’and coordination problems temporary or infrequent. 1In.24
aites ‘paper or information flow problems were constant, and. relationships Do

were often distanf” or hostile., , ‘ | v

The nine local programs ;ﬁat had smooth coordination ﬁitvintd two
main categories. Four were in-a state vwhere the welfare department admin-

istered WIN. IMU’s were housed in the same buildings as WIN and reported RS
to the same manager. _ Four WIN 'unitsvin other states had an IMU staff persén N o
‘or unit collocated. While delays, misunderstandings and animosity still .. '
.afflicted relations between these four WIN units and IMU staff.elsewhere, _ v %
. coordination with the on-site eligibility, workers was good. Only one local S S

program in our sample was able to develop a highly effective coordinated
~relationship with the IMU without some form of collocation. Q\ -
* Although coordination problems existed in nearly all éites visited, .
sponsor staff in high performing WIN units tended to have more frequent L S
contact with the IMU (telephone, written communicatiops, meetings) thag .
staff in'low performing units. We found a correlation of -.37, significant Ve
at the .0l .level, between performance and frequemcy of contacts with IMU,
' based on staff responses to written questions. ' © S o
Problems in. the WIN-IMU linkage are not surprising. :WIN is a low E ..
priority for an IMU worker. -Its paperwork constitutes a very small portion L5
of his or her job. Tasks in the IMU are extremely routinized, and the , , " ;

" - workload .on IMU personnel is quite heevy, particularly in urban areas. 1In

«communities with large welfare populations, the IMU is often overloaded - _
with routine address changes, grantV:?tLone, and updating'\gfe files. - .
) . .
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At the,aame time the pundtive aspects of case managenent and the financial
respouhibiiity asaociatad with grant calculaticn can’gensrate smotiondl /

» préssures. - Job tlassifications and pay are isually 1o, ‘énd turaover ie i
high. Many reSpondents referred td it as “the wothtugob in we}fare“. i

In mosc urban sites not only was IMU staff turnover especially high,
but "also training for new staff was often minimal. -Even where staff.ttainipg "7
.did exist, it sometides did not occur often enough to keep pace with turnover “%%
nor cover RIN procedures and forms. :For all of these reasons it was vety N
\difficult for WIN staff to successfully cootdinate wi:h IMUse . - -

In every local WIN-office we visited, staff and management were .

aware of this IMU coordination problem. . In some places we ‘found that steps * - L
were being taken to improve interaction and communication. WIN<IMU collo= . ?_._i
\ cation has already.been mentioned and seemed to alleviate coordination ~ = - e

problems, especially in large urban programs. In many metrOpolitan areas

there are several- income maintenance units, edch rgsponsible for cases in a g

specified geographic zone. WIN staff must deal with each one. Coﬁéolidating .

all WIN cases in a metropolitan area into the one IMU located in the same -

office as WIN appeared to improve wo:k and information flows‘betweeq/thp =
‘ staffs., .- . S

-
- - -
¢ ' 4 T

Other techniques that were reportedly helpful included:
® Meetings of WIN'spOnsof SAU and IMU supervisors.- L RN
These were'either regularly scheduled or occurred C
.only when prob m8 arose. Even an initial meeting
- to start a‘dia ogue. often proved salutary by.gensi- ' N
tizing IMU persoiinel. to; wm. about which the} often - |
) “knew little. . AR , CY
e Presentations by SAU or WIN sponsot staff to local o o g?
. IMU staff on WIN objectives ‘and procedures, the . *
. . services it offers, and the ippo tance of the IMU, . .
to the program. ¢ . " _ T N o

e Using WIN fynds to train local IMU staff on WIN . a
procedures and objectives,-sbmetimes jointly with
sponsor and SAU staff. . -

[ ] Assignment of a°staff person.in ‘the, state welfare ) .

department to serve as a liaison between ‘the SAU R e
and IMU and resolve coordination and réporting - :
problems. . é .9 I

|
[4

e Development by state SAU and other welfare staff =
of an automated reporting system for local welfare . . .
* ' departments. ‘This was intended to reduce ithe : :
. samount of paperwork required of IMU staff, leading
to faster, more accurate information exchanges e
between IMU’s and WIN units. e '
¢ s . R . ' 4
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o Now we turn to reiationships between local WIN units. and programs . .
o ‘or organizations ‘which lie®outside the host agencies. Tlese include CETA, '
. ‘vocatiogal rehabilitation, educational institutions, and other community- """ = = . %
i based organizations or agencies.,}Particular attention is pa&d to CEfA for 3
o two reasons. First, in many communities 'CETA is by far the largest local . e
.. . employment, and training program. As such, it is a potenttal soyrce of | o
. vregources for other, less resource-rich programs, such'as WIN. Thus, the ) 4
. acquisition of CETA training and public service employment (PSE) resourdes ' SR
.4+ - might importantly influence the‘'effectiveness of local WIN programs. Second, ‘”’“T";;%

M

. some welfare reform proposals would give CETA prime sponsora responsibility . .
for the population now served by WIN. Knowledge of the CETA-WIN relationship i -
should be'useful in assessing the feasibility of those proposnls or antici- '

> pating problems in implementing them. é// . : . R
£

et
A

s chapter provides answers to th ollowing questions.

I W LA
N ST et Bt

Tocyhit extent did@lotal WIN units devélop relétiﬂnships N ' 4
. sith ther local asencies? --‘: ‘ | o . /g

N S e What faé%ors appeared to affect the presence, absence and

. ;intensity of thege.relationships? o ' Y
. - . e Did those.interagency linkages have any’ effect on local. )
. WIN program performance? , . . ..
T o We define interprogram relationship as the type and’ amount of inter-

action that occurs between programs.- To what extent does a program augment
fts resources by obtaining ser¥ices for its clients  frod other programs? I
What proportion ~f its clients .are jointly served by other programs? dow,

. much and what kind of information. £lows between it and other programs? <
« .. What is the nature and extent of its consacta with these programs? .
7 o ¢ '7 R ~‘ -
by w °-' .
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e Theorétically.nﬂlu'a felﬁtionahip with GETA prtme sponaore Ohould

be its most ¢mportant linkage outside its host. agencies. WIN has relatively

few internal résources to use in upgrading the skills of*its segisttante. '

. -Therefore,, the. least emplpyable individuals in its‘tegietraut pool either"

- wait in the queue for. limited WIN training and PSE, receive minimal attention

© as unassigned" Teglstrants, or are réferred to programs.like CETA £for-train= R

'ing or PSE placement. CETA PSE positions could conceivably provide WIN regis- e

, trants with opportunities for transitioning into a permanent public sector: TN

. job or for improving their job skills, employment records and, thus, their - . R
chaaces 'in the private job market. Similarly, CETA training programs might.: 5
. auguent limited WIN training rescurces and, thereby, help WIN registrauts 2

’ to compete. succeesfully fot private sectoroemployment¢ S .« -

. Our knowledge ©f WIN and CETA .programs led.us to suspéct that their. .
: ‘relationship might be highly aeymmetric. Local WIN and CETA programs were
"'+, unlikely‘°to be equally dependént on each other for resources dr information. .
; _ CETA had three types 'of \resources WIN might went-—training for WIN clients, = ..
T , PSE jobs for WIN clients, and CETA-funded- positions to be used in WIN offices. - ;
o Prime -sponsore on the other hand had few resource needs from WIN. They rarely - .
needed applicants: from WIN, since they usually had far too many applicants
for their available training and PSE openings. Although a prime sponsor 1
might seek WIN 8 help in obtaining e welfare dapplicants 'to meet a federal
guideline or to achieve their own goal for welfare tecipientszparticipating
_ . 1in their programs, it¢seemed reasongble to expect that prime sponsors - - .
o ‘_ generally would be £ar less depende tion WIN for reeﬂutces :han visa versa.“ .. !
. F tthermore ‘while CETA appeared likely to ne d 1itt1e information
_ from WIN, [WIN staff were probably.dependent on the prime sponsor or.its , ‘
* ,.-subgrantees for several .important types of information. These Inéluded'. .. ° .- ..
information on (1).CETA job and.training openings, (2) the disposition- ' -
& of WIN clients’ applications to CETA, and. (3) the status of WIN~clients ' -T
. accepted into various CETA compoaents. K . S
» v - ' T
N However, there. was also some reason to hypotheeize that prfme sponsons T
migh: encourage linkages with WIN. One of CETA’s purposes is to develop a foe
coordinative and comprehgnsive local .service delivery system, bringing .
together local employment and training resources in an efficient, non-
duplicative manner. 'This presumes that CETA prime sponsors would develop e /y
dialogues, linkages and joint activities with other local programs. To the o T
extent that prime sponddrs attempted to do this, one‘would expect more PR
frequent contacts between local CETA and WIN programs. ; The initiative was -
sclearly with prime sponsors since they controlled khe oulk of local resources,

" B . ’ B ‘ * ’ . . * '
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wxn access to CETA reaources‘ d“,?t' TR S
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S WIN,eﬂd “chTA stats were-aeked for. tnformation about WIN'e aeceee
L 17 o three kinds of CETA resources:- CETA~funded positions for WIN units,

SR QETA—funde training ‘' ¢ WIN clients, and PSE jobs for,WIN. registrants T
s ‘;" unier bo;%;;(;lgs 17 4.VL-of the® qomprehensive Enp;oymen: and’ T:aiuiag TR
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’ . - . .
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,CETA fu'ded ositions in WIN unifs.. Less’ thap one-third (13) of the 43 =
229"1 WIN prograns visited repo:ted-hawing some CETA~-furided staff. Ty, ﬁ‘
neraldy, this 4involved -one of two 1nd1v14uals. In ‘mog#scases they per- R
ormed: lerical ‘tagks in .the WI% sponsog,undt or served as “case aides" in’ v L
/- the $AU, "But in several a?ter they had tespoﬁsibility 'for referral and R - "
eligibil ty detérmination;'aud ‘in a few pthers they served as “regulat WIN T e
ataff". \analysis téVealed no pdttetns asaociatiﬁ% the presenée of CETA= - L
funded positions in local WIN units. with ‘untt pe ormanoe. '8lze, state T
identiny. or urbgn-rural location.d BN o R r -
‘ -: PN .o * 0 1 © "
Adcess to 'ETA-funded ttaining ' w N.acceds~to CETK-funded training appeated 0" -
.. generally quite limited. In about half (21)"'of our ‘43 local sites 5 percent - . ‘.
o, L O less of the WIN caseload was reported.to, haVe obtained entry to GETA Ct
.. Titde I°ins§itut10nal training,cqm nents.. "In ‘another 16 sites approximat 1y o
,;:w 6-20 petoen of WIN tegisttants we:e tepottedly in CETA—funded ttaining sl [
AN T e A ' e
o *Because our. field work occu:re&’brior to ‘the. reéhthorization of
~CETA in 1lete 1978, referenceg to PSE will be related to pre-1979 Titles II
and VI programs-. The reauthorization 1§d some major réuisions in CETA.

- .* Three of the most important changes werée’ (1) re-emphasis of training with

. increased fimds\, (2) decreased fund's for  PSE, and (3) tigh‘tened eligibility -
. ._thggs for all programs so that the most economically disadvantaged receive . g
 service priority. -l _ . ' ‘
” - ' I S . .
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N In onby thrae sirce did rﬁnorda or- responsel auggéct rhat aora rh;u *
5 20 purcent of the regigtrants had: acdess.®: fach. wih uniques. Ons, 1pv¢lvndm L
e .a 1argse nc;ro WIN unit that had ‘clode - “conal and” orgAnizaticnal linkﬂ. PO

. E

with the CETA<funded skill cbntei. The. venter had been founded duttng HIQ—I. -~
largely with WIN. funds.. Word was passed’ that WIN was ﬁelcdme to refer dem
. clients dlrectly tq the akﬁll cenrer. by~pas ,gg\é&s prime aponsor 8. reguldr o bl
_referral grdqedureg. P g ‘ .:*--x.;~u:vuwr-x33'§¥§

-
e
S

> s [V

" state. ‘'In the urban site the_mayaqr ‘took the posture ‘that -CETA 'was oqt o™ o by g
bounds to politics and delegated all bperarigg decisions te the staff. That . g
staff actively puraﬁ“a‘the 1ntereers of ‘disadvantaged target greupa +initheir ‘,/[ R

* .- ddalings with servlce _deliverérs and,their allotdtion of PSE slots, a rarity

. in our sample. Records showed that 27 perceat of CETA - ‘participadits . in- ipsti-
tutional training wete AF IC reclpienta. At the rurdl site the SAU played
the key role. Myctt of the institutional training in this state was provided
through a single central’ facility managed by: the stqff of the governor’s -

' manpower office. Duting start-up of the ‘facility, CETA staff had. operated

. out of the SAU’s dffice. The rappsrt thus established between the. SAU and -

. ' ; , ’ -Ths other two'sireq“ ane urban and one’ rural, -were in the aame small

:f N "CEmA‘honcinued td permit a substantial number of WIN cliénts to get 1hto .

- the training center. ﬁowever this was :he 6n1y dite.in our sampl with
T a subscantial CETQfSAU linkage. _ . AN . i 3 .t
0y .o Ty '
? I Ce T Interview re onses provided reasons why WIN pérticipation ;n CETA

s Y, trdining was. generally limfredy ‘'Table' 36 1ists some of them in the foru
' of the explanations offered by WIN and CETA local sta f. _The degree to

*While WIN reporting ‘system data and staff perceptions were .the primary
. soyrce for information on-access to. CETA .training, we also obtained data from: |
3+ " CETA prime spdnsor staff where feasible, These were used to corrobbrate WIN'
~ 1nformation sources.. Our judgment was that 4if 5 percent or leas of CE&A'
' training ‘slots were filled by -AFDC recipients, this was roughly comparable to
“tha-"5 percent or less of WIN caseloads”" data psed above. This yas dssumed /.

—
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'_whi.ch these atutudes vere held varied amons sites and even among respon-
.w. . dente in “the ‘same ‘local.units. -However, the cumuletive affect of the views
23 enpressed by Both’ wiN aud CETA persdonnel help explein ‘the genetal situation”
. , that we found. * Analysis revealed no association between aceess to CETA

training and locar'WIN unit performance. S Cor _ \
s . . .o o ,
Haa - ' - ey - e re— o -
Lo . . "...'1.:l ) ) K . - ‘ .
S B L Table 36
‘l Y 3 ./ . - o . " . - h . . I N . o
. o Reaaogs Give for Lack of WIN Pa*ticipation
_“‘-«=. ' in CETA Trainin .
o ‘ ‘..‘:,_.o'. ’ " o 'c' « " ‘Y
i i L. . By.WIN Personnel ' . . : g‘ zfcm !;n‘onnq
' ! ‘q a' . - * . -y . ’ ) ©
&+ Training 18 ngt a NIN priority. i Amc Tetipients sre nat given uclp:hml pador=
. : o ' : icy under Title I, ‘
. The :utntn; provided h _boor quality. r

- 2. WIN cucnn cln ¢t aeet the training entrance Te-

LA 3. " The teaining ie poor!y unewi. tlm'o‘ are ' ' quizemente, for example, for nuvess,

‘ e o ng )obs hure in thoss fields.

A S S 3. 'l'hey ave more difficult and hnvo lover succase
) 4, The watt 1. too long, ldvunly n(heting . Tetes. -

-oug clienta’ attitudes and habite. .
o b wta refere their cuuko tos sloviy; the elote ate

: 5. "Accen is \muholy due to cnm!n; by tlu . .n filled,
A R prl-u or the service deliverer, *
e T 5. WIN des not send us thele beet slients.
- " © 8. They hove fev female-oriented ewriu. nd
T T b out experience here with nen-tra luond 6. We heve fev training slote, and demand !ot thes 48
. . ) Jobu for vomen shas been bed. -, highs . - .
o - « 7. e prefer 0JT or vork experience; tlese- 1. wiN hae ite:own resources:
e _raom tratntn; is otun unrealistic and .
trulevone. . 8. Welfare recipients lack will or capacity.
' oot ' . : : s
i 8. wa have enough. training funds of our, CL 9., We won't deal with WIN (or the ES), period.
- 9. Lontact is lost with cliente vhan they ara_ - .
. : "lunppnnd" to CETA, - , S N
. 10. You get u\o rlecenment “eredit for relerring & R
.8 . v client to CETA ;\ntatng. , - ’ *

1'1. 1 won't deal vith CETA, periocd.

R r

-
§§§ ~ *Some state-to-state variance was observabie. For- example, in
%’*  the state with a welfare-run WIN program, the argument that '"training was
' .not a WIN priortty", was taken particularly sericusly. Local WIN staff

tended to 1gnore whatever CETA training possibilities were available.
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Access to CETA PSE. Our findings on WIN access to CETA PSE were not surprising

;; - given the target population for PSE suggested by the language of the Comprehen=- | e
A “sive Employment and Training Act of 1973. The Act only stipulated that s
* - "consideration" should be given to those most disadvantaged. Creation of -

the Title VI PSE program in 1974 stréngthéned the word “consideration" to _
"preferred consideration" in regard to the participation of disadvantaged . I
workers. The CETA amendments of 1976 however required that most Title VI
-+ project participants be 10ng-term, low-income unemployed or welfare reci-
" plents  Thus, there should have been increased participation-of WIN regis-
trants in this PSE component. P ' ' : : '
. 3
~ The data collected in our sample of 43 local sites in 1977-78 showed N
that WIN participation was more extemsive in Title VI than Titlé~II but that
Title VI participation also remained negligible in a large proportion of °
! locali~ies. Records aud interviews indicated that in 59 percent.of our §ités
there was little or no WIN (or AFDC) participation in Title II. There was ’~
also little or no access to Title VI PSE in 35 percent‘of our sites. Table -
37 summarizes cur findings.* Analysis revealed no significant association
between access to CETA PSE positions and local WIN program performance. ‘

¢, .

-

s ' ; ’ Table 37 Co
/o, ' . WIN Access to CETA PSE

- : Inadequate or .
A lot* Some* Little or none* conflicting data -

Title II 4 127 .23 L 4

Title VI I3 IS - 1S -0 ¢

4
¥

4

o *'A lot" was defined as more than 20% of either (a) the total

" . number of PSE job holders who hag been AFDC recipients' or (b} the active
WIN caseload in CETA PSE, as reported in program records or research inter-~
views. "Some" ‘meant between 6-20% of -either (a) or (b). "Little or none"
was 5% or less of either (a) or (b). '

e

*In. the remaining portiens of this section ab will limit our con-
sideration of PSE‘to Title VI positions only, for two reasons. First,
Title VI had significantly larger resources and- numbers of PSE slots than

itie_II. Second, given the explicit target populat#on status of welfare
recipients {n Title VI, it was a better gauge of CETA prime sponsor priori-’

.

tizing of services to them. - s
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Information Flows Between CETA and WIN o : e f
Information flows between CETA and WIN varied greatiy. ‘Data were ffﬁ

collected from local WIN and CETA personnel on the frequency of meetings,

telephone conversations and other informal contacts Between the two-staffs.

WIN personnel were also asked about the timeliness, accuracy and complete-

ness of information from CETA  on job or training opportunities, the status . :
of WIN registrants in suspense to CETA, and CETA procedures or structure. B

In 15 of our 43 sites contacts of various kinds were frequent, and
WIN staff reported no problems getting the ihformation they wanted on CETA
opportunities or client status. Local CETA and WIN personnel in ten of these
were, in effect, collocated. ES staff under cantract to CETA worked in the
same office as WIN personnel. These were usually small offices in 'small -

‘towns. Thus, the ES staff responsible for WIN and. CETA often viewed each

other as co-workers, friends and neighbors. In the other five sites CETA

and WIN were physically and organizationally separate, but staff reported.
either meetings or informal face-to-face contacts at least several times _

a month, and telephone conversations oceurred nearly daily. Several.of them .
reported that consultation between WIN and CETA staff about -individual clientswn—-wm--*m
was common practice. There was wo reported difficulty tracking-WIN clients

in' CETA components 1n any of these sites, and notices of PSE openings were i

received early enough to give WIN registrants a genuine opportunity at those -

jobs. . . '

-

In 31 percent of the sites for which we had reliable data, information
flows were reported to be very inadéquate, and contact was minimal. WIN and
CETA personnel could remember no recent meetings, and informal discussions
between individual staff members were also very rare. WIN personnel reportéd °
that contact was a one-way process, always initiated by WIN and never by CETA '
staff. Even so, WIN staff said they had extreme difficulty getting informa-
tion on clients in suspense to CETA, and some staff admitted that they had
given up trying. This was attributed both to problems in CETA’s client track-
ing and data systems and to prime sponsor staff’s reluctance to cooperate.
WIN personnel reported that announcements about PSE. jobs or training classes °
almost alwiys arrived too late if at all, -

In the remaining 12 sites the situation fell between these extremes.
In several the intensity of contact was generally moderate,-and the quality
of all types of CETA information was reportedly.mediocre. Thus, face-to-face
contacts occurred perhaps -once every month ot two. Client status information
was a problem sometimes, and information on CETA openings varied in timeliness.
In the rest of these sites, some types of information flow were smooth, while
others were problematic. Typically, WIN staff reported receiving good

-
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infornation on job and training.opportunities but had problems geﬁting
‘feedback on client status.. . . Voo "5
' ) 1

~ ~
" i
»

Analysis revealed no systematic relationship between WIN unit per-
-formance and CETA=-WIN information flows. Not surprisingly,.there was a i
positivVe relationship between the reported intensity and quality of infor- . i

mation flows and WIN. ac:ess to CETA PSE. !’ _ ] , .

‘\

T WIN Participation in CETA_§13tems _
' ¢
. ' As previously mentioned the CETA=WIN relationship might involve
. participation in (1) 'the development of local CETA plan‘, (2) decision-

" ‘'making on the mix of services to be provided by CETA, or (3) efforts to
coordinate the activities of different local ‘employment and training
. programs. Formal involvement in local CETA programs usually meant 'either
" .the provision of CETA services under subcontragt to the prime sponsor or

membership on Manpower Planning. Councils (MPC).

<

: We found no incidence of WIN units formally providing services

under subcontract to the prime sponsor.¥* WIN participation in CETA Manpowery
" Planning Councils (MPC) was also relatively rare, being reported in only - .

seven of 43 study sites. In two cases the SAU manager was on the MPC, and

in a third the WIN sponsor supervisor was. The state WIN coordinator was

on the advisory council to a major city-county consortium that covered three

of our study sites, and in one site WIN stdff served on a special selection

eommittee that decided eligibility criteria for participation

~_

*WIN access to Title VI PSE correlated .64, significant at the .01 "~
level, with intensity of information flow as described above. - -
. * *%However, in one state where the SESA served, in effect, as the
CETA prime sponsor for much of the state; WIN staff Were actually spending
far more time on CETA responsibilities than on WIN. This role for WIN in

CETA was determined, of course, by the SESA rather than a local prime
sponsor. It involved the only incidents in our sample where substantial ° . ,
WIN resources were currently flowing into CETA (see Chapter 3). -~The .
situation in that state seemed similar to what had happened in the only - ,

two localities to date where responsibility for'actually running WIN had !

been delegated to local prime sponsors. According to federal reports and

the recollections of participants, in both sites WIN staff were extensively

diverted to non-WIN functions, the separate identity of the program became

blurred; and services to WIN registrants declined. Both of these experi-

ments were ﬁerminated prior to our study.

[}
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"in CETA service components. The lack of WIN involvement on MPC’s may be
of little conaequence to WIN. Past studies of CETA have shown that in -
most cases' MPC’s play little role in actual deciaionnnokins. | A
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a&.;ors Affecting cmA-wxu Relationships L 3

Analysis of interview data 1nd1cated that five factors appeared to 5

have an influence on overall CETA-WIN relationships (as reflected by WIN i
access to CETA resources and CETA-WIN information flows). These were 3
(1) the CETA intake'and referral process, (2) local CETA prime sponsor policy ’
toward WIN, (3) the degree of fiscal substitution, politicization or mal- °~ °
teasance reported in the prime sponsor, (4) the policy of the WIN or SESA -

central office toward CETA, and (5) local WIN staff perceptions of _the value

of CETA services.

CETA 1ntake and referral mechanisme. The flow charts in Fﬁguré 11 show .

in simplified form the paths by whieh WIN clients might enter a CETA PSE

or training slot in our 43 study sites. In the few Type A sites in our , v

sample (3 sites), WIN was able to refer its clients directly to the" traih-

ing facility or the agency that had been allocated a PSE:-slot without -

sending them through some CETA-wide intake and referral mechanism. Clients '

in Type B sites were sent to an ES unit or worker responsible -for all vt
“intake and referral under contract from CETA. In Type C sites CETA intake

and referraltwas performed by a mix of ES personnel, local CETA staff and

gometimes others. CETA intake and referral were conducted by CETA’s own

staff in Type D sites, and Type E sites involved a tliree-stage process--a

WIN referral to an ES unit or counselor, an ES referral to CETA, and then

a CETA referral to a job or training. : -

Typa A (3 sites) -

.-

- Training .
WIN PSE ‘. 1
Slot ’

Type B (19 sites) - _ . )

¥ .
Training/ : > o
- PSE - ,
Slot .
- Type © (5 sitey) ' .
; y Jolirt Tratning/
ES/CETA PSE
Staff Stlot
Type D (12 sttes)

o Treining/
- PSE .
. . Slot B

Type E (4 2ites)

' ' Tratning .
VIN , CETA “taff PSE . N .
. Slot : . \

‘Figure 11 : :
WIN Client Flows into CETA Jobs and Training : \
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Analysis uncovered a strong association (r = ,52, eignificant at
the .0l level) between the type of CETA intake and refetral mechanism and
WIN access to Title VI PSE. Those intake mechanisms that were more direct
or involved personnel closer organizationally to WIN (Types A\and B) tended
to be more productive for WIN than the others. The fact that 'about ‘half
the 19 ‘Type 3 sites involved small WIN units that were located in the same
ES office as the ES staff doing CETA intdke and referral undoubtedly also .

helped, since long-standing, close relationships were often reported between '

these individuals. ‘

Reported fis»al substitutigg, politicization or malfeasance. Some degree
. of fiscal substitution, politicization-or malfeasance in local CETA opera-
tions was reported in 34 of the 40 sites for whi¢h data were available.
~In 14 cases it was reported to be extensive. Most frequently mentioned
(34 sites) was some form of substitution, the use of PSE funds or workers.
to replace non-federal funds or regular staff. Substitution not only
violates federal maintenance-of<effort provisions, but it also has serious
implications for WIN. It leads to the establishment of high skill and
experience requirements for PSE jobs. That, in turn, results in creaming
of the applicant pool to fill those jobs.' Both work to the disadvantage
of WIN clients. Other forms of reported politicization or corruption
included Use of PSE slots for political patronage (at least 19 sites),
nepotism and favoritism (at least 17 sites), outright fraud or malfeasance
(at least 3 sites), and polttically influenced choices of serVice deliverers
or sub-grantee organizations. .

_ An inverse relationship.(r = -.415, significant at the .0l level)

" was found between WIN access to Title .VI PSE and reported improprieties

in local CETA programs. WIN tended to get less ‘help from CETA where CETA
was reportedly more politicized or corrupt.  This seems logical, if more

PSE positions are allocated to "friends" or "allles," less will be available
for others. \ - -“” : .

WIN or state ES central office policy. Yocal staff attitudes often

seemed affected by the central office’s position on WIN=CETA relations.
‘None of the nine offices in stateswhere WIN leadership viewed CETA as

"a last resort" thought CETA services were ‘highly desirable, although}ia

1
.z

.*We were aware that our data on CETA politicization and malfeasance
may have been affected‘by responge bias. ‘Where access to CFTA resources

was less for other reasons, bad motives might have been imputed." Responses
may also have been colored by personal or interorganizational rivalries
‘between SESA and CETA personnel. Thus, information on CETA politicization/
mal feasance collected from SESA personnel was compared in all cases possible
with data from other respondents.
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several sites staff attempted ‘to-use CETA selectively for some clients.
On the other hand, all local WIN staff in the state where CETA and WIN
units were combined thought CETA services were very désirable. So did
four of the six units in stetes where WIN leadership encouraged the CETA '
linkagee . . .

LS

]

WIN staff satisfaction with CETA services. WIN staff in only nine of the
43 study units indicated they were very satisfied with the assistance
obtained by their clients from CETA. Parsonnel in 15 other sites were

. somewhat satisfied. Finally, in nearly 40 percent of the sites (17), WIN

. personnel were very unsatisfied with CETA services. Staff perceptions of *
the value of CETA services correlated strongly (r = .66, significant at the
01 level) with WIN access to Title VI PSE.

[ 4

: The redsons given for WIN discontent with CETA training .were
presented in Table 12.1. The reasons expressed by some WIN staff for
dissatisfaction with CETA PSE included, the following: °

! \ - B . . i ° ' \\ . - -

/ e CETA jobs rarely led to permanent employment in their
locality and thus were undesirable. ° .

Ny °
"

e PSE jobs were often undemanding and enj ndered poor
' work habits or unrealistic impressions ahout what
_would be expected ‘on a regular job., '

¢ Even if WIN cliente were referred to CETA. 'CETA rarely’ 7.
.. got them into PSE jobs. CETA jobs usually went to the

best available applicants, often college-educated, white . .. .

males, few of whom are WIN registrants. _ , K

L3
o

! o Access/to CETA PSP was heavily influenced by political *
j S affiliation personal connection and informal pre-selec- ‘
e tion by the hiring agencies. Thus, AFDC recipients

! rarely got these-. jobs. . :

9

! ® The low probability of getting a WIN client into.a CETA

job became a reason for not referling them. Raising hopes. .

_ and then frustrating them is harmful. Reinforeing clients’
. - patterns of failure, defeat and ‘low self-esteem should be
avoided. : .

In conclusion, we were unable to identify any association. betwegn "

local WIN program perfot@ance and the nature or intensity of local CETA-WIN

relationships. While CETA-WIN relationships were generally distant, there

were, however, a few sites where better linkages had developed and had '

led to'greater WIN access\to CETA resources, better information exchanges
\

° N
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and more WIN participation in CETA. If changes associated with the 1978
reauthorization of CETA cause pr'ime sponsors to intéract more extensively
with local WIN prograns, similar telationships might develop elsevhere over
time--and a greater proportion of WIN registrants might receive training '
and PSE Joba. To the extént that such experiences actually enliance the
employability of welfare retipients, their long=-term economic and social
prospects might be imprdéved . “‘Since reauthorization occurred after our data
collection was completcd, hounvér, the. e remain hypotheaee.

2. Vocational Rehabilitation ' .

Local WIN units generally had less contact with vocational reha= .
bilitation (VR) agencies than with CETA and made more limited use of VR
‘services. In'most sites VR was an infrequent source of assistance to WIN
clients. Usually that assistance was minor or short-term (i.e.,- dentigtry,*
provision of eyeglasses, testing for disability), but it occasionally
involved more extended services such as occupational training, gheltered *
workshop employment, and physical or mental rehabilitation. These were
generally services that WIN had neither the funds nor the authority to
provide. Few WIN units indicated that ghey referred more than two ‘or
three people per month to VR. Depending on the state, the site'or‘even .
the individual case, WIN might keep clients referred to WIN in active
(joint) caseloads, put .them in suspense status, or de=register them. .

-

Contact "and Referral ' L | g - e

§ %

In all but a few sites, contact -between VR and WIN personnel was

limited to occasional telephone conversations .and infrequent visits ‘by an

individual from one program to the office of the ‘otlier. Referrals involved

only telephcne contact and the exchange of referral slips in many sites. SN

Elsewhere,,a VR counaelor might visit the WIN or SAU office periodically
to review referrals. There were few instances in our_sample of VR=WIN
collocation, of VR counselors that specialized in WIN/welfare cases, or of

joint VR-wiN case management involving collaborative case review and planning.\

Referral to VR and £ollow—up was usually the responsibility of the -

 SAU. However, in a few sites WIN sponsor staff took lead responsibility
for Iidison to VR becatise they were physically closer or had friends in VR. .
In four sites (all in the same state), .WIN personnel had almost nd direct

contact with VR. Personnel there said that, according to state policy, an
individual could not be a client of VR and a-WIN registrant at the same time.

.These units sent 1all. individuals in need of VR services back to the IMU for

referraleto VR and de-registration from WIN. WIN personnel felt they had
no furthet responsibility.for such individuals and never undertook efforts
to monitor their progress through VR.

3
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‘Joint Initiatives . Y | ' ) -

4

Only three‘goint program 1n1tist1ves 1nvolv1ng VR aud WIN were
{dentified in our sample, and only one seemed to be clearly benefiting WIN.
The first case was in. the state with a welfare-run WIN program, where special
teams had been established in WIN uuits to deal with disabled AFDC recipients. .
3 Since few WIN registrarts were disabled, the teams deemed of little value -
et 'to WIN. ‘The seccond’case involved a. special, grant of state funds to experiment
‘with sérvice delivery consolidation.' VR, WIN.and the SAU had dperated as
. a single unit reporting to a ‘single manager. However, when funding of the
experiment was cut, interprogram contacts returned to their pre-experiment ' )
levels. In the third case (1nvoIv1ng a large metro WIN unit) VR, SAU and’ o
* ' WIN sponsor.staff were housed in adjoining offices. There were joint VR=-WIN-
SAU caseloads and joint monthly case reviews,. Within VR there were separate .
* « welfare-oriented counselors. Arrangements had been developed by which WIN
: routinely paid. allowances and expenses, while VR cpvered actua; training -
costs. Staff in both programs had been trained in the other '8 purposes,

procedures and documentation. WIN appraisal unit personnel 'were given .
y special. instruction on referring ‘to VR. Substantial numbers of WIN regis- .
. trants reportedly benefited from VR services. - . e
. » * h . * '. ¢ . » .
' Key Factors ' . " ¢« -

' Acrsss our 43 sites,'only seven local WIN programs had close and

. productive links to VR. What factors were at work to cause thissgeneral
situation? R . . e .
-~ As in the case of CETA-WIN relations, the characteristics of the VR ;' :
and WIN programs helped determine both the specific relationship seen in

. any one“site and the, general pattern of relationships observable across the
sample as a whole. Table 38 1ists the factors that interview data suggested b
. inflvenced the intensity and produdtivity of VR=WIN links. If YR was chroni-
. cally short of funds or if all its money yas committéd relatively early in =
v  the fiscal year, WIN access wad adversely affected+ If VR personnel preferred
not to work with "unmotivated" welfare recipilents, that.also had a negative . .
. effect, as did lquthy delays in VR 1ntake-assessment procedures. \ '
7 _. . . * ’ ° - ‘
3 ] y N - ' . ‘I
Ny ) ' Table 38 , , L
- Factors Influencing VR-WIN Links -
_VR-Feetors o | T WIN Factors v
1. Availability of funds. 1. Policy on joint VR-WIN cases. ~

2. Attitude toward welfare clients. 2. Perception of VR’s competence.
.. 3. Speed of appraisal/acceptance.® 3. Attitude toward placement/develop-.\

4., Eligibility policy. . mental assistance.
X . 4o Availability of WIN training funds.
: : v ] S ' @
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Finally, VR formal eli 1b111ty criteria--and, ﬁhe application of
those criteria=--vary greatly. [ In geveral study statesy VR eligibility was
reported to bg very broad, including individuals with Yemotfonal™ problems
and even victims of “cultural deprivation." This opened the door to many

WIN registrants. In sevetal other states, a "severity" criterion was.

; apﬁlied, reflecting an intent 'to focus resources on the more seriously,

disabled. Intérview'Mata suggested that the applicatiou of for#al criteria
waslpften tempered by twe judgment of individual VR counsetors.l Sometimes
that discretion was reportedly exerciSed so that those mosf motiivated and

~ Llkely to succeed were acgepted. 1In such site:‘iiyet WIN clieqts were ' .

Fikely to be. admitted. e r
. J - Iy : ) .
On WIN’s side, four factors appeared 1n£1uential.. First, 1f it was

policy -that joimt VR-WIN cases could not exist (as in the. state described

!

'earlgpt) little contact occurred: between the two programsf’ Second, there

were ‘some ‘sites where WIN harbored doubts about VR’s competence and’ used
it only for winor agsistance (glass, dental work), if at all. ‘Thi#d,, local
WIN ‘programs .varied in their attitude toward training.or other: forms of ’

developmental assistance.’ Some functioned gs "straight placement' operations,_

while others tried to provide what developmental agsistance they coulde
Presumably, the former put less emphasis on obtatning VR training. for clients

than'the latter. Lastly, while WIN institutional training “funds were limited : -

throughout the WIN program, most sites had some. .They might find it less
1mportant to seek VR-funded training than those that had -none. .- o
. L)
We found no systematic association between the type ot intensity of .
WIN-VR relationships and ‘local WIN ptogram performance. [
" _ \ '-e K ) [N

. - . 3. Educational fnstltutions T

. ]

The curtent national WIN program model and the adveﬂ¥ of CETA have gt
resulted in a decline in interaction betwéen WIN and local educational
institutions. The current program model (1) emphasizes ‘direct employment

ﬁ" rather than training, (2) provides little money for institutional education

and training, and (3) restricts clients to at most a year’s enrollment in
an education -or training program. Each of these elements implies less
{nteraction with educational institutions:’ In addit{fon, under the Compre~
hensive Employment and Training Act, prime sponsors have become the central
conduits of DOL training funds and programming in loczl communities. In '
many instances thiey have replaced WIN (as well as other programs) as a majo:
source of sustenance to local educational and training fdcilitles. Individ—
uals flowing from programs such as WIN into these facilities often must’ pass
first through the filter :of the prime sponsor’s intake and referral process.
It is therefore not surprising that no relationship existed between WIN-
educatlonal institution linkages arnd local WIN program performance.

~_‘
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éﬁnvertheleso, in many sitee, perponal and organizatlonal linkhgea

. _between WIN and local éducational institutions peraisted from WIN-I' days. -
" Mirthermore, some ‘WfN funds were used to purchase a few traiting alots

«in most sites. In varying degrees local WIN units also were taking gd-
vantage of opportunities presented by Basic Education Opportunity Granta ",
(BEOG), low cost or tuition-free public colleges and universities. and
CETA*funded education qnd training programs.

i o : oo N
. l‘. ‘ » N e - . ’ ! ) ' ) ' -y ’,-‘
FT . 4, ther Orgaggzations or Programs o
T Local WIN programs generally also reported ‘contagcts of- various: -

" kinds with other organizationa Or programs. These dncluded Both local

govérnmental agencies and community-based organizations. On average staff .
in each local WIN program recalled recent contacts with about three such .-
entities’s Most frequently mentionéd were community action agencies (CAA’s, " R
13 sites), the Urban League (10 sites), Opporturities Industrialization ' ‘ '

“ Corporation (OIC, 8 sites), SER (6 sites), mental, health agencies (6 sites) Ty '%&ﬁ
.. and churchﬁgroups (5 sites). g . , e LT e
—U . . . . . , . . s, o = “f" . ] ' .‘,,:
These relationshibs were generally quite limited'. 1In the case of .-

CAA’s, WIN staff in a few places réported referring gn occasigndl registrant
b to CAA~run programs for youth, emergency’assistance, weatherization or .adult
- ba3ic education. The Urban League and OIC contacts gederally involved. several
* WIN registrants who attended vocationdl training run by these organizations.
WIN staff in some sites in- Southwestern and Mountain states aaid that they |
- gsent some registrants to classeg rum by SER in basic education, high school
equivalency or Engl1sh-as-n-second-language, and church groups were mentioned \ )
" occasionally as a syurce of short-term emergency assistance-(food, clothing - - ., %
..or shelter). Beyond that, in a few sites these organizations provided work .ok
sites for WIN PSE or 0JT, and in one or two placés WIN sta££ served on their T T

boards or advisory committees.. . N : ‘ .
| - . . . . R

R s o L L
Many other organizations.or programs were mentioned by staff in-at " .
least one or two sites. They are listed in.Table 39 ,, and the purpose of #
) the contact 1is noted. ’ : SR . . ' . ' L
' ’ : ! ' l ) o
) “ . 7
L
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hrhaniiationw‘m\ . \ ’ ! COntext or Purgoge v
_+ Juited. Fund - ' R | Member / /. e Tt
o Community Services Organizatiomw ' | MemWer S
Chamber of Commerce/ﬂational n Job 14343. presentations on
- Alliance of Business \ | . WIN/tax credits . A
Hospitals R _ . | Nurée aide training . T Tl -
Penitenjgary .. - ¥ o Site for OJT and PSE _ . L
* Agricultural Extension Service . I Presentations as 'par't of IMS. or orientation o
Legal Atd; ’ | e M . R
Publie Health/Family Planning/EPSDT | " " "l'* . .
Beauty salpn _ > - - L
~Homemaker advisor . ; o "o Moo " o
.- Better. Jobs for. Women - ' o I "o " ooty
Lo *-Job . Co®ps ' _ | Reﬁer WIN youth T .
. + Youth' employment programs . o Vet oo\ ’ :
AT .Speclal state emplpyment prograns | Occasional referrals and staff inter- R
e 8 for the disadvantaged or ‘for" generall .actions B . R __._- _ L
S "ald or welfare recipients SR ' & E oD
vons . . O TR ¢ . : - AP R
o . . " . T . . T 0 Y o - 4 —r . .
wo L . - Y,

The amount of interaction with community-based organizations rand N .

e other local programs was unrelated 'to:local WIN.unit performance. Statis- . =~ '
tical analysis revealed o association between’ performance and . the number .-~ ©

L of such entities with which WIN personnel indicated they had contacts. ' & “Iu.
~ . . While 13 units mentioned more such: relationships than e rest, they were St

S * not. differentiated from the’ ogerarl sample either by~per£ormanee, by state, <
- or. by type- of. 1ocale- o Y R veon A I
' Itsnight be hgpothesized that more“diverse and intense links to S

other organizations and programs would have a, favorable impact on WIN unit -
performance. These links,.this reasoning ‘would suggest, might allow WIN

. to obtain additional resources which would pontribute noticeably to’ WIN

< performance. . St \ C -

N

a

. Our - data' however, .indicate no such association. Two possible ..
"explanations come to mind. First, the costs of creating and wmaintaining ' *
2. »  close interorganizational relations may sometimes,out'weigh the tangible
© - benefits. Second in some cages the tangible beri¢fits might be substantial,
' v e but. they. “do nqt translate into higher unit performance as measured by the
current ‘WIN' g?rformancea#easqres. Thus a free training slot in-anédther
8

;o - program 'ylelds no directjor immediate benefit to WIN unit performance in

. . terns of ent red employment or welfare grant reduction. . .
[ e / . ' ’ . . AN

- v . . // * . 4 - !

N . : , :
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e c1on linlw tc othe pgogzqo may alao benefit WIN or nm pereonnel
40 unmeasured but. inpnxunt vays. (i.e,, betier program credibilicy, 4
" =£ul.1ng of; abﬂtty to provide.more assistance -to clients, heightened personal

utisfadtion and norale). Thus ,- although such linkages have no méasured ° -
impact on pe’rfomance. they: may not: be: without value to. the progran, ita
cuenta and 11:3 staff._ R . iy i _ o
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"The chapters of Part IV have presented descriptions -of the way

local WIN delivery systems srelorganfzed and function. Théy have shown .

“ how state. level factors,’ the "major determinants" in Part III, strongly

affect certain aspects of local prograhs, and they have analyzed the in-.

 teractions among local werk unit characteristics. ‘Finally, they have idenr'

. tified a«number of: characteristics that tend, to be'as ciated with high _
. performance jr* local WIN work ‘units: This chapter summarizes and sym= * ' ..

- theaizeg the pr ncipal findings. Particular emphasis is pladed on those - .

S characteristic ubser"°d most £requent1y in' high performing programs. K

LI -
' : . ' i '
Tt \ FEd

[T Charactéristics Associgted with High Performance

» . . ‘5 .

- x0T

N o The fo;lowing charactetistics wére shown G?5snslysis to occur ‘_
-+ 7" more often in high peiforuing locsl units than in lov performing ones.;

s 9 ' If WIN was intggrated into the employment: service.‘ S .\'; Y
. T ES management was supportive of the prograum. o F e

LE e ' ‘ This was less impurtant if WIN'was sel£~contgined. A 7 ' ! -.“'f“{

= g staf?‘resources to the gsintenagce of accurate ‘and " e
. timely datg reporting. . DA

. . » . .
+ e . '
A :

N E o WIN spomsor unit managers emphasized systematic . - T, §
: distribution of information aand pore frequent. 4 S
) , - internsl discu%sion. >~ o N PR

\ Fd * . 1 -
;

o WIN managers permitted gore flexibil x regsrging o : .

o WIN managers\gave priority and committed ‘gufficient . . - o /f.iqw}' . ',jgf

. .. e WIN manageéé delegated more pfogram authority to’ . .
e subordinatéﬁ in combination/with more monitoring. e .

e Managers dealt more direct y_and openly g ggnglic . A ‘fs

w .

within the unit.” . ) v

e "o Statf itended tc assist each other or rouginelx,g
¢ L change functfons. .

[ ] . - . ", e
' . -«
. . . .

.. Non—cooperative clients were the subject of more ‘ ' , .i'{

i

- v, extegsive ‘counseling.. b T . . N

RN




' . . . . oL
N N . .- . -

"o Providing jéb ug;}ch skills vas emphasized. for most

clients, whether or not a_for-ql IMS component ‘was _ - 'ff"

used. ., ’

' @ The SAU provided extensive supportive sérvices beyond
. child care. : . _ ST

client rather than just on generating a large pool of

job orders. . : L . I T
_ ;' More. frequent and extensive interactions occdrrqg ;

- . between SAU and sponsor staff whether or not they .

were collocated. Many procedures were .carried out
more coliabnratively. and joint case conferences
" or meetings occurred more often. "

) e Less ;gversion of WIN resources by the ES was re-
ported. Regardless of performance, WIN-ES relations .
N were Irequently limited or hostile, and WIN often
g \\\\relied little on ES-job orders.

& 'Although links to’théJIMU vere a universal problem, ‘

WIN staff had more frequent contact with IMU staff.
2. Relationships Among Major beterminanéa, Work Unit

LR : Characteristics and Performance

' Figure 12 depicts the possible interrelationships among work
unit characteristics, major determinants and program performance suggested
by our findings. Thus, state level goals are portrayed aa influencing
the nature of tasks and both as acting upon work unit organization. As
Chapter 8 explained, local staff perceptions of goals closely mirrored :
those of state leadership. Both were reflected, in ‘turn, in the emphasis

given different tasks at the local level. Thus, for example;, in the state
vhere state-program leaders emphasized the goal of eliminating males from

welfare roles, local units devoted little time to their female caseload
or to provi’ing day care for WIN mothers. ’

.. Similarly, structurel elements of local programs are portrayed as
being affected by major determinants discussed in Part III, particularly

. both organizational leadership and overall state structure.. Thus, for ex-

ample, organizational leaders in one state might choose to house WIN in
Es_officea,.whi}e in another they might decide to locate WIN separately.
At the same time local unit structures partly result from state structural

4
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characteristics, some of which organizational leaders did not cgntrol.
_For ‘example, the physical and organizational location of local AU‘s de-
pended on political decisions; often made decades earlier, about what -
level of government--state or county--should be primarily responaible
for administering welfare. o ) , /

Work unit organization is depicted ‘as influencing perf#rmance..
The way a number of service delivery components (i.e., job dewelopment,
provision of job search skills, adjudication) were organized and con-
ducted were shown to be statistically associated with unit pefformance.

While those correlations are not proof of causation. they proyided a basialﬂ

for suggesting the relationship illustrated. ’
Work unit management is portrayed as acting upon work unit organi-
" zatiom, coordination within and between units, and interorganizational
coordination as well as performance. It .is through unit management that
state-level policies on the organization of program functions and linkages
to other units or organizationa are transmitted to service d%liverera.
. The fact that local unit characteristics were not uniform a¢roas all sample
sites in each state suggests that work unit management.itaeif may in some
cases aldo play an independent role in shaping work ynit oﬁganization and -
interactions within and outside the unit. : :
i

Because of its importance, work unit-management is'ahown as having
an influence on performance. In fact, much of a manager’s: effect on per-
formance is probably exerted indirectly--through his or her impact on the
organization' of service delivery functions and on interactions within and
among unita. . . ) , i : :

Coordination and communication within and between units are por-
trayed as irfluenced by work unit management (as describéd above). Co-

ordination and communication are depicted as acting on performance directly

since a number of such variables that are closely associpted with the
actual delivery of services and the generation of unit performance data
were associated statistically with performance. These included intraunit
variables (i.e., information transfers, task exchanges and conflict reso~
lution) as well as intérunit variables (i.e,. SAUhWIN sponaor interactiona
”and WIN-IMU' contaets) s N . j .
Lastly, interoganizational coordination is shown aa affected by
work unit management. In the case of CETA-WIN links at least. work unit
management probably acted in som~ cases as an intermediary variable trans-
mitting state level attitudes abc it the'desirability of the relationship.

Interorganizational coordination is not depicted as affecting performance -

since our analysis of WIN links to CETA, VR or other ¢rgamizations did
.not demonstrate any associations with performance. . ¢ -, v,

4
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The permeating influence of state Level variables 19 one o‘ this
chapter’s most siguificant points. Mhether the issue’was unit priorities,

management behavior or attitudes touard CETA, local characteristics weteu'

extensively shaped by those at state level. From the fedgral viewpoint,
this finding is important. It suggests that federal personnel need not
reach down to the local level in over a thousand localities in order to
have an impact on program-operations and performance.- Rather, by influ-

encing attitudes and practices of only 50 sets of program and organization-

leaders at the state level, federal officials can be confident of also

"affecting behavior in a high proportion of local service delivery systems.
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I y PART V | - S
R ~ IMPROVING WIN PROGRAMS. S Y
. » ‘ . . ' '. < ;

~ s sumwaRy ~

y o The znfbrmatzon in precedzng Parte 18 now used to address the underly- |

ing issue of this study--how to improve WIN program performance. Perfbrmunae
zmprovement strategies require, first, the capacity to accurately differen=-’

' tiate high from low performing prograns. Reaommendatzons aimed aqt developing
\ that capacity .include: , ,

e ¢ Improving the retention rate and wer&re grant reduc-
tion performance.measures.

o Adjusting performance for envirowmental difficulty
_ 8o that relative effectivencse measuree take into
‘ account labor market and client demographic condi- .
: tions beyond the control qf program personnel,

® Creating SAU effectivencss zndzaators. \
{
[ IMprovzng automated reporting systems at the state '
Zevez .
Once “Tow performing etate progvams are identified, both féderaz and state J
personnel must have the aszzty to dzagnose the underlying problems. Develop-
‘ment 0 diagnostic monztorzng systems 18 propesed that would focus regional -
federal representative's monitoring on the performance of state and local WIN
-+ programs and on information about administrative, managerial, service delivery
and coordinative functions related to that performance. Transmigsion of thoee
methoda from regional to state program personnel and goznt development of
performance improvement efforts are recommerded.

“eetfic changes in low perfbrmzng programs are/recommended based on the
i characteristies found in high performers. nagermal recommendhtzons
. LN ¢ e ' .
. - .o,
o : e Improve goal awareness‘and,appchatzenf

¢ Enhance evaluative, analytic and monitoring
capacities at the state central oj?ice and
area levels.

o Expand training activities, especzaZZy around
- management funbtzons, reporting systems,
financial systems, and wel fare/employment
v . pregram or gervice delivery innovations.

1
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0 Inteﬁaiﬁy SAU-sponeor coordination and-oollaboration. .

Recommendations for changes in service dechry methods or emphases inalude ~

: . e Bmphasize counseling and working more intemaively - '
. - ' . with reluctant clients rather than ignoring or ..
S N quickly eariationing. them. o . _
Con . ' ; s . . o . . : y e
I N e Place more emphasie on tmparting job-seeking ckills r
' . - . ondon job-search activitiee by olients themselves. .

o Bwphasize client-oriented job development.

e E‘zperiment with ezpcmdeci institutional training . :
for eome clients. . ' . L

® Develop richer mizes of supportive services..
' : o Improve the eritical linkage to.IMU's.

h‘lrthaugh some incentives for change already exist, incentive structures .
need to be strengthened. Our propoeals include a more straightforvard and objea-
tive performance incentive funding system, diseemination of tnformation on . y
the comparative performande of state programe throughout. the WIN eystem, and,
in extreme cases, the selection of “alternative WIN sponsors. . _

: ' While many of these suggestions might be implemented separately, they

. are also’ the building:blocks of an integrated, sequential approach to
improving the WIN program. The basic elemente of a structured performance

"' tmprovement program ave: _

e . o - Joint development of improvement strategies by
. national, regional and state officials.

o Development, and .applicat};on of a perj“omance
incentive funding. system for use at both the
. v federal and state levels. . :

@ Development and use of monitoring guides to ‘
target improvement assistance, incentives: , .
' and sanctions. - ‘ -

® Periodic data collection and analysis of a
sample of, local WIN units represeniative of
: all WIN unite to permit continfioua monitoring >
. N of changee- in enviromment, organization and
s, - . performance throughout the WIN system and to
. guide actions taken in performance improve-

. ment projects. . ' '

¢ ' 3
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o Struotured orgamaatwnal ehange and erfomanoe
improvement projects in aneqbed atate and local
programg. . N " .

o Comparison of data from these "experimental" .
aites with data from uniteé in the representative
sample, leading to firmer conclustons on what
Jorganizational characterietics influgnce WIN,

" performance and what ahange strategies are
most effective. 4

o Dissemination and gemeral application of the - =
knowledge derwved about how to make we Lfare- -
emp Loyment programs more productwe. .
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P o The preceding chapters have described what ‘has besn learned about Co N
'the measurement of WIN performanceé, the envirommental factors that influ- R

-ence WIN productivity, and the mdnagerisl organizational and service . .
" delivery characteristics- associated’ with high performing programs. In -
this chapter we use that informdtion to address the underlying issue of
this study--how to improve WIN program performance. A feneral strategy
- ' i presented that aims at appliing what has been learned to improve the
‘WIN system ‘and to develop a process for continuous learning and improve- . :

s " ment in the future. Where the level of counfidence and precision of our .o .

& findings permits, recommendat ons are madc for 1mmediate systen-vwide ac- ’

tion..

- ' . / -

»

The chapter begins by noting that performance'improvement strate- S
gles require, first, the capacity to accurately différentiate high from
"« low'performing programs. Ways of creating that capacity are proposed. .

. Once low performing state programs -are identified, a federal ,
ability to diagnose their problems is necessary. Similarly, states must
have the means to assess the causes of low performance in local programs.

. Recommendations are made aimed at déveloping thess abilities at both the ©
federal and state levels. \ , ' _
e / .y
Next, knowledge about what specific changes to make are needed. :
Thus specific actions ‘are recommended basad on the pattern of' character=-
istice: found 1in high performing programs. Incentives for change are al-
ready present in state and local programs, since many state and local
staff in low performing operations want' to improve their programs. What .

. .18 required is Bome guidance on what to change ‘and how as well as some
reward for increasing productivity. Thus incentive structures should be:
strengthened. Our proppsals include a more straightforward and objective .
performance incentive funding system, dissemination of information on . .
the comparative performance of 'state programs throughout the WIN system,

~and, in extreme csses, the.selection of alternative WIN sponsors.

. ° . ‘
-] ¢ . A . .
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Finally, ve pre&ent a cohoaive and systematic strategy incorporat-
.ing many of these recommendations into.a performance improvement program.
Th;a program would 1nvolve knowledgo development through oxperiuontetion
in"selected state and local operations. Experimentation is required in
order to test the appropriateness and feasibility of different organiza- .
tional change strategies as well as their 1mpaqt on WIN performance. . Lo
As ve, have already. noted many of our recommeadations for 1mprov-
1ng program performance are based on tentative or qualitativ evidence.
This 1is necessarily the case given. the-exploratory nature of this atudy.
"Also,’ gotie key variablee may change over time with unknown consequences

' for performance. Therefore, a system for monitoring the ‘effect of changes

L 4

L
*

in environment, organization and p&rformanee in a representative sample 9

. of local WIN programs ‘is .presented as part of the performance improvement .
program.- Comparing what occurred in experimental operations with what’ e

the effects of changes in organizational characteristi nd service de-
livery methods on°program performance. The knowl derived about how "
to make welfare-employment programs more productive could then be dis- *
seminated and applied generally-in the expectation that it might raise

_performance levels throughout the WIN system’

2. ‘Identifying High agd Low Performance

As noted above, a precondition for 1mproving perfprmance is the
capacity to identify high and low performance, Asdsuming no fundamental
changes in program goals or structure, three actions must be taken %o at-
tain this capacity. ' First, WIN performance measures should be further re-
fined and institutionalized. Second, SAU effectiveness indicators should
bé developed. Third automated reporting systema mast be improved. .

-+ . N . -

WIN Performance Measures

happened within this sample woculd permit more def::::i;:*zoncluaions about

. 4

Refinement and institutionalization of WIN perform ce measures
involves seven sequential steps. Because these steps are similar to pro-
cedures used in selecting sample states and local unjts for this study,
‘the National Office could initiate action on this recommendation almost
immediately (see Chapter 2 and \Appendices A and B). The. seven required
steps are . ' . .

e Agree on the conceptual apgroEriateness of the

measures. At the outset of this study, federal
program leaderq agreed that job entries, job
entry wage rate, retentfon rate and welfare grant
- reductions réflected the program’s quantitative
and qualitative objertives. A similar consensus
would ‘be needed again. . et




" @ Agree on relatjive priority among these wmeasures. e
Once again, program leaders would have to review ° e '
the relwtive veiglity assigned to. each éeparate - e o
pérformance weasure 'so that appropriate overall _ :
state or local unit effectiveness indices .could - T
be. computed. Policy shifts could be reilected
" .in changes in those weiglits.

»

o Improve retention tate measure., A more realistid",
s , . ‘ indicator of ‘job retention would measure the’ : , : ;
i . .+ 'proportion of all (or a. random sample of) fyll-time ' o
S ‘job entrants. that were still employed 30, 90 or 180 .. . .
S . days later. Current studies being conducted within .« - .
- OWIN indicate th ‘longer follow=up: petiod'would
. better estimate th& actual duration on employment * < - y :
of those WIN registrants finding jobs. . This would - o o0 : . r
provide more accurate information on the quality of f
all full=time Jjob entries, the effect of different y, §
service mixes on long-term employability ang-the’ AR | .
- -apprdpriateness of job-negiatvant match \Beg P -
.. Chap:et 2.and: Appeﬁdix B). . S ot e
T ‘. . . t . - ® to
e Improve average monthly welfare grant reduction '
data.: The accuracy of reported ‘average monthly - _—
welfare grant reducciona\wap reduced by variations N . ' _ :' v
in how .state and local IMU offices chose to define’
.o welfare: sdvings and by IMU linkage problems. Types .
L. of grant reductions to be, included and excluded in - o . R
. - calculations for WIN reporting purposes should be '
v ~ standardized across and within states. State and
. - local staff should receive guidance on the importance . )
' of  this reporting to their program’s performance and : ' : .
funding as well as information on various ways ofi ‘
conveying that significance to IMU personnel. .
- Improving the IMU linkage in general 13 discussed in |
Section 4.’

K Standardized gerfogggnce measures. Three of the four
current measures must be standardized to permit state-
to-state comparisons in.order to account for differences
in program staffing levels, welfare grant ‘size or
prevatling wage rates , (see Chapter 2).

. N 3 ¥
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e Adjust performsnce for environmental difficultz. . ' /. L

LI Develop “the necessary labor magyket, demographic

and program data bases and conduct the vequived . T * ,f§§
multivariate: analyeio to take into consideration - KR IR
"the effect of socio-economip environsent on - ' '
‘progranm" performance and to estimate the lpvéls - e

'« of effectiyeness that could.realistically be = .o
expected of statelprogramo. These effectiveness , _ REE
levels would reflect more equitably the relative . ' By
performance of state prograths, gince they would , o _
‘take into account significant differences in L
labor.market and client depographic con@itions-- '
conditions beyond the ‘control of program personnel. _ -
States that scored higher than-expected given their

_ environment would be high performera. Those that’ .

. fscored lower than expected would be low performere. .

rys

L s Inftitutionalize this process. Establish procedures

<for the periodic generaticn of the necessary perform- % e
“*ance 'and environmental dafa and develop a capability . ;
within OWIN to conduct the required analytic proce-
.dures withbut outside assistance. ,;
¢ . :
The_results of this process could be applied not only to the identi- " ——
fication of low performers for evaluation and performance ‘improvement pur-
poses but also: could be an integral part of resouice allocation, planning -
and activity lével assignment procedures. The development of this planning- °

P

'evaluation-allocation system is discygied in Section 6.

SAU Effectivengss Igdicators . . . e
. . The lack of SAU\performance ‘measures and of information about the ’
relationship between SAU activities and overall WIN performance has been s,

‘mentigned repeatedly. Research currently being coriducted ‘for OWIN on local

SAU organization“and functions may provide a better bagis for addressing
beth shortcomings. Both SAU performance measures ‘and ‘their relationship
to overall WIN performance require, however, consideration of the appro~- . K
priate role of the SAU in the WIN program. While our findings (espeoially
on the- coordinative role of SAU’s and the nature of SAU-WIN 'links in high
performing state and local programs) provide some guidance),.more thought
and analysis is clearly necessary.

An essential preliminary step would be for policy makers and WIN
officials to further discuss and clartfy the ‘future role of the SAU.' There
are several- possible roles the SAU might take, but two are most obvious.

~
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'Firet, the SAY could e!lst eaaeptiolly to provtde social oorviooa for WIN s

~ "clients. This‘is its' current wission. olternatively. WIN tasks and .

' responsibilities could be restructured so SAU played a noro 1nto¢totew ;

role- 1n the employment and’ training mission of WIN. C . \ o
2 .

- Whatever role 1s finally defined fouriatepa would be required
' befo:e efiectiveness meaSures could be in plac

-

J Co e
° Uaing the currently aefined balanced mission of . :
et ', .WIN, develop logical models and hypotheses of what L :
' : . types of SAU functions should-a 2riori impact o P
T the*overall effectivenéss of WIN. 'These medels ¢ ° 3
~ woyuld be developed based on what past research C
. and program officiale theorize ehouldaeﬁiect WIN = ' .
T ' : ‘performance ¥ B : : ,
.:‘:c‘ . o} . | ’ ‘ N
. «@ Ina carefully designed atudy. collect 1nformation -
and precise data on SAU viériables hypothesized to . T T
1n£1uence WIN performance. v ' - "'

(X d
]

LS . . ¢ ‘ . . 5
I . Analyze the SAU. vaafablee tdentified and their im- : : - :
R pact on' placement gnd employability enhancement. PO s
. : . " ldentify-the impact of" these. factors on the main '~ '
S : WIN performance: measures ‘in the balanced program

- ‘ . mission. ' I "

&

1
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*Such hypotheaes could include the foliowing. . ‘
. ® Kkicher mixes of supportive services should be L. S 4

positively related to job retentlon and overall ' ' o

o , . program performance." _ . . Cos :f

Al - ' . . 0 e

A, N | Pereonal oounseling should increase the bility of B I U
b _ a welfarkt recipient to obtain and retain a job.‘ ' "

'y o

'; ‘ . The quality and avallability of child care will be , 0
ppsitively associated with Job entry ‘and retention, o

. e If so, SAU’g” that emphasize developing ohild care . _
" resources’ should be more productive. . S -

. o Qmooth QEAnsition of supportive service cases from the
SAU to Title XX should, be positively related “to job oo
. A retention. . . '
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¢ Incorporate within a compréhensive reporting system . L I I
SAU indicators that reliably measure those SAU ac-
tivities that have been shown through analysis . . e »

- to_contribute to overall WIN performance, and use IR
these data in the proposed planning, allocation ' - : ' '
and ‘assessment system. -

_ ! Earlier chabters documented problems with automated reporting
system8. While several high performing programs had very accurate sys-
tems which they themselves depended on for mandgement purposes, ‘other

-states’ systgms were error-ridden and a constant problem for staff and "h. 

alleviated wherever possible.

adninistrators. If increasing reiiance is to be placed on these systems
to identify, reward and Btimulate performance, such situations should be

Y
B

Part of this responsibility is federal . Clearly, computer programs
should be debugged before distribution to the states, and documentation
should define data items specifically. Reginnal office capabilities to
provide technical assistance on reporting systems and, computerizatidn

. should be enhanced where possible by recruitment and training. This might

involve the identification of a knowledgeable and competent system analyst

.

in a state WIN program within the region and the assignment of this in-
dividual on an IPA basis to the regional office. In this way, the analyst

" could train regional staff on state systems as well as assist other staty

-

programs in the region. 1In addition, regional WIN units should impress

on the states the direct linksge between their reporting, their performance

and their funding. Informing the states more clearly about why reporting . R
is important to them should lead tore state programs to give greater at-

tention to their information systems. .

The states themsélves can learn from tﬂe'exampie of the high per-

‘formers within our sample. ' All of them had comparatively few reporting

problems or had significantly improved the accur and timeliness of their .
systems. Their experience suggésts that states seeking to improve their

‘reporting ‘(and their own management information in the process) should‘

_consider the following:
Lo

———

® Hiring their own systems analyst/programmers to
© provide full-time repor g system services for
WIN (including particip: :ion in all central
office staff meetings anl provision of training,
- instructional material and trouble-shooting
assistance to local service delivery personnel) .

® Funding specific SESA réporting systems staff to
perform the same functions. - o
® Developing computer interfaces or ‘regular data | ‘.
tape exchanges between WIN sponsor and SAU/iMU
. reporting systems to identify and resolve data
- inconsistencies or other problems.

220
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e Training and retraining of staff on a periodic

- basis on form completion, data input, error
. - correction procedures, and the relationship - ®
between teporting data and program funding. '

¢ Developing procedures and guidelinea for state
.monitoring and assessment 'of local WIN operations
using MIS data and suggesting ways that local
managers and supervisors could use MIS data to
monitor their own operations. : "o
\ )

3. Developing Diagno tic Capabilities °

. Once low performing state operations re identified, regional
office staff should be able to determine the dauses of their low per-
formance. Diagnosis necessarily precedes any |development of performance
improvement strategies by state and federal officials. ,

Currently, federal representatives have few toals tp use in diag-
osing the, reasons for low performance. Monitoring visits to state WIN
p:pgrams usually follow a fairly unstructured pattern and involve rela-
tively little contact with WIN staff members in the state:central office,

' other state officials or local service delivery personnel. On the rare

occasion when local units are visited, generally only the WIN sponsor and
SAU supervisors are contacted. Visits are usually event—based," for

- exsmple, to review or negotiate state WIN plans, or to resolve specific

fiscal or procedural problems. Such.visits fail to provide federal rep=-
resentatives with a comprehensive picture of the state operation and the
knowledge with which to diagnose or at least hypothesize the causes of
low performance. . -

' Focusing the resources of federal representatives on speciiic.daﬁa
collection activities during monitoring visits would likely improve their
knowledge of state operations and those factors contributing.to local per=

. formance. This could be accomplished through the development.of a struc-

tured monitoring instrument which would provide comparable information
within and across regions. Such an instrument might resemble the research

" interview guides’ "developed for vhis study, refined and adapted for regional

use. It would provide federal representatives with information on rela-
tionships between state and local staff, relationships with host agencies,
the structural characteristics of both sponsor and SAU systems, the way

" managerial functions were being conducted at the state and local:levels,

the different procedures being used in the provision of WIN and SAU sery-

"{ces, and perceived barriers to performance improvement.

221
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. The instrumedt would.designate what® questions to ask of certain
types of respondents and which data to collect. from information systems.
It would permit cross=verification of information obtained from different_.
sources and provide a structure that could be used to identify factors
that might be contributing to low performance. This irformation could
then be used in developing reports on state operations "and in discussions

- with ‘'state officials about possible ways of improving their operations.

. The use of the proposed monitoring instrument should not be re-

stricted to low performing programs only. Much can be learned from high = -

~performers that might be transferable to low performers in the same region. :
However, scarce regional resoirces might be focused first on the-programs )

-with the lowest performance records in the regiom. Over time, other state
WIN programs could receive similar attention. The eventual purpose should
be to develop annually a description of each state program In the region,
problems being encounterei, improvements being implemented and the prog-

~ nosis for the future. ' ’ ' -
The development and use of this monitoring instrumept could have
a number of benefits for the federal part of the WIN system. Some of these
' are as follows: ' T :

Y

A

e Improved knowledge of state WIN programs by federal
'representatives leading to increased appreciation
for operational realities and -improved regional
credibility with state and local personnel.

e Development of an Information base in each regional
office on all state operations in the region, per- .
mitting ‘federal representatives to learn from each
other’s programs and facilitating more extensive ..
communications among states on ways to improve . |

&

thelr operations. {
e Identification of program areas (é.é., reporting ' '
systems, manigement skills, service delivery tech-
niques, etcs) that most need improvement in the
region so that-scarce resources can be targeted
- . on them. ' . .
‘e Identification of state programs with staff ex-—
pertise that could be used to improve operations
in other states in the region. %
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o 1 proved basis for assessing and meroving the
performance and analytic skills of federal; rep~
repentatives (through quality centrol rewviews of
monitoring instruments and repdrts by regyonal
WIN coordinators). - i

e Improved knowledge of staté and local program \

' operations by national administrators and staff
(acquired through ‘the réview of monitoring reports
submitted by regional ©ffices) and thus more en=-
lightened consideratfon of the impact on:state and
lgcal programs of 9dssib1e policy change?.

Un@én the proposed monitoring system, the nﬁtional office would
maintain phe nationwide da€: necessary for tracking changes in state per-
formance{ National offigials would also be responsible for developing
and validating the.monitoring instruments or guided. However, regional
of fices would play’ the'major role in diagnosing prdblems in states as
well As developing' qzrategies for improvement. Regional federal repre-

_sentatives would be’expected to identify when a state was "in trouble"
and diagnose what the problems were. They would acquire this capability
through.training, assistance, manuals and informatﬁon from the national
office. , ..

Federal representatives could transfer theé diagnostic methods
. they learned to state WIN sponsor and SAU coordinators.'.The coordinators
, should thus become more ablesto diagnoSe problems: within their own states.
\\\ A separate performance data system:which would track a nationally repre- .
sentative sample of local WIN programs could provide state managers with
standards by which they could monitor the performance of their own locel"
units (see Section 6). This would help them identify local programs laving
, performance problems. With the information and assistance provided by the -
¢« regional office representative, they would then be able to diagnose the
" causes of those local problems. Thus, federal.-managers would be respon-
sible for identifying and diagnosing low performing states, while state
managers would be responsible for identifying and diagnosing low perform-
,1ng local units. .

Once problems were identified at the state level, federal and state
managers would decide jointly on what changes should be made. Of course,
state programs could-choose either to participate in such a venture or

to refuse federal assistance. Thus, some system of incentives must be
operating to encourage state and local managers to implement changes and
make an effort tqQ improve their program performance. Such incentives are
addressed in Section 5. '

~
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4. ' Changing Program Cngra¢teriatica

A major finding of this study is that hiah and - low pertormtng
programs systematically differ in certain organizational, managerial and
service deliveéry characteristics. The following recommendations are based
on this finding and represent actions that could be taken at various pro=-
gram levels to change the characteristics of low performing operations
to more closely resemble those of high performets. The underlying hy-
pothesis is that these characteristics play a role in determining per-
formance levels and that changing these characteristics should result
in- higher performance. Verifying whether such changes actually cause
higher performance would require experimentation, which is discussed in

A}

Section 6.

-

Another major finding was the dominant influence of state WIN
policy on certain aspects of ‘local operations. For example, state defi-
nitions of WIN goals quickly became thosp of most local units. MIS data
were used more extensively to manage local units in states that placed’

priority on maintaining accurate and timely reporting systems. If central

offices periodically monitored local operations and provided feedback
based on these evaluations, local managers were more likely to replicate

" such actions in their own units. Significantly, the way many of these
- functions (e.g., goal definition, planning, monitoring, evaluation, data

reporting, and training) were executed was closely dssociated with program
performance. )

‘w
4

Our finding on the extent of étate influence over local units

‘provides puldance to federal efforts aimed at improving local service de-

livery and performance. It suggests that federal initiatives can have
their broadest effect if focused oﬁ'the state SAU and WIN sponsor co-
ordinators and their central staff. The aim should be to alter their
priorities, capacities 'and behavior in the expectation that this will
have a "ripple effect" at.the service delivery level.

Other findings concerned local program characteristics that were
not necessarily influenced by state program policy. Local managers and
staff were generally given discretion in many program areas, including
service delivery emphases, management methods and interagency. linkages.
These characteristics were related to local performance but varied among
units within any single state. Such local discretion will probably con-
tinue in the future: Therefore, findings and recommendations on these
characteristics should be disseminated to local personnel for possible
applications. Where recommendations are applied, local managers should

&
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document and distribute information about their experiences, since local
units elsevhere could benefit from knowledge, abopt theae attempts to im-
prove performance and their outcomes.' )

e ) . _ ]

In the absence of mote‘definittve\knowledge. our qualitative find-
ings on the chardcteristics of high performing programs provide a basis
for actions which can be taken by state and Jlocal personnel to improve
their program’s performance. These include modifying the way management
functions are performed and altering service delivery emphases and pro-

. cedures. Obviously, the degree to which such changes are made and the
speed with which they accur may be contingent on the attitudes and ca-
pabilities of program staff and the mores of the host agency as a whole,
but the direction can at least be indicated. .

[}

.'Mgnggerial Functions

[}
‘ [ 4

Inprovements in the management functione of state WIN programs ‘can

be gocused in six areas: .
(] Imptove goal awareneas and agglication. In high
performing programs the balanced character of pro-
gram goals was understood at the state level, and -
the relative priorities among these goals were,
.transmitted. to local managers and supervisora.
Personnel at each level understood what program
goals were and how federal funding mechanisms re-
warded their attainment. (At present, the critical
message is that wage rates, duration of jobs and ‘
welfare saving are at least as important as num- '
bers of placements.) Techniques to use can include
. ‘training sessions, statewide* conferences, written
' materials and monitoring/feedback systems.

e Enhance monitoring, evaluation and analytic capac—
ities. Developing monitoring instruments and improv-

~ing reporting systems have already been mentioned.
Complementary actions by state coordinators could
include: (1) -adding an individyal with analytic
and evaluative skills to central staff if there
are none now; (2) maintaining relative performance
rankings of local units on a monthly basis and
cormunicating these rankings to all local units;
(3) monitoring operational data on a frequent ba-
sis; (4) maintaining and reviewing fiscal tracking
reports by area or unit; (5) monitoring low peg- !
forming units more intensely, analyzing information
to identify the causes of problems in these offices,
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- unit "self-appraisal" systems; (7) eatgblishing
.8 cadre of -"field technicians" /vho periodically.
" vipit each local unit; (8) field monitoring of

_ 8rated state WIN plans and budgets that incorporate . '

. complementary sponsor/SAU activity estimates, goals,

. 1ties rewarded by performance incentive funding

+
« i . . . . T e .

and developing jointly with cné local unit ways '
of 1mptov1ng their operation; '(6) developing local '

SRR

each unit by central office personnel on at least

~an annual basis; and (9) joint SAU~WIN sponsor e

site reviews conducted by personnel from both cen~
ttal offices.

Conduct annual planning and budgeting. jointly with

- greater involvement of field staff. Develop inte- ' : .

allocation patterns and service delivery or adminis- ‘ S
trative innovationi. This process. should involve _ oo o
not only detailec consultation between WIN .sponsor’ : '
and SAU coordinators and their central staff but . o _
also early and genuine. participation by managers o
and staff at the area and local levels (see Chap- '
ters. 6 and 9).

Expand training activities. The amount and variety ,
of training was far greater in high performing
states. Exactly which types of training are most
significant is less obvious, but our knowledge

of high performance characteristics and our survey

~of reported state training needs suggest an initial

training agenda. Areas where instruction might be ' ‘ o
emphasized include: (1). program goals and activ-

+3

mechanisms; (2) the conduct of management functions;

(3) ‘reporting systems; (4) financial management;

(5) the changing character of the overall welfare-

employment system, including WIN sponsor-SAU link- .o

ages and relations to IMU, Title XX and CETA; and

(6) setvice delivery moddfications such. as those

mentioned in the next section. Training should be ,

conducted jointly for sponsor and SAU personrel, ’ )
and personnel from potentially important outside

' programs (IMU, Title XX, CETA, vocational re-
‘habilitation, education and training agencies)

should be involved. Training should take the form
not only of formal instruction but also less formal
meetings, all-staff conferences and problem-solving
sessions.
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L ’ e Intensify SAU-ogonaor coordination and oollaboge—
’ N tion. While physical collocationsof the state ..

WIN coordinators may often bs infeasible or even
undesirable, closér interactions betweep them (and _
~ /their stafy) seems a distinctive characterisgic ' < '
‘. ' of high performing programs. ‘'Both partmers should,
‘therefore, seek to develop (1) more integrated, .
' collabotative annual plan and budget processds; '
(2) joint training, staff meetings, field visits,
. handbooks and field directives; (3) informal ways
. ¥ to resolve differences; (4) the habit of daily or -~
weekly informal consultation; and (5) collabgrative
strategies for dealing with congtraints imposed by
‘host ‘agency attitudes, structures or procedures.

e Altetr decision-making and communication-ﬁeccerns. \\\\'
Over a period of several years, patterns of decision~’
making and communication should be altered so that ,
they ‘approach those observed in high performing pro-
grams. Abrupt change may be hard or even counter-.
productive, but gradually more open lateral and
upward communication flows should be developed and
. more parci¢1pac1ve, delegative decision-making
encouraged (see Chapter 6). Like other management
characteristics, this behavior by state and atea
managers will be emulated by many local unit man-
agers. That should lead to more complete informa-
tion éxchange, more staff parcicipation, gredter
staff discretion and delegation of authdrity, and
better accountability systems within local units.
Since these are the characteristics associated
with high performance in local units, that process
should be reinforced by instruction, example and

-

support .
]

Delivering Services oo

Chapter "10 described che service delivery characceristics that

geemed associated with high local program performance. Thése findings,

although tentative, can provide guidance to administrators and managers
who want to explore ways of improving local unit performance. Sugges-—
tions include:

. Emphasize counseling and working more intensively
with reluctant clients as, part of the adjudication

process rather than ignoring or quickly sanctioning
them .
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® Experiment with more intensive and extended £0lldweup -
pro¢edures such as 60-day, 90-day and 180~day follow-
ups and spot checks on a smell} percentage of job . . oy
-ntrauto one or two years after placement. ’ ' : <. e

o Place more emphasis on im artin b-seeki skills
' and on ‘job search activities by clients themselves.
Priority on either formal job search assistance : :
; services nuch as.group workshops or "job clubd" or ., = . ,
. - e individualized approaches favolving a client and a
T N . counselor was asgociated with high performance. i

o ' o -Emphasize client-oriented 1ob develonmen by (1)

identifying individual jobs for individual clients o x
rather than only developing a pool of job otders,

or by. (2) ‘emphasizing. client job search with staff

gulidance and assistance.

L (] Exgeriment with exganded institutional training for . : , °.

clients. Many service deliverers believed the de~- , .
velopment of individualized training programs for ' ' _ !
N -selected clients can be effective if careful assess- .
ment of the client’s capabilities, labor market . M
conditions and available training programs indicate . '
significant gains in economic and social well-being . e
would likely result. Such efforts could involve
the "packaging" of various resources (WIN and TRE . .
funds; BEOG, Title XX and CETA resources; and tuition- ST
. free offerings) to maximize benefits and minimize :
“ ~ program costs. Waiver of the one-year limit on,
institutional training in selected cases might also
be required since training for higher skill, better
paying jobs often takes longer. :

° Develop richer-mixes of suggortive serv@ces, Pro-

grams that provided supportive services beyond

child care tended to be higher performers. Such . ro-
"expansion of services could include (1) home visits

to all registrants; (2) counseling on personal de-

, velopment, family relations, household management . *
. . and family planning; and (3) provision of emergency s
\ , money and -temporary transportation.
. \, . @ Inctease Sgonsor4SAU interactions. Some of the o

earlier recommendations on SAU-WIN sponsor director
collaboration have cbvious implications for service
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- o delivery lével interactions. Beyond that, (1)
e, _ local sponsor-SAU supervisors and staff should
A ' meet\ periodically td discuss program issues; (2) -
L month y joint case reviews should be instituted,

° : ~ portant to effettive WIN operation and a universal. .
L problem. Techniques that may prove helpful in . (: .
improving this linkage include: (1) periodic or v
event-related meetings of IMU, SAU and sponsor
supervisors; (2) periodic presentations to IMU
N -staff on WIN objéctives, procedures wand services
: and on the importance \of certain IMU actions to
the program; (3) using \WIN funds té provide formal
' training to IMU personnel on WIN; (4) joint.IMU=-
. : SAU-sponsor training; (5) collocating IMU staff
with WIN staff in large metropolitan areas and
making their caseloads exclusively WIN registants;
- "~ (6) designating a liaison person in the state wel=-

. fare agency to deal with WIN=-IMU problems. and
. ¢(7) developing automated welfare ‘reporting systems // \
that reduce the amount of paperwork associated with ¢

. _ WIN-IMU transactions or creating the capability '
to, dccess the welfare data base to verify and .
. identify welfare grant”reductions’ and "obtained
employments.”

. Where WIN is integgated in the ES o,

. -

r A WIN program that is integrated within an ES hierarchy may face

- different challenges when it seeks to improve its performance than would
a self-contained program. Part of the reason why such a program is 'low-
performing might be host ‘agency characteristics rather than those of the
program per se. This would be particularly true where host agency atti-
tudes toward WIN were negative, priority for WIN-was low, and both goal .
displacement and resource diversion were extensive. The two high=-perfotm~
ing programs described in Chapter 6, Section 6, provide the basis for
suggesting a three- phase strategy for dealing with such situations. The
first phase would involve: f

\ . !

4
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* e Efforts to shift to a more self-contained structure.
‘ Timely and skillful maneuvering may permit the WIN .

' ' sponsor coordinator to gradually obtain more direct e AL
_ _control over and commuriicatidon to lécal units. The v e o®
. : . evidence derived from monitoring systems described . IR
PR earlier and the effects of low performance on federal R

- funding could he used to build a case for such a =~ * * e e
‘change. “Federal regional officials, vhere 'sympathetic,. - .7 T,

A ' could be utilized to £ac111tate this process in some, - o
cases. N ‘ : ' comet

‘ - - - '™ PN
. " 5 . ~ >
[} ! E , . .

(] Oggortunistic, selective aegg_sition of staff. In | R :
SESA”s where changes in state political leadership or *
agency management cause significant staff displace- . '

Ty . ' ments, these situations can sometimes be exploited o :
C to-the benefit of WIN. So can contractions im other - - . . " -
programs. - Several high performing states have built " - '

v : effective administrative and service delivery cadre R

. by selectively .recruiting among the "outcasts" cauaed . o ‘
. S by such changes. - ° . ., - '

~ S L. S , . . Ty
. « . - .

These steps (along with managerial and service delivery modifications such "...:
~as described previously) may effectively "turn: around" a-low performing ' )
program. If efforts to move toward self-qonteinmenz ate infeasible, the

strategy of "changing a SESA’s priorities might be tried next. Thisg might
involve° o . < - c o T

<

e ' (] '__gorous federal regional 1ntervention on behalf-bf .
- - the grogram at ‘the SESA executive director level. ST ¢

o Resmlring modification in host agency leaders ogg'
v attitudes toward and priorities for the program.

e Transmission “bf those chamged attitudes and_prior-
ities to subordinates throughout the ES hierarchy,
resulting in ghangeé in their attitudes-or behavior.

, e Increased status and sgaff cagabilities for the WIN:
. central off;ce unit.

e Authority for that unit to deal directly with kex
administrators and support units (personnel, pro-
curement and computer services) in the SESA.

@ Development of a cgmpetent, ex erienced cadre of .~ ' L e
‘\ field technicigng‘or area administrators to provide - :
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s . .0 Q) a visible WIN presence in the field; (2) a di-

rect, informal communication link between the’ WIN . . p
, central and service delivery unitgs (3) conginuous . ° ‘
* technical .assistance; (4) a’monitoring system. and N

(5) a-lateral communication network. ' ‘

Y. B

E Even if this’ strategy works, operating a high penforming WIN program in

ws . an ES=integrated- eetting may ‘involve continuous vigilance, sipce even a

- ”-'"satisfactory" situation may be rapidly reversed as conditions change
within the state or the hosg agency. \

Thirdly, i1f both these strategies fail, the.eet of performance
incentives and sanctions described in the next section -can be brought to  °°
bear with £ull vigor. " . , .

\, l . . . ) ° Rl . “ . . -

!

R . Se Incentives'for Change

Our Eield work showed that many managers and staff in low—performing
- programs had ,an inherent desife to do their jobs well, -to help welfare ,
recipients become {ndependent, self-supporting 1ndividuals and to make their .
program successful. '~ Often what they needed was a clearer definition of
. Mguccess" and some diréction and assidtance in achieving it. In short, in
- 7 gome cases all the incentive that nay be required is some guidance on what
' to do .and “how to do 1t. . . 5, .

. Fo
LN . \ R
'\ . * L3 .

“In addition to these selt-incentives, a set -of relatively powerful
incentives are available to federal officials interested in stimulating’
3'improved performance inm state and local WIN programs. They include in-
centive funding formulas, publicfty, the authority to Switeh WIN sponsor=
ships, and tHe targeting of Special initiative funds on state programs
. receptive to performance improvement- projects. These incentives already,
., operate within the program to varying extents. The, following subqgctions
. 1indicate how they could be strengthened and focused to foster an on-going
interest in performance improvementsﬂ. B '

* *

Incentive- Funding Formula . .l -

Section 2 proposed .a procedure for identifying high ‘and low per-
forming programs. That same procedqre could be used to modify the current
WIN Allocation Formula, making it-a clearer and stronger incentive to per-
formance. This would involvé (1) -simplifying the formula so that its
"messages' about program priorities are more readlly understandable in'the
field and (2) fdentifying explicitly that portion of "digcretionary”
funding that 1s based on relative state’ program performance.: K

The mandatory portion. of ‘the formula and the bulk of the discre-
stionary portion could, as in the past; be dllocated strictly on the basis
of size (number of registrants in each state). The remainder would be
" apportioned to 3t3595 based on' whether they performed better'or worse

L B
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. than expected, given the.difficulty of their environment. Performance
Ca in a number of key areas (e.g., retention rate, job entry wage rate, Job
~  entriss per otafi and welfare savings) could receiVe policy weights and - e F
) be combined into an “overall effectiveness index" for each state program.
. The overall effectivenees index for a state would determine its share.
" of the "effectivéness" discretionary funds. Since this part of the dis-
. * cretionary allocation formula would not be affected by the sizé of a state
.. WIN program, it would act as a fiscal 1 incentive for states to maximize
_ - their performance in areas consiatent with national WIN policy.

’

1

. Each state’s overall effectiveness index, its performance in each.. -®
‘componenit of this index, and gains or losses of "effectiveness" discre-.
tionary funds would be public knowledge. This would tend to promote com-
petition among regional and state WIN programs. N6 lomger would state
WIN programs be.uninformed about how their performanc_ compared to, other
Sta:eﬁo . . T
‘0
* The proportidn of discretionary funding to allocate .on the basis
- of effectiveness .and the policy weight to be assigned to each performance
.+ .measure are policy tesués to be detided by national WIN officials. These- B
. decisions would be.based in‘part on computer simulations of the proposed- '
formula using different proportions of discretionary funds for the per:
formance incentive portion. Such simulations would identify the dis- O
~ tributive effects of different approaches. This .could minimize sudden,
extreme shifts in funding among stares (and associatedAoperational and
political compli-1gions) during the first year of use. The proportion
of funds committed to the performance incentive portion of the formula
could be increased in later years, reinforcing the incentive for.state

: programs to improve their performance. ) ' .
. Publicity o ' ) L
Vo *In many cases ‘such a performance~based funding mechanism may be

incentive enough to cause improvement efforts. Further stimulus can,
howevér, be .provided by publicity. fhus\ gains and losses under the effec~ .
tiveness portion of the formula should be ‘disclosed as well .as the relative . .
ranking of. the .states and trends in those rankings. The objective. non- -

\ judgmental character of the: procedures for identifying performance would '
be explained, and the "automatic" character of the funding gains and iosees
would be emphasized. ' " s :

a
1
'

This information would be disseminated not only to WIN sponsor

-"and SAU personnel in each state But to host agency officials, elected
officials and the media. The objective would be to.increase their aware-
ness and respect for their WIN program if it was a higher gerformer and .
to focus some concern 1f it was a low one. '

. L e
-
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‘In the case of low Or declining performets, it may be desirable

. ‘to euphncize the federal money the state is losing because of the pro-

" gram’s relative inofchtivoneoo. The 1liak between WIN and poli;icnl in-
terest in the "welfsre problem” can also be made.. Lastly; thie underlying
reasons for-losses can be specified with data from the monitoring and
diagnostic tooia deecribed earlier. ' ) : .

[

Switching Program Sponsorcnip _ ’fr' Co o C - . f:§

. g ey

N S ¢ 4 neither the fact that a low performer was losing funding nor - P
4 'the publicity of that fact resulted in effarts to {improve'performance, .’ ’ o ‘
i federal officials could: consider séwitching WIN sponsorship to another _ A :
- agency. Our findings on ES-WIN 1inkagee and' WIN performance syggest ' « A
. that ES sponeorehip of WIN is not ahsolutely ‘essential (see Chapter 11). _
0 b
... A change of sponsorship would require (1) clear and conwigging _ s . “_ﬁ
documentation’of ‘the reasons- for the change and (2)—an alternative host ' .'
that was likely to be more effective. Recommendations made earlier would L
provide the necessary documentation. .The performance fdentification proce= C e
dure describeﬁ in Section 2 would provide quantitative evidence of the
program’s persistent low perforhance relative to programs'in other states. | . f
" It could also generate the data to refute claims that a more ‘difficult
economic énvironment Qr ciientele were to blame. The regional office moni-
toring and diagnostic capabilities described in Section 3 would, provide . ° o
. evidence of administrative &ad operational shortéomings and of persistept
inability or unwillingness to correct them. A1l of this material could
, be made available- to interested politiciaus, the media and the public. . e
Finqpng an alternative sponsor involves a judgment about which ,
garticular alternative would-be likely to provide an .organizational environ= -* " e
ment conducive to high, WIN performance 'in that: state or ‘community. That - k
seems more important than the general category of.agency (i.e. SESA, welfare
department, CETA prime -gponsor, community-based organization). Part of o
\\ the judgment would involve assessing the likely commitment of alternative . I
spongsors’ to the program, based, on tteir past record‘pf serving similar R '
" clients. Staff and managerial competence>in relevant service delivery, ' .
_technical ahd administrative, areas would have to be analyzed, as would the Vs N
coincidence ‘of WIN goals with ‘the goals of the possib}e sponsor., That' évalu- Ve
- ation might, in fact,,be based on the same‘tegional office moni:oring instruv v
‘ments used to assess current. hosts. _e . : N K\\'

L3

Like adverse publicity. withdrawal of program eponsorahip may be

' ad organizationar embarrassment. The threat of it may cause desired modi-
fications in attitudes and behdwio: and perhaps even changes in key per- -+ .,
sonnel . However, regional ‘and OWIN officials must be prepared for the

- '




political reactions that may result instead. Case~by=case judgments will
thus have to-be made as to whether the'potential gains in a particular
state are worth the possible risks to the program as a whole. '

Targeting of Special Initiative Funds . TR

. Additional funding for innévative,-experimental or demonstration
projects could also be used to reward high performers and encourage im-
provement in low performers. 'Some special initidtive projects might be .

‘ better suited for implemeptation and testing in relatively high performing -
' operations. Others might fit within a general strategy for improving a
* state’s overall level of effectiveness or the performance of local “opera-
tions. Before such funds were glven to a low-performing state program,
an explicit commitment to specific performance improvement efforts should
be abtained from the WIN sponsor and SAU coordinators and the top adminis-. .
trators in their host agencies. The additional ‘dollars could be used to
obtain staff forthe WIN central office who had skills currently needed
but no® available, to obtain technical assistance on automated reporting
systems, or to cover the costs of specialized training for central office
staff, local managers and service providers. A possible approach- for e
. plementing perforinance ‘improvement projects in low performing WIN oper -~
tions 1s presented in the next section.

-

- 6. A Structured Approach to Improvement

The Interrelated nature of our recommendations has been pointed
out in the prior sections. While many of those suggestions might be im-
plemented separately, they are.also the building blocks of an integrated
approach tofimp?oving the a;N program.- That approach could involve:
° . ® Strengthening the evaliiative and monitoring ca-
‘pabilities of federal and state program staff. .
J . . - .

® Revision of existing allocation, planning and
performapoe assessment systems.

. . e Provision of federal assistance to state programs
attempting to improve their operations. \

® Development of' a data base on a representative
sample of local WIN operations for within-state
N .allocation, planning and evaluative purposes; for
more precise analysis of.the interrelationships .
" among envirommental factors, organizational vari-
ables and unit performance; and as a source of
comparison group data for future experimentation.
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e Experimentation in selected low performing gtate
programs to determine the effectiveness and " feasi-
biltty of changing organizational, managerial and
service delivery characteristics in order to im-
prove program performance. - ‘

.- This proposed approach would test further.the findings, suggestions
and hypotheses presented in this report in a systematic fashion. It would
also result in a general upgrading of the skills and, expertise of federal
and state program staff. The performance improvement strategy proposed
here. would be internalized within the WIN system. Federal and state staff.
would participate in the development of its methpds, procedures and ana=-
‘lytic techniques. They would collect the necessary data, maintain data
bases on their"compgter systems and conduct the required analysis. It is
intended that, at the conclusion of the first wave of experimental proj-
ects, WIN staff would be able to continue the petformance improvement pro-
gram with little or no outside assistance. ‘

The basic elements of a structured performance improvement program
are shown in Figure 13. '"Design Development" would entail (1) creating
an advisory committee of national, regional and state officials to provide
direction and recommendations; (2) designating OWIN staff responsible for
and involved in tt . improvement program; (3) reviewing this study and
others to identify priority issues, hypotheses to test and variables to
measure; and «(4) refinement of a design- for the subsequent elements of
the project. : :

"Develop and apply allocation formula'" means identifying high and
"low performing states as described in Section 2 and modifying the WIN
" Allocation FormuLa as recomended in Section 5. The goal of this ‘effort
would be to create a single system for resource allocation to state pro-
grams, development of planned activity goals for key performance indica-
tors, and evaluation of state program performance. This system would take
into account®the different socio=-economic ‘environments of state programs
in determining their relative performance levels.

This system must meet two criteria in order to be accepted by
federal and state WIN officials. First, it must have face validity with
program administrators. It must be relatively simple, involve procedures
that are understandable to personnel without extensive statistical train-
ing, and.present data straightforwardly on performance measures and the
relative effectiveness of state WIN programs. Second, it must be con-
ceptually and statistically sound. Past performance-based systems that
had conceptual or statistical shortcomings eventually succumbed to bureau-
cratic and political attacks. Tying dollars to performance levels will
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be a controversial enterprise, especially for low performing dperations
that will get smaller proportions of the total funds,.so any new system
nust be ableée to withstand critical review. .

"Developing and applying monitoring guides" was explained in Sec=
tion 3. Sections 4 and 5 discussed the use of the resulting information
in targeting improvement assistauce as well as applying. incentives or
sanctions. 7

The items shown in the upper part of the diagram are intended to
permit (1) continuous ‘monitoring of changes in enViromnment, organization
and performance throughout the WIN system' and (2) structured performance

 improvement experiments that will permit the feasibility and impact of

various change stra&egies to be evaluated.

This would 1nvolve. first, creation of a stratified random sample
of local WIN units that would be representative of all WIN units and pe-
riodic (probably annual) collection of data on their environment, client
demographics and performance. As shown in Figure 14.1, that data can be
used, to create a system that would assist state programs “in.identifying
high and low performance among local units and allocating resources among

‘them. This system would be ‘similar to what we have already proposed for

federal use with state programs and could be developed using a similar
methodology. Use of this system within each state would be left to the
dMscretion of state program administrators.

At the same time survey-based techniques would be developed to
measure organizational variables which iave been hypothesized to affect
unit performance, such as those identified in tlis study. Data ‘on these
variables would be collected on a periodic basis from the same sample of
units. Together the two types of data would allow national officials to
continuously monitor 1mportant changes in the enviromment, organization
and performance of WIN units generally or of particular types of units.
The influence of policy or procedural changes in the national program on
local operations could also be observed.

_ In addition, these data could be used in .analyses important to
the development of performance improvement projects. Relationships among
variables suggested by our findings could undergo more rigorous testing
and analysis. Cross-sectional analygis of data on these sample units
could strengthen evidence about interrelationships previously observed.
Longitudinal analysis of these data would permit the inference of cause
and effect relationships among these variables. Such analyses would in-
crease the confidence with which WIN administrators could prescribe changes
in organizational variables and predict their intended impact on program
performance.
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‘Next, low performing state and.local programs interested in im-

proving their operations could be identified, and performance impro&ement,

projects could be developed and negotiated with state and regioﬁal offi-
cials. If agrcement was reached, data lLike that collected in the sample.
of units ‘just described would also be collegted in the local units that"
were to be the focus of change strategies. Actions intended to change or-
ganizational variables ‘could then bé. taken.. Bata on these "experimental" -
units’ environment, organization and performance would be collected peri-
odically and compared to the same type of data from comparable sample
units. This would permit outcomes to be assessed in light of knowledge

of what would have happened in experimental sites if experimentation had
not occurred. The objective would be to measure accurately whether the
actions taken actually caused changes in organizational characteristics
and whether changea in those characteristics had a favorable effect.on
performance. : -

In this way firmer conclusions could be reached about what or-
ganizational characteristics influence WIN performance and what change
_strategles are most effective. The knowledge derived about how to make
welfare-employment programs more productive could then be disseminated
and applied generally. More importantly, a mechanism would have,been
established for exploring the potential of important innovations and for
continuous otganizational improvement.
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. - APPENDIX A
- ~ METHODOLOGY

SN o
- | ‘\ .

. This appendix addresses two methodological issues that are im-
portant to our institutional analysis of the WIN program--the conceptual
structure we used to organize information about state and local WIN pro-

grams, and the methods applied at each stage of the project.

l. Conceptual Structure

_ This section describes the set of rules that we have followed in
conducting this study. These rules represent a rational or scientific
approach which we believe permitted us to accomplish the following:

e Systematically collect information that was as
reliable and valid as the state of the art per=-
mitted ° . o

e Place certain levels of confidence on our findings.

e Identify underlying systems of relationships that
were possible determinants of observed phenomena.

e Use this knowledge of relationships to predict and
to diagnose.

As mentioned in Chapter 1, our primary research purposes were to-.

describe the organization and management of WIN; identify environmental,
political and institutional influences on WIN progran performance; and
suggest ways of improving implementation of the program. To do this, a
number of conceptual and practical issues had to be settled. These in-
cluded: (1) the definition of terms, such as, "environment," "organiza-
tion" and "performance"; (2) the categorization of potentially important
phenomena within and outside the WIN program; (3) the development of con-
structs, their measurement and their use in hypotheses; (4) the use of
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models to guide our understanding of WIN phenomena; and kS) the choice of
units for observatlon and analysis. . ‘

Definition of Terms

Agreement on.the meaning of terms 1s necessary if ideas are to be
conveyed clearly. If we are to identify organizational and environmental
factors that systematically differentiate high perform%ng state (and local)
WIN programs from low performing ones, we must define what "organization,"
"environment" andﬁigeffotmance" mean. We defined "environment" as all
those factors outside the WIN program and its host agencies over which
program personnel have no control. While these factors are potentially
infinite in number, we limited our analysis to those thought on a priori
grounds to have some influence on the program. The '"organization" was
defined as the WIN sponsor and SAU units along with their host agencies.
WIN programs are often integrated parts of their host organizations. To
1solate our focus on WIN sponsor units and SAU’s alone would have been
artificial and detrimental to an understanding of the program. We defined

performance as the final output of WIN services, as established by na-
tional WIN .palicy. The emphasis is on the relative performance of state
and local WIN\programs and the causes of performance differences, given
existing legislative mandates and WIN nationai office priorities. We are
not addressing the long-term impact of WIN on the income, earnings or
self-esteem of registrants, or the program’s impact on registrant family
members or the community at large. .

Categorizing Phenomena

Phenomena observed within and outside the WIN program are at first ®
glance incoherent and devoid of rational interrelationship. One purpose
of our study was to give structure to them--to screen out those that
appeared to have an insignificant influence on the program, and to.identify
interrelationships among phenomena suggested by our data analyses. While
parts of this process were simultaneous, we present the entire process as
sequential for the sake of simplicity.

The first step was the definition of .terms described above. The
second step was to identify, label and categorize phenomena. Our specific
research focus had an important influence on what phenomena were selected
for study and how phenomena within and outside the WIN program were clus-
tered or categorized. If the research questions had been different, some
phenomena would not have been identified for study and others might have
been categorized differently. For example, impact evaluations of WIN and
other programs have traditionally excluded organizational variables or
have given them scant treatment. Since their focus is the program par-
ticipants rather than the implementing organizations, those studies would
define "environment" differently than ours. t
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Takle 40 presents the phenomena that we identified for study.

It also shows the main categories ("external influences," "organization"

and "performance") and subcategories (for example, "socio-economic" and - -
"overall structure") under which these phenomeng were classified. These’ '
categories were the result of preliminary conceptualization based on our
previous .contact with the WIN prog.am, our work in other employment and
training programs, our ‘review of WIN and welfare-related research, and _
. our understanding of political,, organizational and economic theory. .

Constructs, Hypotheses and Measurement Lo
The above categories and subcategories are the beginnings of , :
theoretical "constructs." Constructs permitted us ‘to fit categories of
phenomena within systems 6f hypothesizeﬂ relationships and to identify
ways of measuring those phenomena. Our three major hypotheses were ,

e Environmental factors ("external influences")
have a direct and significant influence on the ’ —_
. way in which state WIN programs are organized.

e Environmental factors have a direct and signifi- , '
cant influence on program performance. (They .
also have an indirect 'influence on performance, oo "
acting through the "organization.") .

e Organizational factors have a direct and signi-
. ficant influence on performance. -~
The measurement issue will be dealt with in Section ‘2 of this
appendix where the survey and interview data collection instruments-we
used will be discussed. Decision rules for rejecting null hypothesges

and giving support to alternative hypotheses were less rigorous for our

survey and interview data than for our quantitative data. If high per-

forming state or local programs generally shared a certain characteristic
that was generally absent in low performers, then the null hypothesis

was rejected. Alternative interpretations of the observed differences ‘

- were then examined. This process was supported by statistical analysis

where feasible and appropriate.

Use of Moaels

In behavioral sciences the term "model" has a number of meanings.
In our study, models were used to guide formulation and understanding of
the dynamics inherent in the WIN program. Some were purely descriptive.
They might show the organizational structure of state WIN programs, the
functions conducted by managers, or the client flows in local service

[ 4
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, Table 40 * ' | S

Categorization of WIN-related Phenomeué

L . i -
. . - | )
EXTERNAL INFLUENCES ~ . THE ORGANIZATION PERFORMANCE . :
Socio-Economic Environment: - ' Major Determinants Retention Rate
" Economic & labor market conditions Goals.: on Jobs :
‘Social & demographic characteristics dwareness & application of .
. Political culture national priorities Job Entry Wage Rate'’
‘ . SAU & WIN sponsor goals : .
Policy: . - Incidence of goal displacement Job Entries per
National program goals & priorities " staff
Regional Office ptiorities . Overall Structure:_ .
Program size Welfare Grant
Incentives: Horizontal differentiation Reductions
Funding formulas _ Vertical differentiation
Fiscal sanctions . e : .
' State budget oversight Organizational Leadership:
s ) Demographics of top administrators .
Funding: _ Management functions and the ways,
Federal budget levels they are conducted
Regional use of discretibnary funds Delegation of authority
State funding contributions Communication networks .
. Local subsidies (PSE positions & ' ,
free office space) Staff Characteristics:
// Demographics : : -y
External Bureaucratic Influences: Work backgrounds ‘
e ‘Regional monitoring & technical Attitudes and morale :
asslstance Competence
Civil Service Commission policies ; ,
Unlon contracts & activism Work Unit Characteristics
General services Work Unit Organization:
Structure of units :
Political Influences: < Span of control .
Policies & priorities ¢’ elected Client flow '
officials & their political Specialization (division of labor)
appointees Standardization (extent of rules
Patronage and regulations) _
Professional associations : '
Lobby groups Coordination/Communication:

within WIN sponsor units
', within SAU units .
between WIN sponsor & SAU units

Interorganizational Coordination:
WIN sponsor/SAU coordination
with ES, CETA, IMU, Tiule XX
Voc Rehab & CBO's

. ' Work Unit Management:
Demographics of managers
Mapagement functions and the way
) they are conducted
Delegation of authority
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» delivery systems. However, another set of models was more important to

. our analysis. These graphically presented systems of relationships and
the implications of these relationships suggested by our data analysis.
These models' accompany the presentation of findings at key points 1n this |,
report.

Figure 2 1in Chapter 1 presented a general conceptual model of
the relationships between environment, organization and performance, thus
" graphically depicting the three major study hypotheses stated above. Fig-

ure 14 presents this model in greater detail. It shows the constructs
or categories of phenomena within each component of the general model ‘and
the interactions among components. These constructs are treated individ-
ually in greater detaii/;n our reporte.

Units of Observation and Analysis

Throughout this study we have collected and analyzed data at two
levels. At one level, our unit of observation and analysis was the over-
all state WIN program. It included not only state level program admin-
istration, but also local work units, host agency.influences, and external
forces that affect the program. At another level, we treated local service
delivery systems as the unit of observation. We might have investigated
local .unit variables alone. But- this would have excluded state level fac-
tors that we hypcthesized might importantly influence both locak operations
and overall prngram performance. Thus, data on the state as well as local
levels were ccollected and analyzed.

*

2. Research Methods

In this section we provide a descriptinn of the methods used in
conducting our research. The section is divided into 11 subsections that
correspond to the procedural steps that we followed in conducting our re-
search., These were:

e Review.of relevant research studies, progran docu-
mentation and field memuranda.

e Creation of an interview instrument for national
level respondents, conduct of interviews and con-
tent analysis of interview data.

e Preparation of a survey instrument for all state
WIN-coordinators and phone interview format for all

regional WIN coordinatorse. Collection of survey
and interview data, follow-up and analysis.
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EXTERNAL INFLUENCES THE ORGANIZATION PERFORMANCE
Socto- t
zc3?0m1c R - Re:e:nigzb?t.
E«‘;Xt ron-~ Coal Work Unit - —
C—— als Organization
fechnology Job Entry
Wage Rate
Policy _ Coordination/
Nature of Tasks Coamunication ———
Incentives , within & among Job Entries
r—w work units . per Staff
Fund 1“8 * S ol ﬁ e
Overall ’ £
Structure Interorganiza~ “;id::&ﬁ::?t
Bureauy- tional —
cratie Coordination T
Influences .
. Organizational
Leadership
. Work Unit
Political Management
Influences,
Staff
Characteristics
. Figure 14

Expanded Model of Environment, QOrganization and, Performance,
; ) Showing Components of Each

a0

- .~




o« ! . o Development of key WIN performance measures to
be used in identifying high and low performing, .
programs and selecting state and local programs C
for study.

e Development of hypothesized external influences’
_ ‘on WIN programs, identification of socio-economic
. . environmental variables and data sources. An-
‘alyses of these data to identify environmental
factors significantly telated'to performance.

@ Selection of state WIN pregrams to be visited and
studied.
e Development of survey and interview instruments
for use in steth\visited. : '

o Selection of local WIN units within states to be
visited and studied.

e Conduct of field work.

e Detailed statistical analysis of datd on all local
" units within the ten study states. 'Derivation of
path analytic models showing the system of rela-
tionships among socio-ecaonomic variables, inter-
mediary performance measures (job entries per staff,
" job entry wage'rate and retention rate) and welfare
savings. '

e Compilation, reduction and analysis of field work
data.

Review of Research Literature, Program ﬁocumentation and Field Memoranda

_ As the bibliography to. this study indicates, we obtained and re-
. viewed all available prior WIN-related research. In addition, we iden-
tified other studies that were conducted on programs that dealt with
populations similar to those-of WIN and studies on the welfare population
in general. Literature on organizational behavior, program implementation
and administration, and research methodology that were directly related
to our WIN study design were also reviewed. While the majority of this
effort occurred during the initial months of the project, throughout the
study we maintained contacts with other researchers working on WIN, read
their reports and shared information on research findings. Knowledge
obtained from this literature review was used in identifying areas for
study within and outside the WIN program, framing hypotheses and refining
our research design. '
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Program documentation and field memoranda were reviewea\to\obtain
an historical perspective on the.program; a ‘sense of past and currefit goals
and priorities; and an understanding of the structure within OWIN, its
linkages with ETA and OHDS, and the lines 6f authority from the national
,office to-the regional offices and from the regions to the states. Thése'
documents were important in designing interview instruments for use at

the national and regional level, determining the key performance measures
and salecting states f¥r study.

National Level Interviews
, Twenty officials and staff were interviewed at the national level.
_ . Seventeen: of these were in OWIN, six of whom were HEW. employees assigned
i -to that office. The remaining three respondents were from the Office of
Human Development Services (OHDS) in HEW who had WIN-rzlated responsibjl-
ities, These interviews focused on the following issues:

e structure, management and linkages of the WIN pro- « °
gram at the national and regional levels; i

e division of labor among OWIN staff, their role in
policy and decision making, formal and informal
communication channels within OWIN, modes of con-
flict resolution, and frequency and nature of staff
meetings; . : -

e goals and priorities of WIN; .

° efféctivéhess criteria used by national office
staff in evaluating regional and state programs;

- @ state programs that were perceived by national
staff as re;atively’high or low performers;

e receptivity and responsivenéss of regional offices
to national office directives;

® amdunt of contact between national office and re- '~
- glonal, state and -local WIN operations;

e history of WIN as perceived by staff--its changes
in priorities, acceptance within DOL and HEW, etc.;

o 'areas of agreement and conflict. over WIN betdeen
DOL and HEW;
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e role and influence of the Netional Coordinatiug
Comnittee (NCC) in the WIN program;

e attitudes of officials and staff in HEW, DOL and
"OMB, as well as in Congress, toward WIN and their
influence on the program; and ’

.. perceived effectiveneaa of the DOL and hgw relas
tionship in administering and operating the WIN
progranm. ‘ ’

Information obtained through these interviews provided us with
an understanding of the administrative and authority arrangements found
in the federal part of WIN. The interviews also aided us in identifying
the program cpncerns of the WIN national office to be addressed in our
study. They provided information useful in determining the key WIN per-
formance measures, identifying state programs to be ‘studied, and developing
survey and interview instruments for use at the regional, state and local
levels.

\

State Sprvgxs and Regional Interviews - ! tv

Each regional WIN coordinator was interviewed by phone to obtain
the following information: (1) a ranking of state programs in each region
on the basis of their effectiveness in meeting WIN goals; (2) the criteria
used in making such judgments; (3) the outcomes of any recent evaluations
or monitoring of programs; (4) ‘the internal administrative and authority
patterns within the WIN regional office and the nature of its linkages to |
ETA and-OHDS regional offices; and (5) the existence of ‘WIN sponsors. other
than SESA’s in the reglon (for example, welfare departments, or CETA prime .
SpPONSOrs) «

[

¢

Each state.WIN sponsor coordinator was also surveyed by mail ques-
tionnaire. All 51 coordinators responded to this survey.* The survey
solicited information on (1) the structure and governance of the sponsor
agency, (2) the -specific location of the WIN program in this host agency,
(3) its local service delivery system structure, (4) whether the state
WIN central office had line authority over local units, (5) the internal
structure of the WIN central office, (6) the incidence of collocated WIN
and SAU units, and (7) WIN coordinator pergeptions of WIN goals, pricr-
ities and key performance measures.

.t

*Surveyed programs included those in the 50 states and the Dis-
trict of Columbia.
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Information, provided by regional and state coordinators was used
to develop an overall picture of how regional and state programs were
organized and to help'seleef states for field study. "Analysis of this
information also provided us with prelimipary findings on the relative
priorities of gtate WIN programs, “their agreement with national program
priorities, and the association between general. organizational character~-

e istics and WIN performance levels. .These findings are presented where
appropriate in varfous chapters of the report.

Determination of Key WIN Perfoimance Measures'

Appendix B describes how we determined the key performance measures
for the WIN program. These meadures became .the criterion’ variables for
our overall study: They are used to indicate the relative effectiveness
of state and local programs in meeting natiomal WIN goals. The importance
of particular environmental and organizational factors for WIN programs is,
in the final analysis, based on their association with these performance
\ measures. The four performance measures used in this study are reténtion
Y~ rate-on jobs, job entry wage rate (relative to prevailing wage rates),
job entries per sponsor staff, and average monthly welfare grant reduc-
tions (relative to the product of average number of registrants and.average
monthly welfare grant). We reached a determination on these performance
measures through interviews and consultation with OWIN officials, content
analysis of brogram documentation, and statistical analysis of the dis-
cretionary (performance-oriented) portion of the WIN Allocation Formula
for a three-year period. .

I

Socio-economic Environmental Influences on Program Performance

N
)

As any local WIN worker.will tell you, the prevailing conditions

in a job matrket and the demographic characteristics of WIN registrants
“have a major impact on -.registrants’ likelihood of getting jobs and-on the .

quality of such jobs measured by how 'long they last and wage rate. It
is\ reasonable to hypothesize that it would be more difficult for disadvan-
taged workers to find jobs in labor market areas with high unemployment
rates or very few low-skilled jobs. 1In addition to examining the effects
of labor market conditions on disadvantaged job seekers, research has also
shown that certain characteristics of individuals are related to welfarg
status. TFor example, expectéd duration on welfare for males is, on aver-
age, signifidéntly lower than for females. These studies also show that
expected duration on welfare varies considerably by the ethnicity and age
of recipients. “NIn addition,.the level of educational attainment appears
to have a significant influence on the length of time individuals stay
on welfare. Therefore, it was reasonable to hypothesize that these demo-
graphic characteristics also have similar influences on WIN program per-
formance. .
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. These and other envirdmmental differences among state and local:
_programa were taken into adcount when we analyzed the relative effective-
ness of programs. The procedures we used, are covered in Chapter 2 and are
treated in more detail in Appendix B. The procedures invclved: (1)'de+
velopment of hypotheses on the influence of certain envirommental factors
on performance; (2) statistical tests of these hypotheses using ‘both state
aggregate and local data; (3) development of path analys{s models explain=-.
. ing the socio-economic influences on WIN performance; and (4) statistical
adjustments to performance for environmental differenceg.

Selection of State Programs for Study

An optimal research design for ascertaining the relative influence-
of different organizational factors on program performance would have in-
volved the random sampling of state programs to identify those for study.
Such a sample would have been representative of the universe of state WIN
programs--those with "high " Yaverage" and "low performance.

Q

However, budget limitations prevented us from drawing such a random
sample of state programs and conducting field research in them. Given
this budget constraint and the fogus of our research effort--identifying
what differentiates high from low performers--we selected a set of high
performing state programs and' a set of low performers for study. Our se~

lection-process ~stattistically adjusted for-~ differenoea‘tn‘fhe ‘énvironments

of state programs. Lt also sought to creaté; roughly comparable pairs of
_programs (one high and one low performer) from each geographic region of
the country. ' o

Thus, at the outset there were no "average" performers among our
study states. However, one of the states that hacd been a high performer
for at least two years dramatically declined during the year of our field
work, according to that fiscal year’s performance reports. Throughout
the text, that state is often referred to as the "declining performer"
and appears as "State E" in the tables. The performance levels of the °
other nine states remained relatively stable.

In addition, we included programs that had showr significant in-
creases or decreases in performance levels during the three year period.
for which we had conducted statistical analyses. We were hoping to iden-
tify factors that had contributed to these changes in performance. Other
criteria used in this selection ptocess were the different organizational
arrangements found in state programs. We wanted to include in our study
~sample state programs that varied in terms of (1) presence or absence of '
line authority over their local units, (2) collocation of SAU and WIN spon-
sor local units, and (3) state or county administered welfare programs.




e TR o
Since state selection was closely linked to ourﬁpnalysie of socio=-

economic influences on WIN performance,’our selection process is discussed-

further in Chapter 2 and Appendix B. S s R
\ y
Suxvey and Interview Instruments Used During s;ate Visits

Informa*ion gathered by survey and interview instruments both
-supplemented quantitative data from _program repdrting systems or other.
data bases and measured phenomena not previously examined. Program phe-
nomena that survey-and interview instruments addressed vere presented
in Table 40 . ® *

A . o . . -

4 t

' A survey instrument was administered in those local programs

. visited. It was designed to measure organizational characteristics of

WIN units providing services to registrants. This questionnaire was
based on one that had been previously used in employment and training
programs and that had undergone extensiwve validity and reliability

testing.

L
A

A semi-structured interview guide was used to elicit information
on phenomena g§o diverse or so sensitive that survey techniques wete deemed
inappropriate. These phenomena included political influences on the pro-
gram, the perceived competence of coworkers or the behavior of .superiors.
Open-ended interviews permitted us to ask follow~-up questions that clari-
fied and supstanftated a response. What evidénce could a respondent cite
to back up his initial assertion or characterization? Finally, the in-
terviews provided "benchmarks" for the survey data. When workers in one

unit indicated in the survey that they had "quite a bit" of influence over .

local office decisions, what did that mean in actual behavior or opera=
tion? Was that comparable to the same response by workers in another
unit? . ' 3

Survey and interview instruments were field-tested and modified
_to improve their accuracy and clarity. Experiented field researchers
" were used in the field workw They were ttained ‘not, only on interview -
techniques but also on the content of the instruments, the purposes for
specific questions and the future ‘'uge of the data.

Appendix C contains the outline of the interview guide used in
the field research phase and the type of respondents interviewed in each
state. Respondents were asked different questions depending ugon their
organizational affiliation,. personal responsibilities and governmental
level .(federal, state or local). A number of respondents were asked the
same question {in each location visited, permitting cross-verification
of responses. - :
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§election of Local WIN Units for Study

o

Our procedure for selecting {ocal study units wAs similar to our

state selection process. Due to budget constraints, we did udt réndomly . -

sample units. We selected local units that statistical analysis showed
were either high or low performers within their states. B
M 1 . . e «

In seven of our ten study states, there were a sufficient number
of ‘local units to permit meaningful statistical analysis of local unit’
performance and socio-economic environmental data. This analysis per-
mitted us to statistically adjust for differences in local socio-economic
environment as we assessed relative performance of local units.

© : &

. In selecting among possible study units other criteria came into
play. We wanted a set of offices representative of,metropolitan, suburban
and rural operations within the state. We also wanted examples of WIN,
sponsor-SAU collocation and local service delivery experiments. -

: when we entered a sample state we had already identified a set of
units for possible study through our analysis. During the’ first day at
the state central offize, we discussed our choices with WIN coordinators
and their staff. In all cases these individuals found our identification
0f 'high performing local programs and low performing units consistent with
their own assessment. Adjustments were rarely required in our sample of

local units, although idiosyncratic considerations like the absence of the

manager or. the presence of a.regional review tean occasionally affected

. our final selections. Each of the &3 local .offices visited, therefore)

were high or low performers relative to other.offices in.the same state.
As is discussed in Chapter 2 and Appendix B, however, statistical analysis
of data from all 214 local offices in the ten states revealed that some

’

R

4

of the offices that were high or low performers within a given state were,

in fact, "average" performers compared to offices across all ten states.
L . B .. . . - had

Conduct of Field Research - *

L3
’,

. Table: 41 présen\i the total number of local WIN units.n each
sﬁudyfstate and the numbeér we visited. Overall, we conducted field work
tn 43 local WIN units. In most of the study states, ten staff days of
field work were conducted, but several of the larger states required 15.
On average, about 40 individuals were interviewed at the state, area and

local level in each state. These in-~luded WIN sponsor, SAU, SESA, welfare,

ES and CETA personnel. They ranged from gtdte agency directors to local

service deliverers. If an Intermediate area administrative layer existed,
. . . & .
Lo
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: * Table'dl . |
, Un ts in Stud State. Programs . ' o - i

- Total Number of Number of Loeal'

[
i

S Study State‘n .. Local WIN g;ograme --Pnite Vig;ted . - -
1 i ., 20 Coe 7 N .
.2 3 #8 . 5 , RN
3 . o °56 . 5 , o
. o4 . 2 ’ - 4 o
5 6 X ’ ' . ‘ 4 '“ 4 \"'
6 : 10 3 v 2 A \C
Co 7 - 27 O N
8 -4 . 3. oy LT
’ 9 . @ 13 .+ 3 R
10 ) . . 34 . 5. . A
. 214 43 j
: . : ) \ R -~ a .
‘. , i * ‘-~ ) ‘ e ¢

. L4

. area staff with nesponsibility for .local units we visited were 1n;:;3Teﬁed.
Where possgble, we also interviewed state budget office Pr. legislative
staff familfar with WIN« Respondents wpre promised that their identity. -

[

and that’ of their site apd’ state would be kept confidential. 1In total, _ . . °
430 individuals were. in?&}viened‘ . o ' ‘ -
. 19 WIN, ETA and OHDS Regional Office staff = B .
125 sta}e personnel (state and .area level . .
v IN sponsor, SAU, welfare, SESA~and CETA . o :
' N staff)» 4 . )
. . $ 223 local WIN sponsor and sau staff D
. . 63 local® noanIN pereonn 1 (ES, IMU, CETA,~
. . A ‘vocational .Tehabilitation and other comw= h
N —— ~hmunity based organi zations) o Qa‘ .
430 total 9 ¥ g‘ . o T

.Statistical Analysis on Local Uriite En 'ronmental and Pro ram Data

-

Our 1Scal unjit select16n°process resulted in a comprehensive data - :
base on all 214 local, units iA the ten study .states. ' This data base in- :
cluded WIN and SAU program data; local lebor market characterisgics, demo~
graphic and social indicators for the servige areas covered by WIN hnits,

aad demographic data on WIN regtstrants. . .
- . e . e . 1Y
e ' s Ny
* . L]
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- Multiple regression analyses were used on this data base to iden-
© tify possible systems of relationship among socio-economic envirommental
0 variables and WIN performance measures. Statistical procedures tested
. whether the assumptions underlying the analysis were being violated. These
tests and our statistical findings are briefly presented .in. Chapter 2 and
in greater detail in Appendix B. The final outcome of these analyses was
‘the development and testing of path analytic models that show possible
relationships among environmental variables, intermediary performance
~ measures (rétention rate on job, job entry wage rate and job entries per
- - staff) and welfare savings.

This process also permitted us to evaluate the program reporting
systems being used in state WIN programs and assess the validity, reli-
ability and accuracy of reporting categories as well as actual reported
data. Problems which were identified are addressed in Appendix B and
in Chapters 2 and 14 of the report. \

We also tested associations between WIN sponsor performance vari-
ables and SAU activity variables and relationships among the performance
variables themselves. Findings from this analysis should be useful in

o revising planning, evaluatior and allocation procedures. ‘They should
S, ‘also help in incorporating SAU data into 3n overall WIN reporting and
monitoring system,

Y

ComgilationlgReduction and Analysis of Field Work Data

By the conclusioi. of the field work phase, all survey and inter-
view information had. undevg¢ .ne preliminary processing. Survey question-
naires had been reviewed and coding corrections made where necessary.

The coded data were keypunched and a subfile created in our computerized
data base. . -
Similarly, interview information had been coded by type of 're-
sporident and response subject. To facilftate file creation and content
analysis, the response of each interviewee to each question had been re
corded on 5x8 index cards. These cards were filed by scate, local unit -
and. subject. When more than one subject was covered by a response, the
card was cross-coded, and xerc: coples were filed where appropriate.
. 3 N -
. : The ccntents of interviews werq analyzed manually by subject area.
) This information was then examined to. iﬁentify categories of responses.
_ Categovrized responses were then compared across unjts and states. Com~ -
- parisons were also made to state or local perturmance levels. Patterns
, were thus identified. Additional analyses were conducted using quantified
program data when avaiiable- v
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i Sufvey data were analyzed by local unit using computer printouts
of individual responses and unweighted and weighted aggregations of re-
sponses. Cross-tabi.ations and statistical analyses were conducted  to

test hypotheses and to elucidate patterns that appeared to exist among
~study variables.

~ o \

In the end, we had three different types of information to analyze:
<(1) quantified data from program reporting systems and other national and
state sources; (2) pre-categorized measures of local unit characteristics
from survey, questionnaires; and (3) categorized, qualitative interview
data on a broad varilety of state and local organizational, procedural ‘and
functional varfables. ‘

From our analysis of state program and socio-ecomnomic gquantitative
data, we can make inferences that hold for all state WIN programs. For
example, findings relating to the Enfluence of socio=-economic environ-
mental factors on state aggregate WIN performance can be interpreted with
high levels of confidence. They infer what probably is the case across
all state WIN programs. . :

The results of our analysis of local performance and socio-economic N
environment must be viewed more cautiously. As stated previously, we were
unable to draw a random sample either of state programs or of local units. \\
Therefore, while high levels of confidence can be placed on our findings
abour relationships among local environmental and performance variables
in the ten state programs studied, inferences to the universe of local
WIN units must be modified by the degree .to which our 214 local units are o
representative of the universe of all local units. However, data on all
local units in the ten states are probably represantative of those local
units found in high and low performing state programs.

Data on those local units visited (43 of 214) in the ten study
states also must be interpreted with caution. We had originally hopel to
use surveys in all offices in our ten study states or in a random sample
of those offices. This would have provided measures on organizational '
variables that could have been used in our quantitative analyses and re-
sulted in statements of statistical inference at least about the universe
of offices {n ten states. However, funding for this componeut of the -
project was not made available.

We believed that the survey and interview data réliably and validly
describe phenomena in the offjices we visited. While we do not claifm that
these units are representative of all offices, data and analyses presented
{ip Parts III and IV of the report do provide strongly suggestive findings
on what differentiates high from low performing state and local WIN pro-
grams. On a number of important dimensions, there are consistent, clear
and systematic differences between high and low performers.




APPERDIX B |
SOCI0-ECONOMIC INFLUEACES Ot WIN FROGRAM PERFORMANCE--
CONCEPTUALIZATION, STATISTICAL ANALYSIS AND PROCEDURES

This appendix presents in greater detail the general discussion
of environmental influences on WIN program performance found in Chapter 2.
It {8 subdivided into five sectiong. The first focuses on the conceptual
framewerk that gulded our research. on environmental and organizational
factors influencing WIN program implementation. The second describes how
we i{dentified ‘key WIN performance measures--the dependent variables in
our study. Analysis of state-level aggregate data on environmental and.
performance variables is treated in the third section. This is followed
by a section on our analysis of data on 214 local WIN units in the ten
states studied. The concluding section considers areas where the general
approach presented in this appendix could be further refined and could
be used in longitudinal research to statistically infer with greater pre-
cision cause .and effect relationships among envirommental, organizational
,// and performance variables. :

1. Conceptual Framework

"

.Chapter 1| presentéd the general hypot'ietical model that 1is at the
core of this research effort. This model is reproduced here as Figure 15 .
Subsequent chapters of the report expanded upon this model--fleshing ocut
the variables of iaiterest that made up each of its component parts. How

.. this mcdel was used to guide our analysis of socio—economic influences
on WIN performance levels is the subject of this section. It also de-
scribes how this statistical analysis of environmental and performance
data was used in ekploratory research on the organizational determinants
of WIN program effectiveness.
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ENVIRONMENT > ORGANIZATION s PERFORMANCE

LN

Figure 15

General Model Showing Hypothesized Relationships
Among Environmental, OrganiZational and
Performance Variables
-/
7
In essence, the model hypothesizes that program performance levels

are determined and moderated by environmental and organizational factors.
The environmen:t encompasses factors beyond the control of the,agency im=-
plementing the program. These include (1) labor market conditions, (2)
socio-demographic characteristics of the catchment area’s population and
of WIN registrants, and (3) political and bureaucratic forces external to
the program. Internal organizational factors cover administrative and
structural aspects of WIN programs, managerial characteristics, service
delivery procedures, intra-and inter-agency linkages,'staff characteristics
and the like.

" The telationships hypothesized in Figure 15 can be depicted by
the functional statement,

Y =f (L, S, P, X)
where Y = a measure of overall WIN program performance

or a vector of a number of performance indi-
cators -

L = a vector of labor market factors

S = a vector of socio-demographic characteristics
of the general population and of program
participants

P = a vector of bureaucratic-political forces that ,
Are external to the program

* X = a vector of organizational characteristics

that describe the agency or agencies imple-
menting WIN.

v
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However, this functional relationship only indicates that performance (Y)
is determined in some unspecified way by a set of environmental ‘variables
(L, S and P) and by internal organizational factors. Specification of
hypothesized systems of ‘relationships can be accomplished through the
use of path models. Such a model is presented in Figure 16 . For the

_ sake of simpllcity, the environmental .variables (L, S and P) are sSubsumed

by the variable Z. Organizational and performance indicator factors re-
main defined as X and Y, respectively. -

Figure 1€

Simp;ified tath Model of Hypothesized Relationships

among Environmental (Z), Organizational (X) and
Performance (Y2 Variables

Environment (Z) ig shown as having a direct effect on the organi-
zational characteristics (X) of the agency impleﬁenting the WIN program,
"a direct effect on program performance levels (Y), and an indirect effect
on performance through the intermediary organizational charactéristics.
Organizational variables are shown having only a direct effect on program
performance levels. Other notations in Figure 16 identify path coeffi-
scients -(the p“s) and residuals (the R“s). Path coefficients indicate the
direction and strength of relationships between variables; residuals, the
variance left "unexplained" by regressing one or more variables on another.-
A more detai -1 discussion of path analysis and its contribution to re- -

secarch of th?s kind is provided in Sections 4 and 5.
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The model presented in Figure 16 'now permits us to refine the
previous functional, relationships as a hypothesized system of equationst

X = psz + p R

’ , Y= py X + p Z + Pvav |
The above path model and equations present an hypothesized system of rela-
tionships that could be tested, given certain conditions. These conditions
include the following:

Fl
ay

e Sufficient information on environmental.(Z) and or- -
ganizational (X) factors likely to influence WIN
progrdm effectiveness (Y)-based on prior research,
field observations and theory so that variables could
be identified for study and reliably and validly

"measured.

e Development of measuring instruments that would permit
quantification of organizational phenomena capturing
internally consistent variables and using terminology
and scales that would reliably and validly measure °
these variables in diverse settings and reflect as
closely as possible their "real world" variations,

o Sufficient number of }andomly sampled observsgtions
(state and local WIN operations) upon which parameter
estimates could be made ‘at .acceptable levels of reli- e
. ability and precision given the number of variables °
included in the hypothetical model.

® Measurement and analyses of variables over time .
so that changes in environmental and otganizational
variables could be related to changes in WIN effec- '
tiveness levels. A single point-in-time (cross-
sectional) analysis does not permit inferences about ’
causation. A longitydinal approach does.* "

@ A
7 . -

*Cross-sectional research reveals co=-occurrences, which can be
used to strengthen logical arguments for hypothesized relationships.
Causation classicially is demonstrated by experimental manipulation of
independent variables while observing changes in dependent variables.
It can also be inferred by observing naturally occurring changes in
the independent variables and relating these to simultaneously measured
changes in the dependent variables. ! .
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e Verification that assumptions underlying multivariate
analysis are not violated. These include tests for
non~-linearity, multicollinearity, heteroskedasticity,

. normal distribution of residuals and their nonasso-
ciation with-predictor and dependent variables, and
\ the like. .

As ‘Appendix A indicated, not all of the above conditions could
be satisfied at the outset of our study of WIN progtams, especially those
pertaining to organizational variables. ‘ sufficient information did ex-
ist on hypothesized and observed relationships between socio-economic
environmental factors and program performance (e.g., the quantity and
quality of unsubsidized job entries).’ Such evidence was provided by
research on other employment and training programa.* Variables were
well-defined and comparable data on state and local labor markets and the
so;io-demographics of their populations were readily available from na-
tional and state sources. Thus, we could statistically relate these envi-
ronmental conditions to WIN performance levels, at least crogss-sectionally
and over several years for which performance information was available.

However, the same could not be said for organizational variables
(those making up the X vector in our hypothetical path model). As stated
in Chapter 1, research had not been previously conducted on these variables
in the WIN program. Our only guides on these variables were our previous
study of ES implementation structures and theoretical models posited by
organizational behaviorists and others. This theoretical literature

*Examples of si.h studies are as follows: Curtis C. Aller,

Ramona K. First, Donald Mayall, John Mitchell, and David Roberts, "Labor
Market Variables Affecting Employment Service Productivity," Center for
Applied Manpower Research (CAMR), Berkeley, California, 1974; Charles K.
Fairchild, Development of Performance Standards for Employment Service,
Volumes IIA and IIB, E. F. Shelley & Co., Washington, D.C., 1975; 'Fred
Englander, An Evaluation of the Allocation of Furids Among State Employment
Service Agencies, New Jersey Department of Labor and Industry, 1975; '"Guide
for Application of Resource Allocation Formula (RAF) for Fiscal 1977,"
United States Employment Service (USES), Department of Labor (DOL), 1976;
"Handbook for Applying the Resource Allocation Formula to Measure Employ-

ment Service Performance and to Allocate Title 111 ES Grants to States
' for Fiscal Year 1978," USES, DOL, 1977; and Resource Allocation Formula
for Fiscal Year 1979 working papers (unpublished) for "Productivity Ad-
justed for Labor Market Factors' calculatioms, Westat, Inc., 1978.
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provided some guidance, It assisted us in developing a list of variables
that together capture. many of the phenomena associated with organiza-
tional dynamics. But it did not facilitate the winnowing down of these
variables to a limited few likely to influence an organization’s effective-
- ness. This was because there was a lack of consensus in .the literature.,
Different camps of theorists focused on different aspects of "organiza-
tions," stressed different sets of determinants, and advocated different
analytic approaches. Furthermore, these theories had undergone few em-
pirical tests, and "testing" was often limited to observations made in
a single firm or a small gset of firms. In short, there was little agreé-
ment on key organizational variables, and different ways of definidg and
measuring these variables existed. ’

As a consequence, our inquiry on organizational variables influ-
encing WIN program effectiveness was. exploratory.. A major objective of
the study was to describe organizational dynamics found in WIN programs °
and to identify those key organizational variables that appeared to be af-
fecting program outcomes. It was our judgment that a reduced set of such
variables could not be identified,.accurately defined or parameterized
prior to field work. Thus, "identification" involved (1) gathering in-
formation cn an extensive list of variables describing state and local

. programs, ') a posteriori refinement of WIN organizational indicators,
(3) categorization of the extent to which they varied in kind and inten-
sity among programs studied, and (4) content analysis associating these

. variations with variations in program performance. -

Consistent with this exploratory approach, we used semi-structured

interviews to obtain information on organizational characteristics. These
" were supplemented by questionnaire data on a limited number of variables~-

variables generally recognized as important in organizational studies.

We also chose to conduct intensive research in a limited number of state

(ten) and lncal (43) WIN programs rather than.a more cur >ty inquiry in

a greater number of sites. The result was a more in-deptl. unde;gﬁanding

of state and local WIN organizational characteristics. Important/variables

were less likely to escape our attention and variations among programs

were identified in greater detail. o :

To maximizewthe likelihood of identifying organizationql charac-
‘teristics that differentiated high from low performing WIN operations, we
selected state programs to study only from the two ends of the perform-:
' ance distribution. Average perforﬁing‘statg programs were not selected
for study. - Similarly, we conducted field work in only high and low per-
pforming local operations within each of the study states. Thus, state
. and local WIN programs studieéd were not randomly sampled. Inferential
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‘rigor was traded off for more in-depth:.analysis of two sets of programs-- D
one consisting of high performing programs and the other of low performers.

’ Our two-fold approéach~-one involving statistical analysis of o
.socio-economic environment and performance and the other.a qualitative
exploratory search for.organizational factors differentiating high from
low performing WIN programs--is depicted ia Figure 17. . .

(4

) L :
' / Pyl . ’
1 " ’
, h} N N .
Statistical Y. .
Analysas . . * .
3, T . .
. Py-. PY" . . .
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-

Figure 17

Two-Fold Approach--One Statistical, the Other
Qualitative-—to Explore Environmental and
Organizational Determinants of
Program Effectiveness

o
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The top half of the figure presents a model where labor market (L)

and socio-demographic (S) variables are -regressed on WIN program perform-.
ance levels (Y). Each environmental vector (L&S) is shown as an unmeas-
ured, scaled score derived from a number of measured variables, (the lower
case 1°s and s"s). This convention is used to: simplify the presentation
of the approach. Our actual analysis involved the regression of these -
measured variables (the 1°s and s°'s) on WIN performance measyres.* Co=
variation bétween labor market and socio-demographic variables is shown
as (and is assumed to be) spurious “and noncausal. The residual (R ) is
the variation in’ performance not directly attributable to labor market

or socio~demographic variables. " This "unexplained" variation is assumed
to be due to the indirect effects of the socio-economic enviroument on
performance, bureaucratic 'and political influences, the direct effects

of organizational variables, other non~measured effects, and random meas-
urement errors. The residual term is shown as uncorrélated with predictor
variables. WIN program performance is shown as a 'single vector, Y. The

.-definition of this dependent variable and its &2composition into a number

of indicators consistent with national WIN policy i8 treated in the next
section, . _

Regression of soclo-economic variables 0n WIN performance indi-
cators took the form of:

J
Y = a + 3D

e N
i j=1 .

K
13 13 E’Zkik 1

Al t

»

*We chose a strategy of disaggregating socio-demographic and labor
market'variables in our analysis rather than aggregating their influences
into a single, complex variable. In this way, we could better "under-
stand" the individual relationships between particular environmental fac-
tors and performance as well as their tombined influence on performance.
We were also less likely to include variables in our analysis that were
not logically associated with performance or that were components (or
‘endogenouy measures) of the wariables under study rather. than possible
causes. (Otis Dudley Duncan, Mpath Analysis: Sociological Examples,"
American Journal of Sociology, 72:1, July 1966, pp. 7 and 10.)

[

. 4 o . 7.
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where for the ith state (or local) WIN program

"o Y1 = g WIN performance indicator
» . Lij = the jth variable describing the state aggregate
(or local) labor market

'sik = the kth variable identifying socio-demographic
tcharacteristics of the population in the catch-
ment area and of WIN program registrants (for
statewlde or local programs)

[}

4

e = the ‘residual variation..

-~

i

Data was analyzed for 51 state WIN programs and 214 local WIN operations
in the ten states studied. Procedures followed in this analysis and our
findings are reported in Sectigns 3 and-4 of this appendix.

The bottom half of Figure 17 .presents the hypothetical model we
used in analyzing the qualitative and quantitative information gathered
during field research in ten state and 43 local WIN programs. We attempted
to identify possible associations between socio-economic and political
_variables (Z) and organizational factors (the X’s), indirect effects of
environmental variables on WIN performance, and the influence of organi-
sational characteristics on program performance. Program performance (Y*)
shown in this ‘part of the figure was defined as the degree to which actual
performance approached or exceeded the performance level one would expect
given a program’s socio-economic setting. Testing this hypothetical model
involved content analysis of interview and questic anaire data: Therefore,
gstatistical notations are not included in thi. portion of the figure.
However, we did use simple bi-variate correlationg to simplify the presen-
tation of observed associations. Thesercorrelations were supported by ex-

amination of scatter diagrams and hy the usé of moving means (the average
"value on the ordinate axis for eaca scalar measure on -the abscissa). The
results of these analyses are prov%dcd in Parts III and IV of the Teport.

The two séparate analyses pprtrayéd n Figure 17 converge at
Y*-~the point where actual performance is compared to potential perform-
ance (the performance one would eéxpect -for a state or local WIN operation

- |

-
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given its socio-economic environment). Potential performancé on a par—
ticular indicator was estimated by a regressjion equation containing the. .
environmental predictor variables developed by the first (statistical)
type of analysis. This "expected" performance level was then compared,
to actual performance to provide a measure of effectiveness for the sec-
ond (qualitative) type of analysis. '

The validity of this approach was: dependent on the patterns of: .
asgociation found among environmental, organizational and. performance .
indicators. 1f a particular set of enviromnmental variables were directly
related to both organizational and performance variables, then any associ-
ations between these organizational and performance variables would be -
spurious. In such a situation, ome could not suggest that these organi-
zational characteristics influenced the performance levels of WIN programs.
For example, 1f population density and, proportion of workers in low wage
industries were associated with performance.and also related .to certain
organizational characteristics, then any ohserved re;ationéhip between 2
these organizajtional variables and_performance could be spurious.

However, 1f certain socio-economic factors were dirECtlb_related
to performance but ‘shdwed no association with measures of organizational
structure or behavior and these organizational factors were in turn di-
rectly related to performance levels, one could suggest their possible
causal influence on program performance. : N )

1Y

For this reason, Chapter 3 examines in considerable detail possible

.patterhs_of~aasociation between external'pol;ticallbureauératic conditions
"and.organizational characteristics, and between these political factors and

program performance. Similarly, Parts III and IV.of the report analyzed.
organizational fictors and their possible associations with socioéecppomic )
variables.and performance levels. In both cases, our qualitative analysis-
did not identify systematic relationships between environmental variables
(that were s’gnificantly related to performance levels) and organizational
characteristics. Organizational factors and performance did not have a
common set of environmental determinants. Therefdre, associations hetween’
organizational variables and performance (presented in Parts III and IV of
this report) are not likely to be spurious. Thus, they suggest possible
causal linkages between organizational factors and program performance
levels. ‘ . ” )

The QXploratory nature of our study and the way in which sites * --
were gelected for study does not permit us to identify the combined in-
fluence of organizational factors on performance. Thus, the strength
and direction of such influences are necessarily described by(bivd%iate

correlations. Section 5 of this appendix indicates how one could now
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addrees these combinkd infludnces and idencify the relative significance -
(as measured by regression coefficients) of ‘organizational factors as de-
terminants of performance, Thus} this exploratory effort lays.the ground-
work for more rigorous analysis of organizational determinants within state
.and local WIN programs.-. It provides a knowledge base on environmental,
organizational and performance variablés and their likely interaction that

' did not previously exist. This study @ould assist those interested in
efficient, reltable and valid® quantificarion and analysis of WIN organiza-

tienal characteristics. 1ts findings suggest a system of relationghips _ .
" that could be further tested and refined through the use, of randomly se-- -
Jdected WIN units, standardized questionnaires, cross-sectional analysis, ' o

simubations and experimental manipulation of variables aimed at improving , v .
program performance. . ‘

-

i

"2. Performance Indicators for WIN . : i Lo

This section focuses on what is meant by output or performance
in thé WIN program. It describes how we identified the key performance
indicators for WIN/and how they were utilized in our study to identify
organizational'characteristics that differentiated high from ow perform=-

ming state and local WIN programs.
. §

.

-

Performance measures have played a central role as criteria through-
out this study. They served as the standards by which organizational
characteristics were jldged efficient and effective. Adjustments in them
were used to reflect the impact of environmental factors on program opera-
tion and .output. And they provided the' basis: for’ aelecting state programs
for intensive study.’ e °

The results of our analysis of WIN performance measures presented
in this section address two questions:’ : ‘

e What indicators are used to measure--and reward-- .
- performance in the WIN program? - . ) —
e” Which of these indicators or measures are most °
. emphasized and most heavily rewarded? *

‘Sections 3 and 4 of this appendix use these performance measures -in iden-
tifying the impact of environmental factors on state-‘and local WIN pro- )
gran performance. 7They also describe the process by which state and local
programs were selected for field work and analysis.

y

rd
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w Program Goals, Priorities ind Performance Indicators S I A
. R RS . Ve
~ The goals of a program can 3?%3perationalized'through'program ' R
* per : mance or output measq;es. ‘Ther goals may then be prioritized by . T

¢ the policy or budget emphases given to the different’ indicators.
Goals and relative’ priorities max'be communicated via verba} and - LS

written messages delivered through planning and budget sessions, field o
memoranda and other p-ogram documents. These chennels state the general e
emphases of the program, wha¥ actiyitiés should receive priority in sery- = 77
ice delivery, the monigoringtigat;Zhould be done, and the kinds of infor- ’
mation that should be chorred However, priorities communicated may not
be clear to program-opé€ratoss in the field, or they may shift frequeantly, -

leading to the perception that.'we, have so many priorities ‘thas we have : .
none." _ . : .

~ » . . - . . -
N W .

Priorities can be commun:cated more clearly and precisely through
. a resource allocation process. Lollars are directly linked to, certain
. results, such as job placements or welfare grant reductions. If the allo-
cation formula and process are understood, they tell state programs;what o
performance measures are important and also their relative priority, in .
terms of which prrﬁormance indicatbrs yield the greatest dollar payoff,

°

"Both policy statements and allocation messages are ubgd in the WIN . :
program to establish goals and priorities. Since its inception in 1967, e _’ff
the WIN program has been congcerned with providiug employability services~
and job opportunities to eligible welfare recipients. The intention is’
to increa;e the economic self~sufficiency of recipients and decrease wel-/f,
.fare costs for féderdl and state governments. In a general sense, these \’ . *
are the objectives .of WIN, “and to the degree that a state program achieves v
them, i¢ is either a high or low performer. But which indicators, measuré - ) v
achievement of these objectives, and what is their relative prioxity? '

*o identify the key WIN performance measures, we interviewed Na= o
tional Office WIN administrators and staff, reviewed program documents ' - )
and field memoranda, surveyed regional office and state WIN coordingkbrs, ' -~ .
and analyzed the WIN Allocation Formula. In the following subsections . .

v we trest’the allocation messages first, because they are most, suscep- ’ '
tible to ~bjective analysis and interpretation. The priorigpies identi- * °
fied through analysis ol the WIN-Allocation Formula are theh compared . .
to thosé expressed in writte . policy, statements--National Coordinating ? s
Committee (NCC) operating remos, the WIN Operational Planning and Review
System (OPRS), the'WIN Handbook and the explanatory material a%compang- )

fng the WIN Allocation Formula.— i : . ' -
. . — . '

D
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P These two sources o£ evidence on goals and priorities are then .

VO-J'compared to two other, less formal but important sources of evidence.
. One 18 the petception'of DOL and’ HEW edminfstrators and staff about pro-

gram goals and -their relative importance, as gleaned from interviews in

. the National. Office. The other is information from a mail survey of state

“ WIN sponsor coordinators which included.questions on program performance
measures ,and their relative importance. Taken together, these -comparisons -
reveal the degree of goal. consensus between the National Office. and program
. operators in the fteid as well as the degree of consensus between ‘program
-administrators’ perceptions of prioritles and those actually operationp ’

' °alized and rewarded by the allocation process.

0 : -

\

e PErformance Factors in the WIN Allocation Formula Q.
E . o ‘
. 'The WIN Allocation Formula is really two, separate formulas--a

mandatory alloéatiaqn formpula and a discretionary ene. As reqaired by
law, the mandatory portion of the {ormula allocates 50" percent of the.
new WIN appropriations to regions and their state prog s on the basis
of "neéd," that is, on the basis of each state’s share of: the national
+ . potential WIN registrant population: This nandatory formula dees not’
take into consideration program performance.:. Allocations under it do

" not reflect the relative effectiveness or efficiency of WIN programe." :

‘Therefore, ovur analysis focused on the discretionary portion of
the formula; which allocates funds among states partly on the basis of
comparative program performance’., This part of the formula distributes
to regions and their state prograns the remaining 50 percent of new ap-
propriations plus carry-in funds from the previous fiscal year (FY).
Our analysis. was done using the WIN Allocation Formulas for FY 1976.and
FY 1977. Slight changes were made in the formula for FY 1978, but it -
remained basically the same as in\the ‘previous two years.*

13

How well each state performs relative to the others in eight.pro-

'gram areas .plays a role in the discretionary allocation to each state.
The total discretionary\amount given to each region is the sum of the

*Most of the quantiative analysis and simulations discussed here

were completed prior to the release of the WIN Allocation Formula for

FY 1978. However, we have included FY 1978 data in our analysis of per-

formance factors and discretionary allocations where such inclusion was
both feasible and appropriate.
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‘tions ouly. Each regional office has the authority to alter them.. While :

~wmula, it is an'authoritative‘ata%emgnt pf'tgslght;onal.soals aud priorities - - s

‘was concerned with the types of organizations and linkages that were as-
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[ . . . - ‘.' . ' ' co vy
conputed allocations for all the states within the region. . The National ! o
Office presents. the. state allocations to each regional office as sugges- - W§'~§§§

reglons do mot have to allocate funds to states on.the basis of the fore .« ' 4

of the program.
4

) 'In'theory.4the discretionary portion of the WIN Allocation Formula
tells regional and staté WIN coordinators which objectives and pefformancq

' measures are important in WIN and how they should be ranked by- attaching

differential weights to' the different performance indicators. .-

. LI
Idiprad:ice, regions may alter the criteria for allocating funds
to states. In so dding._they aIBQ.nay be changing the message on perform=-
ance priorities going out to stafes. Thus, in some regions state WIN '
Programs may be maximizing on regional performance priorities. that are /
somewhat different from national priorities. However, we were interested
in identifying national performance priorities, Just as our overall study

sociated with the efficient and effective attainment of nationai oals.

t

Therefore, our analysis of the WIN Allocation Formula focused on the na- _ i X
tional suggested allocations rather than actual allocations made by re-
glons. = _ ' * .

+ Figure 18 presents the diecretionary formula in mathematical form.
As can be seen, 1t is neither straightforward nor, easily: comprehensible.
It is not a linear equation. It contains eight different formula factors.
These are the "basic building blocks" of the discretionary formula. In
other words, these factore cannot be broken down any further and no other
factors are used in deriving state discretionary allocations.* Mogt of

- these factors measure program activity that WIN mandgers and staff have

at least some control over. In a general sense, these could be called

. "performance_factors:" Other factors are really "givens," that 1s, they
'describe conditions that the program has little direct influence on. They
' therefore set parameters on what could be expected of a program. These

will be referred to as "parametric factors." The eight, formula factors
are as follows: . '

*0f course, the total congressional appropriation for the WIN
program and carryover funds for each fiscal year are "factors" in de-
termining discretidnary allocations to states.. In Figure B.4.these are
subsumed under the variable "X." :
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. " Y, = discretionary allocation for each state WIN _progrem " . N
X = national discretionary allocation for a particular FY  ~
. A;{ = average monthly welfare grant reductions (AMIGR) for each state progran
N ’ By.= number of job entries for each program .
~ Cq = average job gentry wage rate for cach program ’ e . .
D{ = average retention rate on johs for each program »
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Figure 18 .
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IR These formule factors are combined in diffetent ways to form six die-- R
tinct components within the discretionary formula. Together the components T A
deternine the suggested disoretiono:y eliqoation for each state HIN prog:am. - ;g

* s These oonponento are; P : .o L

. VA |

(1) a welfare grant reduction (WGR) perfofmancn component; . e

(2) a wages performance component;
(3) a WGR potential component;
v (4) a wages potential component;
: .(5) a WGR achievement of potential component, and
(6) a weges achievement of potential component.

~ .

AW \
3

[ N ’ o

As previouelj stated, each component ue%e e nunber of formola face
tors. For example, the "welfare grant reduction (WGR) performance com-

ponent" consiets of four pe;ﬁormance factors, as shown below.: co ' T
;;:é""ﬂ. | . _ . e
AMWGR _GlZ-lZ-Ai-Di-Hi)Z/Gi 20 percent of the total
. Performance =} n ‘. __ + [ Discretionary Dollar
! Component 1§1[(12--.12-A1°Di-Hi)Z/Gi] ~ \Allocations for all states
Where for edch state WIN program: = - ‘ . o IPRRN
A = average monthly welfare grant reductions . .
D = average retention rate on jobs - T .

G = annual dollar cost . ' ' -
H = penalty rate for poor reporting '

'

Also no factor is restricted to just one component; each factor « .
ie used in at least two components. For example, the parametric factor, :
potential number of WIN registrants,” is utilized in four of”the six
components. This factor acts as a measure of potential performance against””
which’ actual performance can be compared.

<
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. Complicating matters even nore. conbinetione of ﬁactore are. squared
and cubed and are used in both the numerator and, denominator of & number.

),*31 ,of component#., The result {s a conples systen of intef-rélationships in-

_which a change in one factor can have repercuasions: in _many of the for-
mula’ 8 components. Table 42 ‘lists the eight formula factors and indicates
in which components they-are used. This complexity may.well defeat the

“‘qu formula’e purpose of communicating clear goals and prioritiee to regional

and state coordinators.

L]
-

L To find out what the priorities in the formula actuelly were, cor-
'relation analysis and simulations were performed to determine the relative
impact of individusl formula factors om the discretionary aliocations to
States ., ‘ . 4

- . - 1]
v . - . v

—Cortelation Analysis. A bi-variate- correlation identifies the degree to-
which change in one variable, such as a WIN pérformance factor, is asso-
ciated with change in another variable, such as state discretiomary allo-
cations. It provides a statistic, t’,,gorrelation coefficient, which
describes .the strength and direction ‘of this relationship. The square
of the correlation coefficient (the coefficient of determination) indi-

* v cates what “proportion of the variation found in the values of a variable "

is associated‘with those of another variable.

o r
' COSJelation analysis (along with examivatioh of bi-variate scatter
s diagrams) indicates the degree, to which a relationéhip betwedn two vari-
ables is linear-. However, as ?igure 18 sihows, the discretionary ‘farmula
is not linear. Thus the relationship it defines between performance fac-.
tosrs and discretionary allocations should also be non-linear. However,
we suspected that another’ factor not explicitly includeds in the formula--
the .relative size of state WIN programs--was actually the domingnt- influ=
ence on discretionary allocations and that the relationship be ‘en this
‘factor and the allocations was linear. Therefore, we felt that something
~important could be learned from correlations‘tetween the formula factors !
.and allocations. ‘ .
Table 43 presents statistics on the-associations between formula
indicators andldiscretionary allocationsdin FY 1977. This table shows
. that a.state’s. share of the discretionary WIN funds can be accurately pre=
dicted at a very high level of confidence from data on its welfare grant
reductions. (AMWGR), job entries or potential WIN registrants- However,
"these variables are less performance measures than they are proxies for
size. As the size of a state’S WIN program- (number of registrants) in-
creases, so do the absolute values of these performance measures.
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’ ' Table 42
Eight Factors Used in Discretionary Portion of thé{WIN - o
: -Allocation Formula for FY's' 1976, 1977 anﬂ-lQﬁB ’ ) .
. . ’ : . . . e ’ ‘. ' . ) . - 3 ', )
: ) ) ’ . - s > . :
Factors Y . -Qomgonents Where Factors Used : .
Penformqncé Component ~ Potential Component . Achievement of Potential -
' 7 _ oo . ' — Component
Y HGR - Wages WGR Wages WGR Wage
) (-' -] ' N
Average monthly'welfaref 'ﬂ X . . B X
.’ grant’ reduction’ ‘ - .
Number of job entries " 3 X ‘ ' X
Average'ﬁob entry- wage rate ; ' .‘l'X ! ) X ’ - X
i . : i - ) . -~ N
Retentign rate on jobs X - X7 , X :' X.
"Potential" WIN registrants* _ .': ' X X » X X
Average monthly graﬁt. : ' ) ' 1: X -
Annual dollar cost of X X { X X
state WIN program ' - R
Penalty rate for poor X T e , X f’ v
reporting ' ‘

national proportion of AFDC recipients who are registered for WIN,

\

"

&

*Determined by the number of AFDC families in a statd multiplied by the

201,

~
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- © .« Table. 43 e e
: Bi~Variate Correlations Between Stste Shares of Discrjionary ,
Funds and Factors-in the FY 1977,WIN_4110cation Formula. « R

, Co ’ . L v
[ o4 hd . . v B . Y » . Ny

L e ." o "« v peveent.’
. e e ' S C.orrelation Standard Error ' Variation ,
%' Pactors in Formula * ° | "Coefficient ot Bstimage Eggglained

Jo . EE ’. .« . . ) o

B Y11 R £ 93.2%

L L : . : . D )
Job Entries | : Co-eset . a7 ehaox
. . . ’ 7 . . ’ v . . ‘ ' 'l’ T m "
No. of Potential Registrants - ..900f | 1.117 - " S}r;? -f

Annual Dollar Cost of Stats WIN 397 o . 2,060 '.: 33.7% /.'f;fd'
Program S o SN ' L. .

‘Jo_b Entdy Wase'Rste _ \ , .12107 S ‘ 2..295"“ - 20.0% ‘,.. .’ . ;
NG s T X5 AN X T

9 Retention_Rate . -:250 | 2.486 ; 4 . 6»22"1; B}
‘u__: : - ) A . . . )'. ) . : .

»

' _ R
f- *Statistically signifieanc at the .0 levél. ‘ ’ [ /
'° #%AThe standard error of the estimate is a statistic’ “that déscribes the | .. gers
dccuracy of the values predicted by the regression equation. The lower the - e
standard error of the estimate, the more accurate t7e predictive power of the -

!+ regression equatiod. v

3
¢ L}

D) . a)- . g i_‘u é
. . .

. N . , _ , o8 LR
Thus, the association between certazgzperformance indicators and ¢ S o
discretionary allocations shown in Table:43 “is mostly due to the influence . =

of program scale. When the scale effect is elimineted, the correlatitn

between the measures and discretionacy allocations decreases dramatically.* .
_As”Table 44 shows, state ‘population variatiOn -accounts - for between 60 STy
and 75 percent of the variation in discretionary allocations amofig states ',°

*The correlation of "AMWGR with alloeations (Table 43 g produces a o o
correlation coefficient of ,965. When ‘each state’s AMWGR is'divided’by
that state’s average monthly cost of welfare grants, the correlation co~ . T
efficient drops to -,087. Similarly, the ‘correlation of job entries with 6o L
_ - allocatiods is -.959, but the correlations of Job entries per stnff year ‘ -
o with allocstions is %nly 2164, - . e K ’ ‘

" i .
I . »
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STy Table 44

fj_ ﬁ . L - * ~°l i—Variate Correlations Betweén State Shares of Discretionary Fundp
R l et et and Measutes of WIN Progrhm Scale for FY's 19?6, 1977, and 1978* Lo=m
A, ,,. - ~ . . . . '3 | ’ - ' .. ) N - ." -':\._\_\. . o .
RN L FY 1976 ry 1977 [ y 1078** T
N : 2, | | :'7 - Percent- e T . Percent e Percent
Y - Independent Correlation Variation Correlation .: Variatioh.- Correlation Va:iation g
- Variable * Coefficient Explained .-, - Coefficiene - Explained COefficient * Explained
3. . . . . v . N . . i T we ; !
(: P . State pdpula- ﬁi,SI & 71.93% . .8712 7§.90ﬂ“'- .7740” . 5919}2&_?gfr
- R tion - - } L o oL . o '.a e o PR
' L Average number .9095 82,72% +9280 .. 86,124 —— ”7"28430 _g ’71.ﬁ0%.f :
. of registrants : ' . s SN 4
e i < o e , L. Py . e B '- . -
o ) in January ' e . . R " ’ - N .
'V"_‘ ) < R i . Q\I/" k. e ..
? . VA
. . N " *All correlation coefficients aqe statistically significant at the .01 level o
'. . . R ] .
- ' . - &
v . . %rthe decrease in th- intluence of scale on discretionary allocations in FY 1978 is probably due’ .
. to the change in the definition of. "retention rate" for that year's WIN Allocation Formula. R o
SR \ SR N ,T'
. ~1 . i . . v . - .
. .. 52 f.| . - f" . , ? ) u
- ) B ’ * ® ‘/) x') f\ .
. . . - ‘s . a “ '\J. '»\.) :
\ “ . - . oo 1 ¥ . - Yy i: . T X
. \\' . \vlor. - *
. . ) t ’_ N ?
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foz FY s 1976 rhrough 1978. The awenaaé futbSr of*ﬂ!ﬂ reﬁistrantn (the \'"
~bapis for WIN mndar.oty ﬂlcputoma -aleg oxpluun*‘bnqmm Y a\hd 86 nvgc t. i
of the variation in dtate diiar&tiunirv‘%}lécltién RE . T lnalh Ty ‘tHe.

. major determinant of the distribution’ of diactetionuny dIlotationa among
7‘:he s:ates, with program pTrtosmancg affectins allncattqns onLy matginally.
_;le;// ///ﬁ_ Whis finding had 1mp11cations for- tha kind of parfbrnanca measures

~ that we used 4n our study of the WIN' program to “aBséss program efféctives,

<" "'+ .ness and to .determine the influence of exogenous factprs on program out-~

i . puts. "We felt that the’ performance measures wé used. should control for ,
“" ' scale. They should focus, not ‘on the ahsolute level of job entries, AHMGR 8

and job entry wages, but on placement praductivity per ataff, welfar f say-

R

‘l n . v

o

ings as & grogortion of welfare grant costs and job entry- wages reldtive
to prevailing wages. In this way, we were able to focus on'the produc= .
tivity or efficien~y of state WIN programs. . Use of these kinds ,of: petform-

} M ot h
i T . i i

if}“n -ance indicators v 1d petmit comparisons 6f organizational hara;cergetics
.. . Yn highly produr e and]eif&pient"programs'hith;;hose_in less productive ., . =
programs. % :." . e N r, : . o . S

Given'the non-linearity of " the discretionarv'fOtmula, orrélation

" the greatest 4 pact on a 4§ate s share’ of the e resources.' To find ‘this

by a change in ach fauton 1ndependent1y and within the cputext of che Coa
/ formula. ) v P . _ - 2 9y

o4 .
Foxgula Simulations. . Oné way- to identif the relaﬁtve importance of fac- ' {‘j
'« " tops-in the all iation formula i3 to perform a computer simulation of" \ o '

' f’ the discretionary formula, changing each’, factor individually by a fixeé _ A'Ri '
X / percen:age and ev%}uating the impact of that factor on each. state’s’allo- .~ y

- gtion. The most important factors would pe those whose chlnge on average '5.' - ?'f
/ = caused the largest) phanges in state alxopations.*, o o
. \ M . Ll . . B L U
. Lo *We are 1ndebted to Dr. Charles H. Holt of the University of Texas, v

. formerly with The Urban Institute, for recommendations on methods for
' - identifying. the relative impacts_ of factors in the WiN location Formula
. on state discretionary allocations,  ~ '

’
. 4

. .
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s © Table A5 predents. data dn the average thange in szate discre-

> aotlonsry _g.liy;;ﬁo;ﬁqy;,dgﬁ._s-_-,; _fUknges- in formula:faccora and the range of "+ .
it thEsd: chadges ! Iv' chove, that pecforadnce indicators in the formula\thay . . '

T . meadure the gng!ggx,of=plicémgn;o,h&vé'a-quaterximpact.on'6lactetlon'ry‘ o A W

"/ Yallocations than those that measure -the quantity of placemeats.” The largs . . Lo
- est payoff in discretionary déliacw {14,97 percent) comes from ratentioh SRR .|

"o rates. ‘The npext "htg'l;as,t,i iBpact on allocations is cuused: by 4 ¢lyster” - Lo

1500 of chied perforsdaice factors. Of these theee, job entry. wage rate hag - T

Hiwe ' the grast st_inflhencé.!fogloumq by the number of job entries dnd the ot e p

o) spount of AMWGR’s. .The ‘remeining four factors have considerably leis: .

SIS A . impact on allocations.; P el D N

AT n e N V. . '

Tf*ﬁ_ L However, Table 45 presents only the average ‘effects of changes ..,

& * . in formule factoys on allocations for aly state WIN programs. ,This pate~

.} tern of celative impacte on dlldcatidne: did not necessurily hold for y o .ow -
-3{~ - ,. tndividual regtons and atatea.’ Retention rate had the most 'éffect on - . . B
, discretionary. allocatidas for 37 etate programs, but job entry. wage 'cates - ' - ‘il

.
4 .
A
A *

. had the greatest 1u£1u¢ncq\in 14 states and job -entries,’in one atate. N . Ef
) L . .\ . ) . ) i .

.

e vt ) .. “ ’ : : - : ~ Sy ' . . . Lo
P . . \ - . ' L . N ! P .: .
\ . . *The following procedures wete used in this, simulation: - . .

e ' 1" =+The acecuracy aLQ;hq discretionary allocation forﬁula as pre~ , - o

sent% in Figure 18 was first tested by using it to caleulare ‘ailoca- v ¢ y Ty

tion® to statee hased, on tyelpe formance date used by the National Office, e

¢, - for FY 1977 allocations and com aring the results to the actual WIN ale - * = ° L

| locations. : e ’ T ) e : ;

. ' --Each performance facyor was increased by 10 percent for each .
- #'e - stédte, holding all other factora and all other stat' constant at their -

':,3 . FY 1977 levelg.” For example, the AMWGR for Connectizut was iacreased :

R by 10.percént while ‘the remaining sevep performance factors -were held -

. « constant. By also holding :all other states comstant at their FY 1977 b
 levels, the'impact on each state’s allocation ia not confoundéed by the
+ effects Of changing a fapxor it the remaining 51 WIN programs.  After the

© calculation for Cornecticut was complebed, ita AMWGR valus Wwas returne ~

: ‘to 1ts'FY 1977 value beforg\thg next state’s AMWGR value was increased @ -
oo " and: 1ts {mpact on allocations calculated. This proceaezyas repeated”

£ot each state WIN program and for each \performance faector. ‘
. Y ~-By maintaining a coonant totalxgiscretionary illocation.for
‘ the nat{onal program, changes insthe dollar amount of state allocations

were equal to changes 1in state’ shares of 'the national allocation. ™

P T r-Aftew'increas}ng”éach factor independently by 10 pgféent for
. each sgency, the average impact on s:ate'discretionary allocations due .
A\ to thes? inceases was determihed for each of the eight performance fac-
to?s in the WIN Allocation, Formuld., | : © -
. . . - . . 4 - . . « —
Q ., .l - ' .., - . . ) ) | - .
b ! . o P N
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" Allocation Formula

l

Factor

Reteution Rate \

wagecRate S
,

Number of Job Entries

AMWGR .

analty for Poor Reporting .

. Dollar Cost

P |

Potential WIN Registrants -

Average Monthly Welfake Gramt

Table 45

- Averase'éhanéé'in'State;

Range. of .Changes in §tate ¥

Average Changes 1A Disgreciouqry Allocations Caused by a 10 Percent
X Increase in Cach of Eight Formula Factors, with all
*. .- Other Factors Held Constant at FY 1977 Levels.

-

,Discretionary Allocations Discretionary Allocations
Caused ,by 2 10Z -

N

g

-
L

a i he F

14.97%
8.31%
7.53%

" 7.47%
-6.44%
=5,44%
2.20%

Y 1.7

285 .

.- Caused by a 102
~Increase in the Factor -

T e

' 2%

.“

4%

29

0%
gt
-9%
-5%

3%

to

to

to

to

to

to

to

to

27%

174% |
207% .
7

0% - -
-1%

9%

’

4%
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In no state was AMWGR the most stgnificant factor, but in some it ranked
higher ‘than its fourth place in the natiomal averages.¥

e IR

Jod
W i

* The factors’ impacts can be Gety different in different states. B
" Tha effect on'discretiondry allocations of 10 percent increases in the
. four leading performance factors is shown for four selected states in
o Table 46 . This.wide variation means that, given the current allocation 7 G
foruula, a particular state program might or might not maximize its share R
of discretionary funds by emphasizing those performance factors which
have the greatest average impact on allocations nationally. 1In the ex- .
.ample below, states A and D would, like most states, gain most by im- CT
proving their job retention rates. However, state B would do better }f
it emphasized job eatry wages, and state C would gain a bigger payoff
o from improving job entries than from either retenq}on rates or job entry
wages. - : ' ' .

. N Table 46 - _
Percentage Change in Discretionary Allocation Caused by a 1Q Percent
* ///Ihcreaso in Leading Performance Factors for Selected State WIN Programs

.,

’ ¢

/. State WIN Retentton Job Entry No. of .~ Amount of '
/ Programa Rate Wages Job Entr}es __AMWGR
state A 2 i C13% S ¥ - 1o%
State B T 6% ' - 10% _ - 6% 1z
L st o1 o1z <o e
y State D 232 . 7 sy | 6% T © Y

S

o~ e, SR

Furthermore, the simulation shows only how changes in the perform-~
ance factors affect discretionary allocations, not whether changes in the
+factors are practicable for states. Retention rates may-have the greatest . '
- average' influence on allocations, but the many states which already have _
reterntion rates in the 90 percent range would probably not be able to C ~
 1mprove them significantly. They would achieve more payoff by seeking
to improve performance on other indicators.

More generallyy the ranking_of the indicators considers only the
potential. benefit allocations of incréasing each indicatpr, not the
costs of doing s0{_To improve ratention or wage rates may potentially

*See Mitchell et al. (1977a), ppP. 17-20.
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yield a.state the greateat'return, but 1f the staff resources or other
costs required to do this are‘high, improving performance on another in-
"dicator may be more cost-effective.‘

For several reasons, this simulation oversimplifies reality. It
identifies the potential impact of formula factors on discretiocnary allo-
catfons. It holds all other factors and states constant as one factor
for a state is increased. This isolates the influence of each individual
factor on individual states.

In reality, the influence of individual factors 1s not isolated.
The impact of each measure on a given state’s allocation affects the im~
pact of the other measures. Each state’s performance on the méasures af- -
+sfects the relative performance of the other states. And, as explained in
Section 3, performance on the various indicators is strongly influenced
by a number of non-program factors such as labor market conditions and
the demographic characteristics of WIN registrants. These effects, too,
vary from indicator to ‘indicator and from state to state.

Our analysis of the WIN Alloca;ion Formula showed that:

(1) Essentially the same formula was used in FY’s 1976,
1977, and 1978 to allocate discretionary funds
to.regions and to suggest allocations to states.

(2) State discretionary allocations were determined
more by the comparative size of state WIN ,programs
* than by their comparative performance.

(3) While eight formula factors played a role in cal-
culating each state’s suggested funding level, :
four of these factors had by far the greatest .
impact on discretionary allocations. In order
of impact, these, four factors are: .

--Job retention .rate

--Job entry wage rate

--Number of job entries

~--Average monthly welfare grant reductions (AMWGR)

(4) The discretionary pnrtion of the allocation
‘formula 18 so complicated that determining which
performance measures have the greatest influ- .
ence on allocations would be very difficult ’
without simulations of the kind reported here.
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_Policy Statements on WIN-Perfg%naqce'Measurba - " | N\

Because the WIN Allocation Formula was difficult to interpret,
- .1t was probable that many WIN coordinators assigned priérities to pro- -
- gram goals aqnd to performance indicators based primarily on the oral and ‘
written messages sent out by the National Office. _ .

" This section examines the performance measures that were empha-
sized by program documentation and that WIN officials said were important.
. It compares those statements to the budget messages found in the formula. ,
Questions addressed include the following: ' S

‘6 Are WIN administrators at different levels aware of
the performance indicators and relative priorities
emphasized in the WIN Allocation Formula? .

——
o ——————
-

¢ Do.they see these indicators and priorities as the .- .
most appropriate for WIN? Do they think other ob-
»Jectives are more important? S

® Are the indicators and prioritieq stressed in the
WIN Allocatjon Formula also stresded in directives &
the National Office sends to the field? /

These issues were addressed through a review of WIN program docu-
ments, interwiews with National Office‘WIN staff, ¥nd 4 survey of state T

]

WIN coordinators. ' o }
Ve . _ [
I

AN
Program Documentation on Goals and Objectives. A review of WIN documents®
showed that National Office policy statements had consistently stressed ’ i
' R - . L L o
.- = {gf :

. *We reviewed the following program documents for policy statements )!’
on the WIN program and for indicators to measure reglonal and state com- N
pliance with these national policies: e - i

(1) National Coordinating Committee Operating Memoranda (NCCOM) ; ,
(2) Explanatory material accompanying WIN Allocation Formula <

o computational tables and suggested allocations;
(3) WIN Operational Planning and Review System (GOPRS); : ‘
(4) WIN Handbooks on regulations,:procedurés and processes; |
(5) WIN Financial Management Handbook and gyidance on reporting /
systems; " ' ’

(6) WIN and ETA guidelines on regional monitoring and review of
state programs; ' . H

(7) Preliminary reports from the managemen¢ indicators project;
and .

(8) 1Internal program memos on performance,indicators. / .

/- | L

! )
h
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. the sagie nultiple objectives during the period 1975 to 1977.% State °

programs were instructed to assist WIN registrants to find employment- -
leading to uelf--ufticiency and 1udopendence. The quality of\jobs, meis-
ured by entry wage rates and retention rates, was to be. such that reg-
gistrants would eventually leave welfare rolls or at least significantly
decrease their dependence on welfare. The four objectives=-=job entries,.
welfare. grant reductions, and quality of jobs maasured by entry wage rates

and tetencion rates--wete to be.attained in the most cost~effective manner.

However, the emphasis ‘the National Office gave to each changed

. during the period. For FY 1976 and FY 1977, direct placement=--the gquantity

of job entries--appeared to be given top priority. Maximizing the number .

. - of job entries'was emphasized as the most cost-effective way of reducins

welfare grant,.cogts. The guality of jobs in which registrants weré placed
vas apparent;y given a lower relative priority.** States and regions that

*We chose the three year time frame, 1975 to 1977 because it 1is .
the most recent. -Thus, it is most relevant to the program as it now ex=
ists. Also, it is a period of relatively stable policy in WIN-and one in
which the allocation formula remained unchanged. Prior to 1975, major
émphasis had first been placed on training and supportive services (1968 =
1971) -and then on the single objective of direct placement (1971 - 1974)..

*ANCC Operating Memos transmitting suggested allocations for FY’s B
1976 and 1977 tended to emphasize increasing the number of registrants

. being placed. For example, the memo for the FY 1977 allocations gave a

full ‘array of objectives, but direct placement and placement-related ac=-

. tivities were 1isted before objectives on improved retention and wage rates

in.the memo’s 'national objectives,":"policy emphases” and "operational
emphases' sections (NCCOM No. 20=76, June 1, 1976, pp. 1=2). In addition
the Handbook for the FY 1977 WIN Allocation Formula contained the following
references:.
"The number of registrants who get jobs is one of the most im=-
portant factors in determining how much money a state gets. Thus
it is important to understand the trade-off results in terms of
WIN dollars received fram the allocation formula. 'Such a trade-off
could be between emphasis on'making more placements and emphasis
_on 'making fewer placements, but in jobs with higher wage rates
“or in jobs i{n which registrants are likely to stay for longer
periods.”" (p. 3)
. "+ o o the number of jobs is much more 1mportant than the wage
rate for allocation." (p. 15) _
"+ « ¢« 1f a program manager finds that providing an orientation
session or‘training option results in doubling the wage rate for
many clients’ or increases the retention rate substantially, he
can afford fewer placements.” (p.°1l7, emphasis aided) - .
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followed the verbal directives of the National Office would have empha- *

. ‘sized number of job ‘entries. In fact, as we have seen,. changing place-
ment” performance was far:less likely to affect a state’s diacretionaﬁb ‘.
.allocation under the WIN Allocation Formula than changing retention
rates. . - . ,

The .1anguage used in policy statements for FY 1978 seems to show o .
a shift.*® Job quality was given a policy stature at least equal to number i
of job entties. ' This brought written policy statements in line with the o
fiscal message on priorities  found in the WIN Allocation Formula. Now,’ :

"1f states and regions followed National Office pulicy directives, they’
would stress retention and wage rates==the factors that do, in fact, yield

" the largest rewards under the discretionary formula. :

While this change 1s partly obscured by the general and varying Lo
phraseology in some, statements about program goals and opjectives, it is - o
still discernibleé. Furthermore, the change was verified by our interviews
with National Office administrators who told us that they were moving to
an emphasis on job quality rather than gquantity of placements, while still
maintaining a _balanced mission of multiple objectives. .

'Anothgr source of guidance'are the measures used within-the pro-
gram itself to monitor arid “assess achievement. Program documents mention
dozens of such indicators.** Some measure actual levels of activity against

/

*For example, the NCCOM that accompanied FY 1978 suggested alloca-
tions stated:
"Since retention rates have a two=fold impact on the allocation
formula, it is in the best interest of each state and RCC to focus . =~ .
on improving this activity." (NCQOM'NO. 20-77, May 31, 1977,
p.3)
**The program documents reviewed and the number of indicators
suggested by each are as follows:

Source - ‘> : No. of Indicators
’ WIN Financial Management Indicators, WIN
‘Financial Management Seminar Handbook 16 _
WIN Program Management Indicatars, IMPACTs g
"Summary Descriptions of Management "Indi~ 25
cators" .
-WIN FY “77 Performance Indicators, WIN Ogera-
: tional Planning and Review System (OPRS) 13
\ "Three Level Monitoring Concept,™ Data Users "5 (level 1) = |
. Guide (Preliminary draft) . 12 (level II)
S - 51 (level III)
Internal WIN memo recommending the use of ten
measures as key "aralytical indicators" .10 a
Regional Review Process Guide g 96
290
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effectiveness. Several performance indicators are used to measure es-

-peérforpance indicators used in the WIN program mpasure in one way or another

. £ = » . LT L R IR s T T e R e Wiy
e . . . tot . : P "’*‘E;‘F
. . ..

I T B

planned levels. Some focus on the productivity of WIN service staff (or :
SAU staff), and others are concerned with fiscal accountability and cost- ’

oL s

sentially the same phenomenon's®

Despite the bewildering variety, the phenomena bHeing neasured re-.

main substantially the same==the quantity and quality of job entries, wel-

fare savings, program and service component costs,.mix of services provided,
and the demographic characteristics and status of registrants. Many of the

the four performance factors emphasized in the WIN Allocation Formula--job
retention rate, entry wage rate, numbet of job entries and welfare grant °-
reductiqns . ** . . .

H ’ ) .

NationalsOEfice Perceptions on Goals and Performance Priorities. Existing
performance ifdicators and documentation about them\are necessary=--but - .
not sufficient~-evidence of what prqgram goals and priorities National - "
Office staff consider important. Therefore, we also pbsed the_question

of goals to the National Office direetly in the course Qﬁ intensive in- o
terviewe with some 20 officials thezge,’ )
. National Office staff appeared to. agree substantillly about goals.

All said that WIN’s mdin objective was to help AFDC recipients become self- .
sufficient and/or decrease or eliminate their dependence on welfare. Most 7\ :
staff thought thgt the best way to achieve this overall goal was a program

that balanced the specific goals of job quantity, job quality, and reduc-

tions in welfare grants. Within.this group, the majority gave greater ! ®
weight to the quality of jobs; the minority, to quantity of jobs. None, ' '
however, wanted to pursue either quantity or quality to the complete ex- "
clusion of the other. The differences were matters of degree only, not

) clear~cqt disagreements.

\

-
. 0 5
! Q
N .. ¥

'/ *For example, job placements may be presented as total entered
employment, full<time entered employment, direct job entries, volunteers
entered employment, entered employment from labor market exvosure, etc.
Similarly, placement data can be treated as a benefit-cost ratio (cost per
entered -employment), a productivity measure (number of job entries per .
staff year), a measure of goal achievement (actual vs. planned placement)
or a penettation rate (proportion of registrants that are placed).

'®**These four factors play a role‘'in seven of 'the 13 OPRS perform-
ance indicaters, 32 of the 68 indicators used in the "three level WIN .
monitoring system" and 20 of the 25 management indicators developed by 7 ' -,
IMPACT (Institute for Manpower Rrdgram Analysis, Consultation and Train-'
ing, Inc.). \ .
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= - National Office staff were also askéd which indicators they used °
to assess regional and state performance. Here, the consensus was not RS
as focused but was still clear. Of those staff who followed regional and - o
state performance data (many watched only national trends), the largest :
- 8roup looked at the same four indicators which we 'have found most signifi-
) cant in the WIN Allocation Formula=-=-joh éntries, retention rates, entry DA
' wage rates, and AMWGR. They felt tha* these indicators in combination e
‘(along with program cost.data) provided the best overview of a region’s . ¥
- ‘or state’s performapce. Some also reviewed actual against planned activity
levels and expenditure r4tes. A smaller group looked only at placement -
indicators ox gave them priority over other indicaqors.'-pverall, once
again, the differences amoug staff seemed to be more of degree than of ~
kind. : . : . . -

" The statistical and simulation analyses aof the WIN Allocation °

* " Formula reported here were discussed with senior National Office 'staff .
during two meetings in July 1977. The consensus at both meetings was- | . L.
that the relative impacts of formula factors on allocations reflected |
National Office priorities. There was also - agreement on the type of per-
formance measures, that we would be using in our study of the WIN program,
. l.e., measures which reflected: productivity and efficiency, rather than

' the'relative size of .state WIN programs. o R

¢ <

v “
[

Three' approaches-were devised for '"!defining" WIN performance and

were presented during our second meeting with National Office staff. The . .
first option simply {nvolved the selection of -one of the féur measures N—
as the key performance measure for ‘assessing state WIN programs. This T
option was quitkly discarded. The'second option gave equal importance _ .
_to each of .the four measures. The third drew upon our findings from the

analysis of the allocation formula. It gave each measure a policy weight: .

equal to its -relative impact on discretionary allocations. The consensus ,
-~ of the group was to use the third option. ' v '

L

b . ) . /
To sum up, the degree of goal condensus among National Office staff
seems. high. . This consensus also agrees closely with the objectives em-
phasized in the.WIN Allocation Formula. However, National Office prior-. .
. 1lties have come to agree with the balanced emphasis in the formula only
. recently--earlier, a stregs on direct placement was evident.

-
>

'Therefore, it cannot be assumed. that state WIN coordinators hear
clearly the message coming from the WIN Allocapion Formula and the National
Office, or that they agree with it. We tufn now.to some evidence that was
. acquired .prior to our field work in ten samgle states about state-level

«©

perceptions of WIN program goals and priorities. - . :
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_ are given in Table 47. ; ,

"asked for a ranking by {mportance of these measures. _
. sought what they perceived to be the performance measures used by fedetal

2 ""3\ T S
BN

' Stite WIN Coordingtor;Pereegtions of Program“boals and Priorities. 'ln a

. survey of stace WIN coordingtors, we included- ‘two.questions on the relatlv
impdrtance of WIN perfornancn indicators. ‘The Questiobo and the results

.

One question ‘concérned the performance neaaures that stste WIN _
coordinators used tu assees their local service delivery, units and also
The other question

program managers in assessing state programs and what federal officials’.

relative priority was, - . A . Lo
.‘( Generally, etate_WIN coordinators ranked performance goala in:the

same order as they felt federal WIN managérs ranked them. . They gave top

priority to the number of placements made, followed by welfare savings -and

Job retention rateg. :This is probably ¢onsistent with policy statements
_-on priorities given by the National Office prior to the release ‘of FY 1978
" planning and allocstion materials. '

v <
.

Houever. as Table 48 shows, important differences exist between

- what state WIN coordinators .saw as performance priorities and .what factors

_are most heavily rewarded in the WIN ,Allocation Formula, : ¢
Standardized Perfo;mance Measures . = Coe

Four measures were identified as the‘key indicators of WIN program

' pérformance through our analysis of, the WIN Allocation Formula, interviews

with National Office staff, a review of program documents and a survey of
state WIN coordinators. : ' . .
These findings were important ‘to our institutional analysis of the,_
WIN program. The indicators made possible an agreed definition of per-
formdnce by which to compare state WIN programs. These méasures were used
to. identify the organizdtional anq’managerial features of state and local
programs which seemed couducive to high and low performance. As mentioned
above, National Office staff ‘supported a compbsite performance _indicator
~ for state programs baséd on our finoings. -t )

hid e
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COmparioon qg Priority Rnnkingd of Perforuunce Measureo~ "'l s o
« by Dollar Payoffs, -tn WIN Allocations Formula and ' »'/v )
. : by*State WIN. Coordinatcre .8 [ R
: . ¥ i i ' ' I-{" . . .
" - ) " . . . . " . . . N ) ) ‘I’ - .
e T e - 2 ° " ' Ranking by - ' Rankiag by .
s 3 " + Dollar Payoff Perceived Priority . _
T  Performance " . - in WIN Allocation of State WIN 3
+ -, Indicators {Goals) = . . ___ Formula Coordinators
: “' o .o ~.‘ “ , . . ’ . f. . oo e e .‘ -\—35 .
A Job Rétention Ratd . L e L e 3. s
,' . . / o 2 . . e . o E ) - - . . o ¢ ES :
| Entry Wage Rage = . ° . A S R -
et ’ . . . 4 . .- . Y : . . ¥
.+ - Number of Job Entries. _— e 3 D S
e Awerage Monthly welfare Grant'= T T 4 SRS ‘ ; 2 . o
Reductions (AMWGR) ' _ . N . ey M
. oo . : A R S :
5°° % Dollar Cost of State Progxcm,'ul . .5 S s et
oo ; i ) > v 2N ) '
P ¢ ) N ::(' ro Seos
. . - Q ~ 5 . . . i ’1 ‘ . ) ‘.
£ ..\ * o * . & R

o Two operations were neceesary to develop a composite measure..
First, the indicators used had tb be standardized to {eliminate the "scale
effect" in the allocation formula factéts. as they existed. Srate programs

. 'with large numbers of registrants wou}d necessarily have had large numbers
. ;0f job entries and welfare' grant reductions compared’ to, states with- ‘smaller .

NS ';registrant populations. Differences among states in prevailing wage levels

" % " -and the amount of average welfare grants also had to be conttolled for.

. We standardized job entry wage by dividing "each state’s or local opera- e
tion’s figure by its prevailing average wage rate. Similarly, the numbek @ v
of job éntries for each state or local program was divided by its number . '
of paid staff positions, and the avérage monthly welfare grant reduction .
"(AMWGR) -of each state or ‘local operation was divided by its average monthly

* welfare grant costs (average welfare grant miltiplied by number of regis-

a

A trants). Retention rates required no standardization. )
b . ' ' 4
R . . . . ’ ¢
R
a () A
© 9 o I . " B N )4
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" ,'..‘; As. a state WIN coordinacu:, wha: mnasure(s) of WIN = SR
w' . ' performgnce do you use to-evaluats local wnit . -+ . . L
e pctfo:mance? Please rank the following pe:formance o . .
- medsures from 1 (most importanc) to 6 (least - :
TR, impo:canc2 « . o : ' - .
: » L ' : L . . ‘ .
Cee T B o Average ranking - -Average rank
g, . : o o ST scores by 52 -sgate . ordar by 52 state -
et ’ '_coordina:_ors coordinatgrs
) -number of job entries A ol L1000 .- e)) o
: L ' welfare savings- : ca 2,700 '(2)_', - -fi
- job'racentiog gates ' o : 2.74 T (3) - . f%
# . cost effectiveness o 4,26 . T (&) Q' .
“wage at job entry _ 4,62 : (9
g ' : . . . .
e ‘oupber of AFDC employables served ' 5.06 ' | - (6) )
QE What do ych.seélzo,be the important performancé' . _ _- . | é
- measures by which Federal administrators : ‘ - Tal .
- currently assess your state WIN program? =~ . s
Please rank the following in order of o BT ' L
importance. L . L : - —_—
e # . " Average ranking  Average ramk "
: , ' Scores by 52 state order by 52 state
. | coordinators ~__ __coordindtors
number of job entries : ' ' 1.24 ‘ ' (13
' job retentian rates _ o 3.00 ' (2)-
: e . welfare savings '; + 3.16 | . .‘; (3)= :
cosc:gifectivénessw , 4,27 ' (4) |
) wage at job entry . , L 4,43 () -~ -
' number of AFDC employablesfservéd 5.02 L (6)
29.4. . v ! - -
< L 314

Table 47

State WIN Coordina:ors ankins of P:ogram Performanca Mgasures
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_% r. . The'use of nubbers of pald staff to normai¥se thé job sitites

| .adicator had the additional advantage. of " introducing ‘& proxy for. coste

“o effectiveneds ortproductivity into ‘the ‘parforadnce sddsure, - The indicator
.analysis showed the.relative' cost of. atate WIN progyams to be ‘a less sig-
~ nificant ‘performance measure in the WIN Allocation ‘Formula and in National
ioffice%pe:cepttqipfkhan-joB endies, jab retention, job edtry wages, or .. 5
“AMWGR. ~However, this factor was still vital to National Office btaff with tﬁ’* S
fiscal and-fihancial managemept responiribilities. As ‘a proxy for produc= _ L ' %
tivity, staff resources alsc could be measured without congideration o™ LT
differences in public .employee wages "among gtateSv&a’factot.bqyond the.. . > e
contrﬁl of.W;N,managerg. - - _ . L ,,‘.i' ’;.'._.' T
“Second, the standdrdized factors had to be wetghted té produce a  ; . - - %
. composite’ measure. As our simulation dnalysis showed, the factors had . R
different relative impacts jon state discretionary allocations. The dif= - "+ . ° ..
fergnt weights reflected the policy priorities-of National Office WIN. .. . . et
administrators. We have used these same relative weights to produce: the- "
composité indicator. . . R IR e S

o ! . . : . . : . .

hd .

Table 49 ‘presents the standardized performapce measures that we ot
used in our inastitutional "analysis of the WIN program and the weights 0
used for each. The table also gives the data sources for ea¢ch measure. - ' o
Some of these standardized measures are identical tQ pérformance indi-. )
cators found.in WIN program, documents and used by sqmg*ﬂ;&_repofglng or v

. monitoring systems. ' * . . o B

Two qualificat;Ons'shjﬁzh ‘be emphasized." First, the indicators
chosen were those styessed as most important im the WIN Allocation For-
mula and in Nationai'Office.pnopouncemenﬁb and perceptdons. They were - “
not.policy judgments which we made. ' . '
. Second ;- performance criteria other than the four indicators were
not ignotéd in the course of field research.  For example, we attempted to
identify and examine data on SAU perforMance, such as the number of regfs~
‘trants’ certified per SAU staff and ‘the availability cof supportive servifes.
Praoblems assoclated with such. SAU. measures of effectiveness were dealt with ‘l
- in detail in the ‘main body of our repogt. - o '
: : - . . o

[~ g . e
3. S?cio-econof%b Influences 'on"State . * . ¢ 3 .
. _ . WIN Performance Leve{g : e ]
" This section éresents findings of our analysis of data on state .
sacio-economic envirdnments and their relationships to state WIN'perform=-
ance :levels. It addresses and tests a basic hypothesis of this study;
_namely, are some'syzte socio-economic settings more conducive to meeting
¢ [S .

.
. L]
4 B .~ . .
. .
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IO S Standardized HIN Performance Measures, Data Sources for Heasutes and Weighta : S :\
RS - ce T Derived from Analysis of WIN Anocation Formula N
o [+ : . . AS d * : .
S o ¢ _ R ©e 0 . . - . - (.
. ( . " .. .Standerdized v : Y : , , . - , . o ‘\. u“‘h“ Dacived Iros . .l ,
: . .+ Performence ‘ - P Data lwma ! ’ : ‘. - Anslysgs o VI8¢ - . -
© Heedures . . _ . for Huguu L ' . » _Allocation Formula EREEI
. e o oL . ’ . ' . :_‘ . T - o . ' \» - R g)'.’-‘l?
i - ' . K : R Absolute R l'n:cut of
! 1. Ratention Kire . ~ . \nu Auocauon Fornula Table z..U 14,97 ' \\3!.112 § o
’ . 3. Pntey Wega Rete - ' \\‘( » H!ll Anocitlon Yorsula Table 6. ’IAvuuqo 8.31 . 21.718 SN N
: Preveiling Wage Rate N Wourly geosn_cainingd of production . . w
ot e, * ' . gvornn on menufscturing payrolls ) ‘ ¢
' _ ) (tnploynnt and Zacnings, BLS) * - C .
- 3 ﬁuuber of Job Entriws e \ﬂtll Allocetion Forauls Tabla $, Col.? JICont .53 R N A8 X
R . Staff Positions Peid . e ‘Accounttn. gptu Repore. 96 . : L, o \
et . T N ? * , v
. & Avetage Monthly Welfeps Grent Reductions Rm\Mloeltton Poruule 'mu S, Col, .i/hmu v .47 1!.;1! R
e ' " Averags Honthly Velfate Grent Costs Aumeg;m Formuls. abh 6. Col, 6 a Teble.1, ) , -, .
. v e v Cel. 3.2 .
' " (N ®- . "‘.
N ‘I v . - ° L Vg
. ’ : . . \
. ST fee P0G, Cole 1L for n'n and Col. 3 for MY'78, | .o
N "y 2, "Trus" vaighped nvug- ueing Cols. 3, 4, 6 and 7 (or t's '16 and '113 'hbh A. Cul. 4 for n'u. - -
. e . "7, 3. Tabla &,'Col. 3 for MY'18, ‘.
- v, * " ke Tabla 3, Col. 2/Co}. 1 for FY'78, "
- S¢ ‘Tebla 7, C51. 3 = Table 1, Col.. 3 for FY'78,
6. Adsolute veights total to 3‘03.. ‘so that 1‘," is 3’011: 0‘ totnl.. . <
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- WIN pizﬁormance,oﬁjectivés than others? And 1if thisfis the'case.’what . "

socio=economic indicators best describe_differences among state environ~ ° v

.ments? Which of these are most systematically associated with petfo;ﬁﬁ; X N

ance differences among state WIN programs?
Lo,

» . . .
6 . .

0 .t . . N . + o
If state WIN programs in certain kinds of settings tend to attain

. higher levekls of performance than programs in other types of environments, " ),y

then the envirodment in a very real sense defines their potential output.

"To varying degrees ‘1t hinders or facilitates the movement of WIN regis= ;-i

trants into employment. It similarly influences the types of jobs avail= - .
able, the hiring criteria of employers, likely wage rates and the duration
of jobs. Thexmeforew as environments differ among states, 80 too do their
potential performance levels. These environmental -differences thus should
be considered in some way in evaluating state prpgrams and identifying
organizational factors that might‘differentiate the more "effectiye" WIN

P .

' programs from the less "effective" ones.

[N

. : s
Comparing state WIN program structures, resource management and

' é;ocesses without taking account of environmental differences would be

similar to comparing the harvest of a farmer on rich delta land to that

of a farmer on roeky hill country. One would naturaily expect differences
in the{r production. But would the farmer on fertile land be any better. -
4 farmer--be more effectively operating his farm--than the one facing

less favorable goil conditions? The same holds for state WIN programs.
Officials and staff in state programs facing more difficult labor markets
could be operating their programs more effectively than.those in more fa=-

. vorable environments. But because of environmental differences the less

effective operation could have higher absolute levels of performance than
the more effectively operated program. Analysis presented in this gection
1s meant to minimize the distortion of our perceptions of relative program
performance caused by environmental differences so that we can examine or-
ganizational characteristics for their pogsible associations with program
performance. .

This séction first addresses environmental factors that have been
hypothesized to affect program performance and describes the data base we
used to test the hypotheses'. Next we describe the statistical analyses

. done using these data to test which of the factors are individually and

in combiration most closely associated with WIN performance as defined
in the previous section. Lastly we describe how we used these results, .

plus qualitative information, to identify a sample of high and low per-

forming state programs for our field research. : .
298 -
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. The first step in cur enalyeia was to 1dentify economic or labor
market conditi{ons and demogrephic characteristics of WIN registrants that
‘might have a sﬁgnificant effect on program performance and thus might be
related to some of the variation in performance among the states. Pre-
vious research on WIN was reviewed to ‘find which exogenous factors* had

been suggested in thpee studies as poasib!y affecting WIN activities
and performance. '’ .

-
/'
.

S " 'since the focus of most of those studies was the impact of theek

_WIN program on participants, they yielded some suggestions about the gos—

sible’ reiationship between registrant demographics, WIN services provided,

-and program performance. However, ‘few were concerned with the effect of .

economic and-labor market conditions on program performance. Thus, we
developed hypotheses ourselves about how WIN performance might be affected
by’ condttions such as unemployment rate, prevailing wage levels and union-
ization. Hypothesés wvere also developed about the Iikely impact of a few
relatively fixed program characteristics for which reliable data could

be obtained, such As-entry level salaries of 1nterviewers and counselors.

. The hypotheses ‘and data sources presented in Table 50 identify

-the socio-economic indicators used in this analysis. Footnotes to this
"table indicate previous studies that suggested some of these hypotheses.

For each factof the data used were aggregated at the state level.
If comparable data.were not available for at least 49 states and the Dis-
trict of Columbia, the factor was drcpped from the analysis. For example,
new hire rates in manufacturing" was eliminated because it was available
for only 38 states. Some other factors were dropped because we could find
no data bases that adequately described them. For example, we could not
obtain data by state on "average number of dependents in WIN registrant
household,"” "average amount of time since last full-time employment for

¢ -

A\l

*Exogenous :factors are those environmental conditions or external
constraints which program administrators canhot control. They are the
"givens" under which programs must operate.
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General Economic and Labc.
Market. Factors

Labor force patticipation
rates

-Total

-By sex -

~-By race

Rate of growth in non-agri-
cultural employment

Proportion of non-agricultural
employment unionized

Population denaity
(population per square mile)

~

Table 50

Rationale or ‘Hypothesis

-Htgh labor: force participatiou
indicates a strong demand for
labor. 1In such an area, WIN
registrants are more likely to
be placed into jobs.
-Participation rates reflect
social norms in the community,
the state, and the region,

-Growth means an increase in
jobs and demand for labor.
_Increased demand leads to a

lowering of job entry qualifi-
cations, more OJT opportunities,

and probably incréased job
entriea for WIN. -

-A high degree of unionization
means that many openings--
especially at higher wages--

are filled through uaion channels,

not through the ES or WIN.

-Greater density means a bigger pool

of potential workers, a higher

ski]l}ed work force and thus fewer
WIN placements into high wage jobs.

-

Soclo-Economic Factors H&pothesizeﬁ to Affect Performance of WIN Programs

Years data

Source of Data

<

ings, States and Areas, 1975

1939-1974;. 1974

Employment and Earn-
ings, monthly for

1976 and 1977 o

© 1974

U, Statistical
1972

Abstract, 1976,
Table 619 i

‘ S, Statistical )

Abstract
Table 608

u,s, Statistical
" Abstract, 1976,

Table 10

U,S, Statistical

Abstract, 1975,
Table 11

U,8, Statistical
Abstract, 1974,

Table 11

1974
1973

1975

collected

Geographic Profile of , 1976 -
Employment and Te #3975
Unemployment, BLS; .. 1974

PfS?E%%EﬂE%?EE from

. LLS

Employment  and Earn- 1976

1973

310
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: ' Table 50 ° | o
' SQcic-Econontc Factora llypothesized to Affect Petformaﬁée of WIN Programs ,
_ : (continued)

[}

«

-

Proportion of state population ‘in
large matropolitan areas: -
(1) places over 250,000¢ .

(2) places between 100,000 and
250,000 population

o

Prevailing wage dntal/

(1) Average hourly gross
earnings of production. -
workers on manufacturing
payrolls
Average weekly gross earn-
ings of production workers
on manufacturing payrolls

(2)

Unemployment rate

(1) Total number of persons
' unemployed in a state, as
a proportion of total
number unemployed
nationally
Official unemployment rate
for each state

(2)

-

Rationale_or uzgothesis

"«The labor exéhango function will be

more difficult for WIN in very large
metro areas (over 250,000 popula-

tion), where there will be many other °

labor market intermediaries.

The ES and WIN are probably more
successful in penatrating the labor
market in communities with population
between 100,000 and 250,000, .

* ~Areas with high average’ earnings also

have a high degree of unionization,
The industrial make-up will be more
skilled, and the job exchange func-

tion for WIN will be more difficult.,

The job entries that are made will
probably be at a low wage,

-liigh unemployment rates reflect a
decreased demand for labor and
increased competition’ for job
openings. Job entry qualifications
will be higher, and placements for

» WIN will be more difficult.

* Source of Data

Current Po'ulation

Reports,
"Population
Estimates,' Series
£-26, Numbers 75

Emplo
monthly for 1976 and
1977; . ’

BLS llandbook, 1975

Employment and Trdining 7

Report of the

President, 1976; data

nt_and Earnings,

Years dats
_collected

1975
1974
1973

1976
1975
1974 *

1976
1975
1974

from BLS press relase

l, "To insure current and comparable data, average wage in manufacturing was used rather than average wage .

in employment covered by unemployment compensation,

are for CY 1974, while manufacturing wages were available for CY 1976,

1]

‘1)

’+

The most current figures available forlUI-covared employment

‘3\‘, % b
vJ s
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Table 50 - ‘

R Socio-Economic Factors uypotheaized to Affect Performance of WIN Prograne T ) B
(continued) ' .
. e ' ' -\ : . Years data
Rationnle or Hypothesis : Source of Data collected
¢
Averggé employer size . =States with amall average employer Employment and Wages, 1974
(employer units reporting under size probably have little unioniza- - Quarterly ' 1973

.state unemployment  insurance
programs) ‘ : .

’
"

Proportion of non-dgricultural

employment in low-wa e
ingusiggea_} 8

tion and fairly low prevailing wage,

- Thus more entry level positions may

be available to WIN at wages close ‘ . : . .

to average. for the area, '

~The higher the proportion of employ- 'Employment and Earn- 1974
ment in low wage industries the more ings, States and - 1973
nearly competitive WIN registrants Areas, 1939-1974 1972, .
will be with the non-WIN job seekers,

WIN registrants will get only entry - _ v :

positions, or perhaps return to jobs ' v

similar to those held in the past,

rather than high paying jobs. . . , .
=75% of female welfare recipients who y ol
work and non-welfare poor are ' .
employed in personal services or ' . L
wholesale and retail trade. Over
50% of males (welfare and non-welfare . .
poor) are employed in low-wage non-durable

goods manufacturing. ' (Miller aund

Ferman, Welfare Careers and Low-Wage
mployment, 1972.)

2, This factor's possible relationship to WIN pecformance was also suggested in uausmnn, 1969; Miller and

man, 1972; Friedman and Hausman, 1972;

and Thompson and Miles, 1972,
375
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Lt ‘ . o Table 50 . ) o ' A -
- Socio-scononic Factors Hypothesized to Affect Perfotmance of HIN Programs .t >
CT . (contihued) . , 7 . e s _ ..
, ' . . : ' - CTo e ' a0 ... % Yeara'data - -
- . Rationale or Hypotliesis" - Source of Data collected
' ’ ' ' - - -
Proportiyn of populatton at or below “The higher. the proportion of poor, Survey of Income and 1976 ° ¢«
* poverty3 the greater the competition for Education,- . EEEE
(1) ‘Below' 1975 of ficlal govertz joba in low-skilled, en;ry level » U,8, Burgau of the ' .
'level; below 125% of official positions. . .. ° Census and Department o E
poverty level; below 50% of - -1f more people are at or below of NEW _ s o
oo . 4-person family median income. _poverty, AFDC caseloads and numbers ' - : - A
' (2) Below 1975 “alternate" poverty  of WIN registrants will be greater: _ o ' r
: ' leveli- below 125% of alternate: -As the size of the WIN program grows, ’ e Y, -
poverty:level; balow 50% of the more difficult it may become to - . . -7 A
: 4-person-£am11y median income. place registrants, . . , S
"~ ~  (all measures included totals as ° -A bigger-AFDC caseload means high . . ' . , - '
waell as number of persons’ in - - gtdte social services costs and _ y " Coe L ¥
families headed by females) - perhaps less funds for supportive. . : , o .
w ) } aervices and training in HIN. : T - . = .
8 o ' . s -. - . X . . Q ] .
1I1. Registrant Demographic Factors - ) - ' : B : o , -
"Average level of edycational -The higher the registrant's level of = ESARS, Table 30 - FY 1977
attainment of WIN registrants®’. educational attainment,: the more “job S FY 1976 and
' . : ready" h¢ or she is. Co S TQ .
' ~Those reglstranta with,lesa than‘'a & . IR FY 1975,

high school equivalency may require
more ‘costly services--counseling,
training, .etc,--and wil]l qualify only
for lower paying jobs,

J

3. This factor's possible relationship to WEN performance was_also euggeated in w1seman, 1976

4. This factor'l poauible relationship to wxu performance was also suggested in Levinson, 1970; Feldman.
1972; Thompson and Miles, 1972; Schiller, 1972; and Miller and Ferman, 1972.

?
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Socio-Economic Factora liypothesized to
o . {continued)

3

R L]
N
'K

|
‘Percbntagé of total numbey
registrants that ara.malel/

° ¢

of WIN

.

Percehtage of total number of WIN
registrants that are non-white3/

-

111, Ptogram Factors

<

Entry ‘level salary of employment
counselors and interviewers,
relative to prevailing wage in
the state ’

Number of WIN staff (“positions |
peid") per 100 registrants

1

" Lavinson,

5. The possible relationship of these factors to W
1970; Feldman, 1972; Thompson and Miles, 1972;

.

.. Table S0 - .

Affect Peffo;uince of WIN PtOg;aﬁu

S

- .

—_——

s &

"* Rationale or lgz.gothieigi

i

. -Malps cﬁhtiﬁue,ﬁo receive higher

paying jobs tn3tra employment
market than do women, ,
~State WIN programs with a high
proportion of male registrants
(presumably those states with
AFDC-U programs) will make more .
‘Placements in jobs with relatively
higher joh entry wage rates, ' -

~Racial inequality still extats'iné
-the employment market.,
-State WIN programs ‘with a high

proportion of minority registrants ’

will have more difficulty making
quality job placements (1:e., high
wage jobs with long raetention), -

s/

~In states where staff salaries are
competitive with private industry,
‘WIN 1is more likely to have begter

qualified personnel, which should

contribute to higher performance,

-A high ratio of staff to regietrants

means more
registrant,
~WIN ptograms with low caseloads per
staff may gpend more ‘time working
toward placements in quality jobs.

time spent on each

Schiller, 1972;

,

4

" _ _ ".Yea
- Source of Dqta

- - ESARS, Table 30

. ‘.

ESARS, Taple 30

Staie Salary Surveys,
U.S, Civil Service
Commission

Cost Accounting System,

Report 96

IN performance was also suggested in Wiseman, 1976;
and Miller .and Ferman, 1972,

1

- FY 1975

’ ’

rs data

, collected 5'£

FY 1977 :
FY 1976 and -
FY 1925

FY 1977
FY 1976 and
TQ

1976
1975

o A

FY 1978
FY 1977 anq

1qQ

324



‘ WIN reaietrante]“ or “average amount of time WIN registrants qurrently
. “on-welfarey % Final varisbles .are listed 4n. Table 51. G ¢

- | . Data on the four perfor-nnét -..-Jree vers obtained lron tebles

. in the WIN Allotation Formula used to compute discretionaty dollar alloca=

tions to states for FY 1976, 1977, and 1978, - Those progyam data"covered

'; ‘calendar years’ (CY) 1974, 1975, and 1976, respectively.- ‘Therefore, demo~ -
- graphic and labor market data“were collécted for tHose three years. If

;““information was not available for those three- years, data .for.the closast

1 . year were used. The information on registrant denogrephica was taken from

e the, Employment .Service Automated Reporting System (ESARS) reports avail-

: -ahle in ‘the WIN National’ Office. Data on WIN staffing levels were'ac~ -
guired’ from the Cost, Accountinﬁ System.(CAS). : . ‘

e
¢ . L]

o xgothesie Testing o | B ’
. The hypetheses given in Table 50 ‘aseert that some consistent pat- '

tern may exist between environmental variables and performance indicato;s
_ % acrops state WIN programs. To tést these hypotheses, we first examined N
S tbeaxelationship between individual environmental variables and individual

"+ performance measures for each of the three time periods (CY 1974, CY 1975,

{‘ CY 1976). This eimply compered the vdlues of two variables for each state

' program-~one an environmental variable and the other a performdnce measure.
4 -.'It -showed whether. across. all state programs, there was a discernible and
a significant** relationship between any ‘two varidbles. )
- ‘Although individual environmental factore were correlated with
*each performance measure as a first test of the hypotheses, we assumed,
that in the real world groups of factors would affect .the measures to-
~ ' .gether. - That- is, a number of factors would simultaneously affect each
,performance measure and . each other in a complex interaction. - ..

%

- *A relationship between these factors and WIN performance was |

'hypotbgsized in Pacific/Camil/Ketron, 1976, and in Wiseman, 1976. "
: ‘kk"Significance" was defined in terms of a 90 percent confidence
level. That is, we would believe the association between an environmental
Varieble and a performance measure shown by the correldtion analysis if
there was ay 10 percent chance or less that the aesociation was, in fact,
zero. . .

t
.
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. S v ._‘_' ST :
. . ~ ' ‘ ‘Ihble Sl . ’ ] o
s - a - . S ‘1 - ) S . B -
. ] State Level Var;ables* e
" 'Vdriable . T . T "-_. R L
Numoer y Comgl’te Variable Definition . "
or . . Number of WIN Job entries per sponsor staff for twelve
' mofiths ‘ e .
T o N7 I : . ! .
\,; e 02 ~ Average monthly welfare grant reductions. aé-a.propor- , -
L A S « . tion of average monthly-grant costs for WIN registrants o
) . 03" Average retention Tate of WIN job entries
= : . 04 | Average WIN job entry hourly wage rate, as a Proportion . ‘
v o B of prevaiiing hourly wage S ' .
. . 05 . Labor force participation.rate‘ ‘ . 5;
. e Female laborfforce participation rate T L
' * . o \ : ‘% o !
R 07 Non-white labor force participation rate . '
| A : ., 08 _ Percent;pﬁ’non-agricultural employment unionized: oo~
. ‘qg T Population density (per square mile) . ) )
rﬁ 10 Percent of population in meé}opolitan areas with popula- ..
. bo%s 7 tiem between 100,000 and 250,000 ' ’ S
"- . ) c‘ * " .
T s 11 ., Percent of population in metropolitan areas with popila- '
' S " tion over 250, 000 o : ‘ .
. 312 ' Average hourly earninge of production ‘workers on manufactur-
S 'l- ing payrolls R 3 : e -t
B wl3 \ . Average weekly earnings of p;odnction workers on mandfactur-
' " . . 1ing payrolls - S Coe a N .
) _ . . . ) . Y {
‘* . ‘ .. ‘
4 Labor market and. demographic data were collected ' for three years Coa e
(CY 1974, 1975-and 1976). Pro;ram nata were collected for FY 1976, 1977 T
and 1978. ) e. . . , ) ) v
S % 306 :
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Variable
Number

14

15
'16.
17
18

19-
20
21

22j
23

24

U L Lo ,
a - . ]

Table 51 (continued)

-

* Complete Variable Definition S

) family income

“ + e 1

*'Number of individuals unemployed, as a petcentage of total b
‘number’ unemployed in the nation S

.

Official unemployment rate .

[

'.Percent of pogulation below official poverty level

.

Percent of population below 125% of official poverty level

Percent of population beluw 50% of official median.

Percent of persons in female-heaoed families below
official poverty level ot

Percent_of persons in female-headed familiee below
25% of official poverty. level

Percent of persons in female-headed families below
50% of official median family income !

©

Percent of population below alternate poverty level
Percent of pogulaticn below 125% of alternate poverty .
level

* )
Percent of population below 50% of alternate median

femily income N

_Peroent of persons in femdle-headed families below

alternate poverty level

Percent of persons in female—headed families below
125% of alternate pov %y level. é"-.-

Percent of persons in : emale—headed families below
50% of alternate media: income
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Table 51 (contiqued)

Complete Variable Definition . . | *L

Average size of employer units reporting under state

Percentage change in total number of émployees on non- .
africultural payrolls from one year to the next .o

Percent of non-agricultural employment \in lowwage

‘ .
Number of WIN Sponsor staff per 100 WIN registrants

Percent of WIN régistrants with 12 or more years of school

Entry level weekly salary of "Employment Security Inter-

e

Variable
Number.
28
unemployment insurance programs
29
30
' industries
- 31
32 Percent of WINRregistrantg who are males
33 Percent of WIN registrants who are minority
34
35
viewer", as a proportion of prevailing wage

36

Entry level weekly salary of "Employment Counselor", as

a proportion of prevailing wage “
. ¢
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Hence, we' next' tested: our hypotheses using otep-wiie multiple
regression. Each of the four performance measures was regressed against
several environmental factors to discover which group of factors best “ex—
plained” variation in this measure among staté WIN programs. Only en--
vironmental factors which had first passed .the correlation test mentioned
‘above were ‘included in this analysis. The question was which of the fac~
tors would continue to show a significant association with each perfOtmance
measure when combined with other factores.*

' -

In certain respects, this analysis was derived from similar re~
search on other employment and training programs. Previous-studies had .
shown connections between the placement rates of state employment security”
agencies (SESA’s) or local employment service (ES) offices and their labor
market conditions or client demographics.** However, this was the first
time such an approach had been applied to WIN. :

This. WIN analysis differed from the employment service studies in
severdl respects. The ES studies had used a single performante measure--
individuals placed per staff year. Here, four indicators were used and
a composite measure derived. Most of the ES studies had been based on
data for a single year only.*** Here three years wvere ‘examined. Also,

*Conventional F-tésts were used to judge the significance of the
overall equations and regression coefficients for the individual variables.

**For a detailed discission of similar research conducted by E. F.
Shelley and Company, the Center for Applied Manpower Research, Dr. Fred
Englander, and Westat, Inc., see Chadwin et al., May 1977.

***The exception is the Shelley study, Development ofiPerformance

Standards for ES, which considered two years’ data. e .
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the ES studies.*

L . - “

. / - :
our analysis used more- exacting statistical teats/éhan werafapplied in

The followip

. _ 8 subsections describe our correlationland regression
‘analysis in detail. - . ]

[y

.Bivariate Correlati
test the strength apd direction of the r atlonships among all the ex-
ogenous variables ahd all four performarice measures. Scatter diagram
printouts were also| generated to indicdte the form of thehh relationships,
that is, whether they were totally unrelated, linear or cyrvilinear.®*
Data were analyzed /separately for'three twelve-morth timeTperiods. These .
time periods were /(1) CY 1974, (2) CY 1975, and (3) April!/1976 through
March 1977. They corresponded to/the three reporting perjods used for
WIN allocations/for FY 1976, F1/1977, and FY 1978, respectively. The . =

correlation bqéween 1ndiqidual/environmental variables anh individuEI
. . A : S -

n _Analysis. Coirélét n analysis was ferformed to
I

V4 : |
[ . |
- o

{. /

*The state-level. analysis discussed in this section was accom=~
plished under tight deadlines and with limited resources, Its major ©
purpose was to assist .us in selecting high and low performing state WIN
programs for field research and study. The local-level data analysis
presented in Section 4 of this appendix did not havg such tight time and
resource constraints. Therefore, it involved more thorough univariate,
bivariate and multivariate analysis and data -examination and testing of _
the assumptions underlying the statistical analysis. State-level analysis
involved initially distributional statistics and graphigs on variables
and examinations of scatter diagrams to detect outlying .values and poly- -
nomial relationships among independent and dependent variables. In our
bivariate and multivariate analyses we were sensitive to the influence
of outlying values on derived regression equations (especially where
outlying values were 'found for a number of variables degcribing a single
‘stdte operation or its environment). Our analysis also ‘addressed the
existence of excessive multicollinearity and heteroskedasticity. State-
level data will undergo additional analysis in our study of alternative
WIN allacation procedures. These would include further analysis of re-
siduals and other statistical procedures besides multiple regression. - .

**Some relationships did exhibit a somewhat polynomial form in
scatter diagram displays. However, these curvilinear relationships were
not statistically significant with the numbers of observations (51) we
used. We hypothesize that for n’s greater than 51 (e.g., randomly se-
lected local WIN operations) some of these relationships. might in fact
prove curvilinear. } : '
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performance measures was examined for each of the three time periods, . RN
based on data for 51 state programs.*® The purpose of this analysis was 4 )
to identify which environmental variables were significantly correlated : , %%
(at the .1 level.or greater) with each of the performance measures. This - T
. was-used in initial decisions on variables to be included in the multi= °
variate regression analysis. S g ', , .

For the ‘sake of simplicity, we had hoped that the same exogenous: SR
. factors would prove significant explainers of each of the four performance L
. measures. The.results of the correlation analysis revealed a much more
complex picture. Each of the four performance measures was associated

with a different group of environmentql factors.

‘Table 2 (Chapter 2) showed those factors that proved to be sig-
nificantly correlated with each performanice indicator at the state level ‘
‘and whether the relationship was positive (+) or negative (-). As that . -
table shows, each of the four measures was associated with different en- : &
vironmental factors. This had implications for our multivariate analysis o
that 1is discussed below. Only one factor--prevailing wage--appeared re- L
lated to all the measures, and this provided insight into the complexity ‘
involved. Prevailing wage was positively related to the number of job .
entries per staff and to welfare grant reductions. But it was negatively i
related to retention rate and WIN job entry wage rate.k* ' '

Y

%, ~

, Too much importance should not be attached to the relative strengths

of correlation coefficients presented. They measure the associations be-

" tween .one environmental variable and a performance imeasure in the absence,
of other envfronmental factors. When oghen explanatory factors are added,
as in multiple regression analysis, some of theiperformance variation
as;:ibutable to' a factor could instead be associated more strongly with -

‘otHers. ’ ’

In short, by itself correlation analysis can tend to exaggerate
the importance of individual variables. Analysis associating more than
one factor with a performance measure 1s more realisti¢. For this reason,

*Correlation matrices for each of the years studied showing rela-
tionships among all the independent and dependent variables are presented’
in Nightingale and Mitchell (1978). _ 3 ,
**In fact the correlation with WIN job entry wage is.spurious since
the independent variable, prevailing wage, appears in the denominator of
the dependent variable (WIN job entry wage rate). It does not, therefore,
appear on Table 2 . For further discussion of the WIN performance meas-
ures (quality vs. %gantity), see Mitchell et al. (1977b). - ' .
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we viewed the correlation analysis primarily. as a“fest to identify im- -
portant environmental factors for the multivariate analysis discussed®
next and to identify interrelationships among independent varisbles that
would have to be corisidered in our multiple regressions. '

€
ke,

Multivariate Analyesis. While bi-variate cog;elatfbn analysis is useful as .
a preliminary step in identifying the type and direction of relationships - '
between two variables, it does not provide an understanding of the multiple
environmental influences on WIN performance found in real world operations.

The values of one environmental variable might be confounded with those qf
other environmental variables. Therefore, as stated in Section 1 of this"
appendix, we next used multiple regression analysis to estimate the com-
bined-effect of socio-economic environmental factors on measures of short- .
run program performance. These performance variables were regressed on >
sets of independent variables hypothesized -to influence the effectiveness
of state WIN programs. The regression took the form presented on page 270.

\ -

For each of three years multiple regression wes used to analyze
the ‘relationship between performance and enviromment. Since these WIN _
performance indicators did not have equal policy weights according to . v
national WIN officials and our analysis of the discretionary portion of
‘the allocation formula, we conducted separate regression analyses for- . .
each of the four measures. Each performance measure was regressed agairst
several environmental factors to discover' the combination of factors that

s best explained variation in performance at the state level for each meas-
ure and each year. We used a stepwise deletion procedure to eliminate
sequentially those independent variables that were not statistically sig-
nificdnt at the .05 level or less.® - ‘

i,

The resuléing regression equdtions served two closely related pur-
poses. Each equation. estimated the manner and extent to which a measure
was affected by environmental influences beyond the control of WIN program °

_ *A 95 percent confidence level, as measured by two-tail F-tests,
'was required for individual factors to have been included in final equa=
,tions. Table 50 showed that we had specifie expectations about the di-

rection of relationship (positive or negative) that woauld show 'up between
. many of, pur environmental fdctors and WIN performance variables. These
*  expectations would justify using a less exacting form of F-test than if
we could not posit the direction of influence:(in technical terms, a "one-
tail" rather than "two-tail" test). However, we.required that!a variable.

pass the more exacting form of test used when there 18 no expectation - L
of direction (the "two-tail" test) for at least one of the three years
" ‘under examination. v '
312
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staff. These equations also provided us with a way of "contrdlling for"
environmental influerices on performance differentials and in so doing -
-ideatifying and selécting for study state WIN programs: that were ligni!i-
_cantly high or low performers given their environment. Resrieaions pro=-
vided us with a measure (the goefficient of determination=-=R”) of the
cumulative capability of a set of environmental variables best able to .
predict variation in retention rates, Job entry wage: rates, job enttiea
per .staff and welfare savings. .

The results of this ‘analysis were presented 4in Table 3 (Chap~
ter 2). The environmental factors shown best explained variation in per-
formance at the state level for each measure and each year. For example.
. two variables taken together--proportion of employment in low-wage indus-
tries and proportion of WIN registrents that gre male-~explained 32 percent
and 23.4 percent of the variati.n (adjusted R”) in the average wIN'job
entry wage rate in FY 1977 and FY 1978, respectively.: .

Several 1mportant resulte are readily apparent. First, the same
sets of factors showed up as the most powerful explainers of the same per-
formance measures each year, with only two exceptions.* The lihkages
between performance and environmental factors are, for the most ‘part,
consistent over time. Second, the environmental factors that have the
greatest influence are not the same for each of the four. .performance meas-
ures. Third, certain performance indiecators seem most influenced by labor
market conditions, while others are more semsitive to registrant charac-
.teristics. Of particular interest is the fact that the number of job
entries per staff and job retention rate appear most heavily influenced
by registrant .characteristics, namely, the proportion of registrants who
were high school graduates or who were non-white. Fourth, envirommental
factors explain up to 44 percent of the.performance variation among state
programs‘ .t

*The recession of 1974 evidently seriously affected the number
of job entries per WIN staff for FY 1976 aliocations. None of the asso-
ciations which were strong in FY 1977 and FY 1978 held up for FY 1976.
Second, the FY 1978 allocation formula changed the method of calculating
- retention rate, and this appears to have brought different factors into
‘prominence as explainers of retention rate for FY 1978, :

.-

*
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Identifving High and Low Performing State grogramé L

The main objective of our research effort was to examine the or-
ganizational and institutional differences in high and low perforwing
programs: Thus, We wanted to select a group of states in those two pegx= |
formance categories. The above quantitative analysis not only estimated
the extent to which each performance measure was affected at the state
level by socio-economic environment. It also provided a way to control .,
for important socio-economic differences ‘in assessing state performance. .

the expected level of performance for each state, given the .economic .and
-social conditions in that state.. Each regression equation posited a linear
relationship between one of the four performance measures and two or three
environmental factors in each of the ytars examined. - These.equations -

- showed the expected relationship on the basis of data from all the states.
What any one state’s expected, performance on,this measure would -have been
in a year was estimated by "inserting" that state’s data into the equation.
The equation then estimated how this state would have done on this perfgrm=-
‘ance measure in this year if the relationships between the environmental
factors and performance had been the same in this state as they had been,
on average, nationwide. The estimated performance level was termed the
state’s "expected" performance. ' : -

: s * .
The final ftegression equation for each measure was used to egtimagi\

"Of course, the state’s actual performance on the measure -during
that year was known and differed from the estimate. The direction and
size of the difference were used as criteria for selecting state programs
for study. We hypothesized that these differences were due partly to
the influence of program variables, such as organizational structure and
location, the way in which program resources were managed and the nature
of WIN Sponsor.anq SAU linkages.* ‘ : : :

T
. States 'that had performed significantly better than would have
been expected given their environments were assumed to have done so be~
cause their WIN programs had been well orgarnized and run. States which
had performed significantly below what bad been expected. were assumed to

t-
A .

*Some of this "unexplained" variation might have been due also °
to environmental factors that were imperfectly measured or for which data
were unavailable. Some variation could also have been due to environmental
factors that we had failed to identify as important during our hypothesis -
development phase. In addition, measurement and sampling errors were pre-
" sumably contributing to the proportion of performance variation that had
not been associated with environmental differences among state programs.

S
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‘be less effectively organized and operated. The point.of field research ‘-
' ‘'was to study the programs in these states and discovetr the structural and
..t N. behavioral reasdns vhy performince exceeded or fell short of expectations.

Y. " 't et \ . . o .

L}

In picking states for study, however, caution was neededs The -~ .
estimates of expected performance generated by the regession equations . ‘
s . Were only approximations; subject to the limitations of our assumptions et
. and statistical-procedures. The equations were based on a limited number Lo e
# - of observations (51 WIN programs) and the data used were subject to error. ‘ :
We could only ‘'state with a relatively high level of confidence that the ' -
" “expected" performance of a given state fell within g certain range of o
¥ values provided by our analysis. Only-stgtées whose actual performance was
outside this range could be-said to, deviate significantly ‘from expected
performance. States whose actual performance on a particular measure
exceeded the estimate by more than this range we defined as "high per-
formers,"” while those whose actual performance fell short of expected by
wore than the range we termed "low perfgrmets.V# : o .
‘ We’ found that no single state was a high or low performer on all
o four performance measures. In fact, very few proved to be either high or Lo
'low on more than one measure. Many of the states that performed better '
L than expected on job entries per staff were lower than expected on reten-
’ tion rate and job entry wage--and vice versa. k% :

~a

N [ - . .
PR

*The range was defined using the standard error of the estimate. R
- A regression equation defines a linear relationship between some set of
# 1independent variables and the dependent variable. Because of statistical" :
7 uncertainty, the actual regression line may differ somewhat from that
\\ . defined by the equation. The standard error of the estimate defines an °
N, error band around the line within which the "real" line can be assured
'to lie, at a certain level of confidencer . :
In our analysis, we required that a state’s performance results
.exceed its estimated performance by at least one standard error of the .
‘estimate before that state was defined as a "high performer." Similarly, . - <
only a state whose actual performance was at least one standard error
of the estimate less than its expected level was defined as a "low per-
e "~ former." . : o .
. **See Nightingale and Mitchell (1978) for tables showing the rela-
tive effectiveness of state WIN programs on the four performance indicators
for FY’s 1976, 1977 and 1978. '
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were placed. - Welfare grant

. “turnover rates and low job security.
_placement goal. Conversely, emphasizing quality~-making the placements -
" that ate likely to last 30 or more days\and at relatively high wage rates—- -

-

qw;j{y A
. These reoulta re not eurprising.- The four measures--reten-

tion rate, job entry wag_ rate, number bf job entries and welfare grant

roductiond--vorc toiva sing degrees non-complementary. - ‘ The number of job

" entries was largely a \ easure of quantity. . Retehtion rates and job. entry

wage rates described the quality of the jobs in which WIN registrants
uctiona measured welfare savings and re-
sulted from both the number an quality of placemente.,

. Therefore, we hypothesized that the quantity and quality placement

- of objedtives of WIN might work against each other. Increaeing the number

of WIN registrants placed could lead to emphasizing "quick dnd easy" job
entries--relatively low.paid jobs in\secondary labor markets with high

required a more labor-intensive placement effort. This extra effort meant
fewer total job entries, contrary to the uantity-of-placement goal. With
the qualitative and quantitative objectivés substantially in opposition,
it was not surprising that no state -programs were high performers on all
four measures.. _

-

However. these results complicated our task of identifying sets of
high and low performing states for field work and study. Which measure--
or combination of measures--should be used to separate high from low per= .
formers? As noted earlier, the queetion was resolved in close consultation ,
with officials of the WIN National Office. It was agreed that we should
weight the four measures, according to their relative importance in deter-
mining discretionary allocations to states, as was revealed in our analysis
of thé WIN Allocation Formula.* We therefore defined the overall effec-
tiveness of a WIN operation as follows:

Q

.

*One of the options -rejected by National Office administrators
involved weighting all four indicators equally. Such a strategy of equal
policy weightings would, have permitted us to have statistically cOmbined
these four performance measures into a single unmeasuréd, scalar perform-
ance indicator. This option was foreclosed by national officials and .
staff. In addition to policy weighting complications, program staff at
all levels would have had greater difficulty relating to some "abstract"

4

- scalar score of performance rather than the much more familiar job entry-

related measures.

31€

THis ran counter to a quality-of- . .
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The conatants A, B, Cahd D are the approximate policy weights

N ' aeeigned to each indicator as derived from our analysis of the WIN allo~ . o
% /. catiop formula and from consultation .with the national WIN officlalg.®

! A= 15,0 .
) - B= 7.5 . B
’ i ! - C= 8,3 * b
D= 7.5

v The ratio of actual performance (based on national program report-

'1ng data) to expected performance (based on the regression-equation) de-
scribed to what extent programs exceeded or fell below estimated levels.
To obtain a weighted performance score for each staté, these.ratios were
then multiplied by the policy weights. Thus, the overall performance
1ndex, based on the weigbted ratios would be:

L 3 L]

‘w
/ . .
1 .
° -

&

H

Overall Aduatosctentton | Actua job entries per staff Actual job entpy vage (At‘tual welfare eavmg_
Expected retention] * (B) \Expected job entties par staff) + (C) \Expected job entry. vage +'0) Expected jelfau savings

-]

¢ . - o - [}

The weighted overall effectiveness index was standardized by multi-
plying by 100, then dividing by the total of the four weights (38. 3). The

result was a composite standardized performance measure for each state.

This process was repeated for all three years.

' . o v

*See'Table 1 (Chapter 2) for the policy weights as derived by
simulation analyses of the WIN Allocation Formula. This part of the
formula is, i{n effect, a statement of durrent national performance pri-

orities. . J .
;

-
-
a
. . S . .
' -
. ' ~
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ihe composite scores for all statqs*were.thed'rag&ed fbt each of
the® three years. 1In a given year, states which were in the “top 25 percent

.Of the range of all scores were deemed to be “high, performers". in terms.

- of the Composite: scores, vhile. states: in the bottom 25 percent weére deemed:

' . ance.rangé, or dropping into the low_pgrforﬁance"rangey_although they were

*

Al

R

_to be "low performers."* KR T _ e a

- o . l

The final selection of sample siétes considefed thi€ rankings for

" all three years. States were identified which were consistently high ‘or

low performers. Others .could be seen to be rising into the high perform-

not.in ‘these, ranges-all three years. High and low performers defined 4n
these terms provided the pool of states _from which the sample was drawn.
The quantitayive analysisﬂwas'the main, but not the only, basis
for selecting tbe_eaﬁple states. - We wanted'our sample to include states
that were clearly high\and low performers in the above $4énse, since con=-

. nectiong ‘betweerl performance and institutional structure and behavior -
- were mure likely, to be perceptible in programs.toward these extremes.

In addition, two other triteria entered in,fboth.worﬁing_to ensure that
the sample woald be broadly representative of WIN progtams nationwide.
- -One was that pairs of high and low, perforining states should be
drawn, ifjpossible. from the same regions. There were regional and cul-
" tural differences which we hypothesized might éffect-WIN pérfarmance and
which were not captured fully in our'analysis of economic.and demographic
_1influences. One’example was variation in attitudes toward welfdre from

region to region. -The "clustering” of high and. low performers. regionally

gave us a rough way to control for these influences, since performance:

" differences among states in the same°region_wou1d be less likely to be

due to geographic or cultural differences. .
. The second consideration was that-the sample states should eihipit
a wide range of organizational arrangements in their WIN programs. . Menti-
f;cahion of associationg between institutional charac;éristics and
_ e :

." *The method used for indexing and selecting is only one of sev-
eral possible ways of presenting this data. - The standardization could
be scalar, to better peasure the "distance" from one state’s score to
another. Similarly, we originally planned to define high performers as
those states which were more than one- standard error.unit above expected,
but since there were two or three programs way above the range, thus -
pushing the standard error up, we decided to’use the 25 percent method
described above. ' '

318

- .



: .“‘ . . ""'_ . o- ! S e ... N ’ o T TN et e CAAER
. L e . R Y ) ' " Yoo

» T
i .. A o T
- ¢ B LR 1 ‘

performance was more probable &f states at the éxtremes ‘of performance vere.
.., examined. Similarly, connections between structure and performance would - e
% be clearef if the sample contained a lot of variatién in institutional . oo --.}i
- features.' Henee, we sought states that were not only high or low performers” = = :
".. ¢ but representative of nationwide diffevences in program size, organizational

' structure, ' sponsoring agency, degree of cellocation and integrationm, and

. service delivery approach (team, caseload, etc.). Information on structural

-

% differences was gleaned from three sources=-our mail survey of all state . ' _ ._};
7+ WIN sponsor coordinators,. a telephone survey of all WIN regional'coordinators, :
and our Nacional Office interviews. _ , ) .

“Our final sample of ;ten states substantially met all these criteria.
‘All the states were high or low performers as defined above. The sample ,

. was also geographically clusteted and representative. Eight of. the states ! '
were matched in pairs of high and" lowsperformers covering four different a -
regloris--the Industrial East, the. Indxstrial Midwest, the South, and, the. )

West.*  _ S . N .. . :
_ . _ : . > . )
The states were also diverse and .representative in terms of size ' ‘

. and structural variation. Three were megastates" with big WIN programs,
vhile four were small states, several with populations . thinly dispersed
over rural areas. Wide ranges of organizationadl arrangements, degrees
of collocation or inteyration, and service delivery approach were covered.‘

) ' Our stdte coordinator sur.s%(showed that 41 of the 52 WIN programs

were sponsored by state departments of labor or, employment security agen~-
cies and eight by umbrella (often "human resources") agepcies. Two were . -
housed in governors® manpower offices that had state-level CETA responsi-
bilities, and one delivered servic&s- through the state welfare departhent.

Reflecting this variety, our sample.included three umbrella agencies, and
the welfare-run program as well as five SESApoperated programs. In addie
tion, provigion had been made to examine the only two sites in the nation :

where WIN had been operated by local CETA.p¥ime sponsors. e ' .

Definitional differences clouded the accuracy of data in ‘our ‘survey
on collocation and integration of ES-WIN and SAU staff. However, responses P
indicated that, despite federal éncouragement, only seven of 52 programs '
were collocated at the state oentral office level. Two of these were in-
.cluded in our sample. N oL . :

, \ : .o . . -

*To encourage respondents to. speak freely, names of the states .

studied were not publicly disclosed. . ' - *
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Only about 15 States indicated that ghy of. their local units were

" both collocated and integrated. Most of these indicated that fewetr than

40 percent of theiﬁ_unitq.wetQ=fullyccqmbined, However, six repooted that
between 80 percent and 100 percent of their logal units were collocated

and> integrated. Our sample included two states that:reported many unified .°
1ocal oﬁétations and several others that were extanaively collocated but '
not fully integrated. T SR . ' -

' ‘. .
‘ .

Despite federal directives to drop the "team" approach to service
delivety,.sqrbey responsés indicated that a substantial minority of pro=- = .
‘grams still' relied heavily on it. Twelve sfates indicated that half or -
more of the local ynits were structured this way. Our sample included
three of these, as well as states that appeared to use various mixes.of

o

the functional or caséload approaches. ) 3 ' . :

8
s ° -

Our analysis of WIN parformance indicators provided a standard
by which to compare state WIN programs. The analysis reported in this
section showed the association between variations in thgse performance . . ‘
levels among states and differences in their socio-economic environmeénts. [
The ‘next section addresses such relatipnships at a more disaggregated . '

L 4

level-~influences of local environmental factors on_the. petrformance of -

@

Analysis similar to that just described was conducted with local |
level data. :The purpose was (1) .to identify high and low performing local: .
WIN units within out study states and (2) to verify and further explore )
the relationships between environment' and program pqrformaﬂﬁe indicated
by the wtate level analysis. .“This"section discusges ‘thé local level sta-
tistical analysis. .. ' o ‘ N

. T .
W . . i L J

.Lbcal Data Collection _ L N oLt ‘
c . . . R . ) " L "y
' .Performance, demographic. and .economic information was obtained _ v

for all 214 local WIN units in the ten study gtates. Within each state, .

we collected data on the same variables for compargble time periods (CY . .o

1977 or FY 1978 for mogt variab®es). The local data base therefore con~ "

tained performance and exogenous variables for all local units in -the R

ten states and was similar to that_used in the,gtate level analysis de-

scribed in -the preceding section. ' =+ , v

4
. . ©

" The local data base+did differ from the‘eﬁrlier data, however,

4n two important ways. First, the unit of analysis was 214 local pro- - .

grams rather than 51 state programs. The: increased number of observa=
tions makes. statisf™cal analysis and results more réliable. ~S§cond,

/. . - o8
\ ’

al

. .
N .

" 214 local WIN units in our study sample of ten states. . . ., N ;i‘f
. 4o Effect of Socio-Economic Environment :‘“ ' S
on Loeal WIN Productivity e .
* *® X
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state level data were obtained from national labor market information -
sources and aggregated reporting data. The local labor maket data were
only available through the states, usually the SESA research and statis-
tics units. The program information was taken directly from local project
tables in ESARS, CAS and SAU reports, available through the state WIN‘ .-
sponsor and SAU offices or other. state agencies. Table 52 1lists the
socio-economic and program variables- that were included in the local level
statistical analysis.

This' local data base of 214 units was used to conduct extensive
statistical analysis, with four main objectives: ~

v e Identify exogenous factors associated ,at the local
level with each of the four program performance
. measures. (

o, Determine overall weighted effectiveness indices. for
214 local units.

¢ Categorize by performance level the 43 local pro- {
¢ grams that were visited and intensively examined. .
_ . N :
e Develop a preliminary path analysis model, based on
“the results of the detailed statistical analysis, de-
scribing relationships among socio-economic, organi-
¢  zational and performance variables in WIN.

]

Relationsbips between Socio—economic Factors and Local WIN Performance

’

The initial step in identifying associations between exogenous
variables ‘and local WIN performance was correlation analysis. Table 53

- presents the correlations between socio-economic variables and each of

the four performance measures. It Should be noted here that the correla-
tions and all subsequent statistics were based on 188 of the 214 observa-
tions. Data from one state (26 units) had to be dropped from analysis,

since careful examination of validity tests on correlation and later re-

gression statistics repeatedly identified the local observations in this
state as "outliers" in the analysis. The data ﬁrom that state were not
comparable to data from the Sther nine states, f two reasons.

@ -~

(1) Industrial confidentiality in the employment and
waze reports resulted in incomplete or unavailable
wage, employment and industrial profile data for -
several counties. This affected two independent
variables (prevailing wage and lowwage employ-
ment) and one performance measure (job eutry wage/
prevailing wage). ‘



Variable

Number

PR

Lot ,-

L02

LO6
LO7
L08
L09
- L10O
L1l
L12
L13
L14
.L15
Ll6
L17

L18

L19
L20

L2l

&3 . . '
Number of SAU staff positions per 100 WIN registrants

Table 52 .
Local Level Variables
Variable Definition . oo

Average émp;oyer size

Proportion of'non-agricultural employment in'lowuwage.industries ‘

. Average pfgvailing hourly wage - " Gy, .

):\?

. Population density

Labor force particijation rate
. \ e
Unemployment rat

Nuﬁber of spomsor staff for 100 WIN registrants
Proportion of WIN registréﬁts that are minority
PropoFtion of WIN\registrants that are male

Proportion of WIN registrants with 12 or more years of.schooling
Percent average annqal_growth in non-agricultural employmeﬁt

¥

Percent of families below {pwbincome level 1970

‘Average hourly WIN job entry wage

»

Number of certifications made per SAU staff
Proporfion of WIN registrants aéed 45 or more
Total numnber of WIN sponsor staff

Average WIN job entry houtly wage as a proportion of
prevailing hourly wage S

Number of job entries per WIN sponsor staff
WIN job entry retention rate

Average monthly welfare gfant reductions as a proportion of ,
average monthly welfare grant costs

A
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Table 53

Aséociatiohs betwéén Loéal WIN Performance and

= on sctiormance and
! . ' ' Svcio~economic Factors (Correlation Coefficients)

Performance Measures

- Job ehtries Per

Job Entry Wage/

(n = 188. Coefficients marked with asterisk

level or better.]

were significant

ME

at the .01

S Welfare Grant Retention

Independent Factor Sponsor Staff ‘Reductions Rate Prevailing Wage
Employer -Size ' «261% «194 -.036 -a546%
Low-wage Industries =e234% . - 484 % -.,088 h474%
Ptevailing Wage +385%* «505% - «150 -e753% °
Population Density ~.125 -.151 -.179 -.172
Labor Force Participation Rate .068 -.136 " =.087 .018
Unemployment Rate .123 .188 - ' «202* .072
Minority Registrants -.278% -¢593% =,194% .062
Male Registrants . «302% «498% o112 -.041
High Education Registrants «326* «261% .138 -.213
Non-agricul. Employment Growth -.138 - =e132 -.072 © +281%
Poverty Population . - 404* = 499% . =.073 - W426%
Sponsor Staff/100 Registrants —-e354% $227% T W144 ' 0264*
SAU Staff/100 Registrants -.157 «295% 137 -.025 ;.
Number Sponsor Staff —e241% -.162 -.182 -.226
Jdlder Registrants -e246% ~e466% -+057 .038
Job Entries Per Staff -- «622% +192% -.229%
Welfare Grant Reduction «622% - «430% -.446
Retention Rate .192 «430% T -.111
Job Entry Wage/Prevatiling Wage -.229% = 446% . W11l -

e 3l
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(2) The state had just begun using ESARS,reports for
' all local projects. Our research schedule coincided
with_the transition period from manual transaction _ "
reporting (TWX) to ESARS. Since only three months t B
of ESARS data was available, the program informa- _ .
: tion for this state was not comparable’to the ' : '
e othér nine’states. This affected the registrant
. demographic variables, number of job entries and - .
retention rate. C : . ) ¢

As Table 4 in Chapter 2 showed, many of the same relationships:
that appeared significant at the state level were also observed at the -
local level. That is, relationships that were observed with ‘state level
data also appeared when data on local units were examined. The signi-
ficance of the characteristics of WIN clients was again obvious, par-
ticularly when looking at the number of job entries per staff and welfare.
savings. Offices that had high numhers of males or high school graduates
in their registrant pool achieved high levels on three performance meas=_
ures. Similarly, offices with' high proportions of older workers or minor-
ities had lower job ‘entries per staff, welfare savings and retention rates. . .

After the correlations, multivariate analysis was conducted to =
identify the combination of factors that best explained variation .in each
measure at the local level.’ Two types of list-wis. regressions were con-
ducted for each performance measure. First, all the sgcio-economic vari-
ables were regressed against each performance measure. Then, restricted
regressions were used including only those environmental factors that
significantly explained ‘variation in the performance measures.* Restrict-
ing the regression equations permitted high levels of confidence to be -
placed fn the resulting predictions of performance levels.

> During the process of identifying the equations that best explained °
performance variafion, certain critical assumptions were tested at every,
step in the regression analysis. fﬁf?elation matrices and scatter diagrams

-
*

*

*Significant explainers were those variables that had regression
coefficients with F-ratio values greater than the critical values fur
a two-tail 5 percent F-distribution test for .gignificances A variable
was not included if it was correlated above .30 with any other independent
variable in the equation.

324
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vere examined to. identify any possible curvilinearity in associations
among variables or significant interrelationships among predictor . ,
variables. 'In addition, since theé existence of polynomial and inter-
active relationships among variables would have important implicatioms
for out'analysia in general and for path apalysis in particular, we ¢
included such terms in test regression runs. Inclusions of such terms

did not improve the predictive power of our regression equations.

Another critical assumption underlying the analysis is that the error
components for each equation are normally distributed around a mean

of zero.* The tests for normal distribution of residuals were conducted

by examining the frequency distribution of residuals.

Another assumption is that the residuals have the same variance.
.When this assumption is violated, the residuals are heteroskedastic. Safe=-
~ guards against hetetoskedasticity were built into our analysis in the de-
'sign phagse by standardizing variables to minimize the influence of scale
across observations. However, as a further precaution given that we were
using cross-sectional data, tests for heteroskedasticity were conducted.
. These tests involved scatter diagrams of residual values of each equation
against each of the independent variables used in the equation. If an
association appeared betweeh the error terms and vatiables. a Bartlett
teat was conducted to determine whether the level of hetetoskedacity was
significant enough to watrant data transformation, standardization or
eliminatiodl -
Finaliy, the assumption of non-linearity of residual values was
tested. Systematic -associations between residuals and independent of
‘residual values variables would indicate that the residuals are related
to each other systematically through some mediary variable. Tests for

-

linearity included scatter diagrams of residuals and independent variables

and examination of bivariate cortelation statistics.

All of these assumptions were tested for each gf”tﬁé finﬁl\re-
gression equations. The best predictive equations for each of the four
performance measures appeared in Table 5 (Chapter 2).

7

*This assumption ensures the validity of tests of hypotheses
(esg., F-tests) for small samples. Since our sample was relatively large
(125 to 241 observations), this assumption is not that critical, and the
central limit theorem establishes the approximate distribution of our
sample statistics. Also the assumption of a zero mean was necessarily
met since the constant term in a linear regression equation always takes
a value that ensures that the mean of the error terms is zero.
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2 The results in Table 5 show that. the predictive power- (adjusted .
R7) is higher at the local lével than had been found at the state level :
(Table 3 4in Chapter 2), with the exception of retention rate. Further = . =~ -
validity and reliability tests of the data revealed the severity of the
retention rate reporting problem which was mentioned earlier in Chapter 2.

The problem was traced and ldentified as Yeing inconsistént reporting (or

correction) of the items in ESAKS used to compute retention rate. This

problem had not been as obvious in the state ilevel analysis, since thé

data was more aggregated, thus somewhat canceling out local reporting
inconsistencies. .
| This was a very critical finding and required two major modifica=-

‘tions in the next steps in our analysis. First, two sets of composite
- local performance indices were developed, one Including retention rate and

one excluding it, in order ‘to compare the rankings. - Second, alternative

path diagrams were tested, one excluding retention rate since iis reli=-
ability was tenuous. These two modifications are discussed in the fol-
lowing, sections. on local performance indices.and preliminary path models.
The local regression results (Table 5 ) show that labor market
"and demographic conditiops explained 52.1 percent of the variation in .
standardized job entry wage, 30.4 percent of the variation in job entries

per staff, and 42.9 percent of standardized welfdre grant reductions.: ' - ° .

Furthermore,, there was substantial overlap in the explanatory variables

for the three performance measures. .In fact, there were only seven dif-

ferent independent variables in the three final equations, most of those

appearing in at least two of the equations. This was important when de-

veloping later path models which were based on the relationships of in-

dependent and dependent factors. . '

{
. aart
Nt

It is also significant to note that some independent measures were
positively influencing one performance measure while negatively influenc=-
ing another. Employer size, for example, was a positive factor in the -
equation for number of job entries per staff and a negative factor for
welfare grant- reductions. Proportion of population below poverty nega-
tively' affected job entries per staff and welfare ‘savings, but positively
influenced standardized job entry wage. This further emphasizes that
any given local office could have some positive and some negative environ-
mental conditions. While some aspect of their labor -market may make
their job difficult, another aspect could be working in their favor.

By entering each office’s local socio-economic data into the regression
equation these interacting factors are taken into account, thus control-
I;ng for the local environment. .
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’Perfgggance Raokgﬁggof'hoca; Programs in Ten States L

: The regression equations in Table 5 (Chapter 2) were used to-
develop standardized cpmposite performance scores for the 188 local WIN
programs in nine states. The procedure was basically the same as described

‘earlier in the development of state performance scores. These scores were,
‘again, based on the ratio of actual performance to estimated expected per-

formance" and weighted by the policy factors.. _ ‘
High performing local unite were identified as those which scored
in the top 25 percent range of scores from all the offices in one or both

- of the rankings.* The 43 local programs we yisited were then categorized °

according to their performance in these rankings of 188 offices. The
four programs in the state that was dropped from analysis were categdrized
according to their actual performance levels and te their ranking within
the state, since within state the data and analyses were comparable. These
classifications were then used in the qualitative andlysis reported in
Part 1V of this report.. OQur sample of 43 local units were categorized as
follows: v . v .

[} .
10 high performers (in top’ 25 percent of range of 188 scores) '
18 average performers
15 low performers (in bottom 25 percent of range of 188 scores)

Models of Socio—-economic Influencee On WIN Performance
This section synthesizes our findings on socio-economic environ-

mental factors that have an influence on individual performance measures

into a general explanatory model. Using path analysis, we developed plau-

. sible causal explanations of the direct influence of socio-economic factors

on intermediary performance measures and, in turn, their direct effect on
welfare savings. Environmental and performance data for the local WI
units in- -our study states were used in this analysis. The findings per-=
mitted us to structure the relationehips among environmental and per- .
formance variables. ‘ ‘

K

*As already mentioned, two sets of composite scores were used at
the "local level, one excluding the questionable retention rate measure.
The rankings of the programs, however, were similar on the two lists.
The interview analysis presented in Part IV of this report suggests that
high performing local offices have a balanced approach toward- their pro-
gram "mission' and probably perform equally well on all indicators. -
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.7', Path .analysis has been increasingly used in.the social sciences to

construct and assess causal models.* Our system of relationships among
-environmental and WIN performance variables was susceptible to such causal
model interpretations. Various modéls were deéveloped and tested to see
which was the most plausible and powerful explainer of relationships. We
present the most effective of these models in this section. '

.

Path analysis is a powerful tool, but its limitations should be - ="
understood. One path analysis does not permit definitive statements on ° ’
.causality. oOur data om socio-economic and performance variables is cross-
“sectional, capturing circumstances in 214 local WIN units at only one '
point in time. However, a better test would exaiine cause and effect over ‘
time. In addition, path analysis is not meant to demonstrate causality.
Rather, its purpose is to identify the implications of a set of causal
assumptions that we impose upon a gystem of observed relationships.** ..

~

. Hypothesized Model - . : T

We began our path anglysis by first constructing a general modél
that showed hypothesized causal relationships among environmental and per-
formance variables. This model is presented in Figure 19. ‘

\ R . .
o’ . . : .. . Retention

Rate
Socio-Zconoaic ’ ' Job Entry

' Emvic t 7 Wage Rate

Job Eatries . .
per Staft ) , ! *

Welfare
Savings
i

Figure 19.
Hypothesized Model of Causal Relationships
Among Enviropmental and Performance Variables . ot

*A definitive presentation on the use of path analysis in social
science research is found in Blalock (1971). Additional contributions "
in the literature include Blalock (1964, 1968a, 1968b and: 1969), Boudon
(1968), Duncan (1966 and 1975), and Heise (1969, 1970 and 1975).

**As Sewall Wright, in his original work on path analysis, stated,
"the method of path coefficients is not intended to accomplish the impos—
sible task of deducing causal relations from the values of the correlation
coefficients [(1934), p. 193]. . . . (However) in cases in which the causal -
relations are uncertain, the method can be used to find the logical conse-
quences of any panticular hypothesis 4in regard to them [(1921), p. 557]."
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. In developing this modelz we made a number of assumptiéna. Firset,
.we assumed that enviropmental variables might have an effect on the inter-

'nedtary performance measures (retention rate, job entry wage rate and job

entries per staff), but that these 1ntermediary measures could not have an
effect on environment. Likewise, the intermediary variables might have an
effect on welfare savings, but welfare savings could not influence these
performance measures.* These assumptions are logical and consistent with
our knowlege of the WIN progtam. N

Second, we assumed that ‘the observed variation in the intermediary
performance variables were for the most part due to variations in certain
socio-economic variables. Also, it was assumed that variations in welfare
savings were attributable to variations in the intermediary variables.**

~

Having constructed this model , ‘we then assessed the degree of in-

a

_turdependence found among variables 1n the model. We also developed a set

of regression equations to obtain -information on the significance ,and mag-
nitude of causal relationships suggested by the model.

-

LR 4

Sxatistical tests were conducted on the data at different phases
of ‘our analysis to guarantee that assumptions underlying this analysis
were not being violated. In addition, a number of competing causal models

~ were considered and eVvaluated. The path analytic model presented in Fig-

ure 20 was judged the '"best" of these alternative models. That is, it
provided a better .explanation of the system of relationships existing
among environmental and performance‘vgriables than did othet models.

o N

The retention rate data problem identified earlier in this section

led us to drop retention rate from this model., It proved not to be a
significant explainet of variations in welfare savings.*** Improvements
in the definition and reporting of this performance measure would likely
increase its association with welfare savings. If such improvements were
made, the path analytic model could be expanded to include the effect of
retention rate. :

’

*This type of assumption 1is.required for path analysis and is re-

ferred to in the literature as "weak causal -ordering."

**This is called a "causal closure" assumption.

***Retention rate, number of job entries and job entry wage to-.
gether explained 49 percent of the variation in welfare savings. Exclud-

ing retention rate, 46 percent of the variation is explained. >
" 329
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. . The numbers on the vectors or arrows in Figure 20 are path co-
efficients.* -They indicate.the relative effect independert varigbles: '
Jhave on dependent variables.. For examplé, a change of one unit (measured . : .
by one stdndard deviation) in the “proportion lowwage industries" variable . e
wwould cause a .493 unit change in job éntry wage rate. Similarly a one -
unit change in "“job entries per staff" would increase welfare grant reduc-
‘tions by~ .551 units. All path coefficients in the model are significgnt
at the .0l level or greater. - : : o F

st
L

. ‘l M »
’ .

, 'The values El’ E, and E Jate the variations in performance left - e
unexplained by their respective tegression,equations. That is, socio=
economic variables explain 30.4 percent (R™) of the variation in job en-
tries per staff. Thus, 69.6 fercent of the vayiation on. that measure °
among locgl units is left unexplained. The comparable unexplained vari- :
ation for job' entry wage rate was 47.9 percent. Analysis of job entries
per staff and job entry wage rate on welfare savings left 54.4 percent )
of the wvariation in monthly welfare reductions unexplained. The values oo
assigned to the curved bi-directional lines indicate that the residual - .
values for the three measures used in the model are uncorrelated. .
_ The negative path coefficient- for the relationship between job .
. . . entry wage rate and welfare savings requires clarification. The job entry L .
-+ wage rate measure was a standardized one, using job entry wage rates rela- -
“tive to local prevailing wage rates. Thus, in communities where prevailing
' - wages were rtelatively low, the average WIN wage-might approach or surpass = ¢
the prevailing wage. 'But that entry wage was still low, although it ap-
proximated the ared prevailing wage. Jobs with low értry wages would not
generate enough additional income to cause significant reductions in wel-
fare géants, Conversely, in communities with relatively high prevailing
wage rates, it would be more unlikely for WIN average wage rates to ap=-
.proximate prevailing rates. However, WIN entry wages probably would still
be absolutely higher than in low wage areas, ‘even though the standardized
measuré might be lower. These higher job entry wages (measured in absolute
valueg) would generate larger incomes and larger cammensurate welfare grant
‘reductions. As a consequence, the analysis shows an inverse relationship
between standardized Jcb entry wage rate and welfare savings.

. !
*We chose in our analysis to define pAth coefficients as stand-
ardized regressionh coefficients or beta weights.
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5., Potential Applications and Improvements

Previous sections have addressed how we conducted our analysis of
state and local data on WIN performance indicators and their association
with socio~economic environmental variables. They showed how this analy#is
linked up with our content analysis of mostly qualjtative information on .
organizational .and process variables. This section focuses on what could
now be done, based on this study, to provide more definitive statements
about causal ordering among environmental and organizational variables
and about expected jinfluetices of induced changes :in these variables on
program performance. ' : : '

The specific approach we used was necéssitated by the exploratory
nature of our 'study. Little was known about WIN organizational character-
istics or their likely influence, and that of environmental factors, on

- program effectiveness. Therefore, we had to start by providing information

on phenomena associated with and directly descripttve of state and local .
WIN operations. This information was used to define variables, to identify
the extent to which they varied in operations gtudied, and to develop hy-
potheges for testing. Analysis was aimed at identifying systematic associ-
ations among these variables. Our findings suggested what organizational

.characteristics differentiated relatively effective state and local WIN

-

operations from relatively ineffective ones. To meet these objectives,

we chose to combine statistical analysis of quantitative data on socio-
economic factors and performance indicators with éontent analysis of mostly
qualitative information on the organizét}onal characteristics of selected

state and local WIN programs. -

Id

ously analyze longitudinal data ‘on enviro ntal, organizational and per-
formance variables. This design would pe t inferences about causation
among these-variables and could be used.in the analysis recommended in
Chapter l4. That chapter proposed a strategy for implementing-~recommenda-
tions based on our research findings. Part of this strategy.for improving -
WIN ‘program performance involved the development of a-longitudinal data
base for a stratified random sample of local WIN programs and rigorous,
comprehensive analyses of these data. Both the data base development

and the analytic design are premised on knowledge acquired through this .
exploratory study. ’

oo - )
This section presents a"statisticéaidesign that would simultane-

LY .

. The proposed sample of local WIN units would be stratified by

variables that are nut likely to change significantly during a one-year
period or during the shport-run (a five-year period) and that -are statis-
tically significant correlates of program performance. Such stratifying

!
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. variables would be selected from those idencified as significantly relsted _ | BN

. ¥ to WIN performarnce, as pregenced in Section 4 of this appendix. Data on’ ¢
%, ~ organizational characteristics (including state gentral office iniluences . . .
¢’ - .on local operations) would be. obtained through standardized instruments. "

ﬁi This study has provided us with knowledge on what variables and what scalat R
measutementS*to uge in'these instruments. .

+

v

iy e Findings from analysis of these longitudinal data could satisfy -
e a number of WIN program needs. First, they could provide more objectivé
data on what could be expected of locale WIN operations in particular kinds-
.of°environments: This could assist state program coordinators and local
,unit staff in their joint determination of activity and performance goals.
Regression analysep would provide them with-a "prediction” equation. The .
geﬂeral form of this regression equation would be similar to that presented : -
. , in Sectioh’ 1. By assigning local unit values to the predictor variables,: Co
_program officials could obtain a range of vg%yz!‘fut activity and perform- . '
“ance indicators. that could be used during gdal-setting negotiationsg*. e
. ; ) . ¢ *
Such analysis could also have evaluative and allocative. utility. '
Local units whose'overall performance [ {or performance on particular indi-
' cators) fell within one standard deviation plus or minus their expected
"values could be viewed as approximating effectiveness levels.consistent :
with what one would expect given their particular socio-~etonomic environ= - | ' o
mepts .**w Those wWith actual values in excess of one standard error-of es- ' ¢
’ timate.would be considered relatively high performing operations. Those - -
beldw one standard error of the estimate would likely have organizational
.or process problems contributing to their relatively low performance show-
ing. This ‘performance categorization of local operations could be con-
sidered during the within-state allocation and plannjng process. Those
," local units with performance problems might be singled out for in-depth .
¢ . review ang diagrosis by regional and state WIN officials and for Joinmt '

. . . )
y . . . e

&* .

*Regression, coefficients and standard errors should be cobtained ©T
throsgh the "jackknife' technique which involves construction of equally ..
sized random samples of observations, sequeiitial omigsion of one of the
sample Séts and compgtation of statistics, and "averaging" of statistics -
derived from these computations. See Tukew (1977).-

‘*#*Depending upon national policy, data on performance or activity T e
indicators could be individually analyzed with environmental data; or ’

"overall effectiveness scaled scores could be obtained through ca