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'ABSTRACT

Factors that 4.nfluence the effectiveness of state and
local units of the federal Work Incentive (WIN) prog;am were examined
to suggest ways to improve the program, which is designed to move
rectpients of Aid to Famtlies with Dependent Children (AFDC) into
productiie jobs. Factors atudied *ere organizational, managerial, anA
service delivery character4stics and also environmertal factors, such
As demographic and labor market conditions. Data collected over a
two-year period from field ,-esearch in forty-three local aites and
teTstates were analyzed to compare high and low performing programs.
The main performance measures 44entified were number cf job entries
per staff, average lob entry brae, retention rate, and average
monthly welfare grant reductior. Soc4.oeconomic environment was found
to significantly influence performance levels while
political-bureaucratic environment was not shown to be associated
with variations in performarce. High performing state programs were
manaaed differently than low performers, and 'high performing local
units differ systematically from low performing units in the way they
were managed and del4vered services tc clients. Organizational
structure of sate programa appearedless important than other
factors, but local character4s4.4.cs were extensively shaped by those
a' 'he state level on such 4asuea as program priorities, management
behavior, and att4tudes toward cr"A. recommendations are rresented
under the following topica: differentiating high from .Low pezforming
programs, managerial recommendations, changem in service delivery
methods or emphases, and elements cf a structured performance
improvement program. (JT1
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The Office of Research.and Development of the Office of
Policy, Evaluation and Research, Employment and Training
Administration, U.S. Department of Labor, was authorized.
first under the MAnpower Development and Training Act
(MDTA) of 1962, and then under the Comprehensive Employ-
ment and Training Act (CETA) of 1973, to conduct research,
experimentation, and demonstration to solve social and
economic problems relative to the employment and training
of unemployed and underemployed workers. Research also
includes national longitudinal surveys of age cohorts of
the population at critical transition stages in working.
life which examine the labor market experience of these
cohorts. Studies are conducted on labor market structures
and operations, obstacles to employment, mobility, how
individuals do job searches, and various problems that
pertain particularly o disadvantaged persons. Experi-
mental or demonstration projects may test a neW technique
of intervention, a different,institutional arrangement
for delivery, or innovative ways to combine resources.

Analyses of the results of the most.significant of these
studies, descriptions of process, handbooxs of procedures,
or other products designed specifically for planners,
administrators, and operators in the CETA system are
issued as- monographs in a continuing series. Information
concerning all projects in process or completed during
the previous 3 years is contained in an annual catalog
of activities, Research and Development Projects. This
publication and those in the monograph series may be
obtained, upon request, from:

Inquiries Unit
Employment and Training Administration
U.S. Department of Labor
Room 10225 Patrick Henry Building
601 D Street, N.W.
Washincton, D. C. 20213



FOREWCMD

This monograph 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 vas undertaken at the request of the Office of
Work Incentive Programsa program designed to help welfare recipients
okstain erployment. WIN is administered jointly by the Deoartment of
Labor and the Departrent of Health, Education, and Welfare at ea,:h
governmental level. The program faces significant management questions
which evolve from the need to unite two agencies in the provision of two
types of servicessocial services'and empldyment services.

The study looks inside the "black box" of pregram implementation and
service delivery at those factors which characterize top performing
WIN programs. It answers the traditional management question: Why do
some programs outperform others, even after their labor market and
client environments are taken into account? Pfter systematically
identifying and controlling for those environmental factors which affect
program performance, the researchers ranked State and local WIN programs
on four standardized WIN perforrance reasures. A sample of high and low
performers were selected for more indepth research on management issues,
such as goal awareness, type and extent of staff training, reporting
accuracy, monitoring frequency and type, and styles of lateral and
horizontal communication. This comparisonbf high and low performers
indicated that systeratic,differences existed which explained why some
programs were high performers and:others loW perforrers. lIbe study
concludes by recommending ccncrete steps which Federal, State, and
local WIN programs could undertake to improve their performance.

1

In addition to clearly addressin4 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 6f both social services and employment
and training opportunities. Lastly, the organizational theorist will
find that the monograph provides a unique case study of the strategies
required for managing a system which must unite the services of two
agencies.

HOWARD RCSEN
Director
Office of Research

iii
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

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 report.focuses on the organizational, managerial and service delivery
characteristics that our research indicated were conducive to high per-
formance. It alsg discusses the env4onmental factors, such as demo-
graphic and lab6r market conditions, which affect WIN performance at the
state and local level.

This report is based on data collected and analyzed over a two-
year period. Extensive field research was condurted 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 (HFW). Our approach was to study what differentiated high per-
forming programs from low performers and to use that knowledge as the
basis for recotmendations. 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. Its purpose is to move recipients of Aid.to Families
with Dependent Children (AFTC) into productiveAobs, thereby increab-
ing their self-sufficiency and reducing welfare rolls and expenditures.
WIN is 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. In 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.

XV
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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) is housed in DOL but is an integrated unit consisting
of personnel fram both DOI. and HEW. This structure ie 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 is 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.

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 entry 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 perforwrs
if 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.

xvi
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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 and state level. Thersuggest 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 different 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 no 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-
sociated with differences in performance.

vii



3. State WIN Programs

High performing state WIN programs tended to be managed differentty
than low performers. Their leaders imparted to local WIN sponsor staff a
clearer petception of national program goals, including the balanced impor-
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 monitoring, 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 vistble program presence in the field while also
serving as a communication link among local units and
between local staff and state program leaders. .

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

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

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 aid was sig-
nificantly correlated with the proportion of registrants that entered
employment.

Similarly, collocation of SAU and WIN coordinatom was not found
to be important either to program performance or SAU-VIN 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 Deliver? 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:

Maintain more accurate and timely reporting systems.

Monitor or evaluate their operations more frequently
and intensively.

Emphasize systematic distributron of information 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.

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

Deal more directly and openly with conflict within
the unit.
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Services to clients also tended to be delivered differently inhigh performing programs. In such programs:

Uncooperative clients were the subject of more exten-
sive counseling.

Imparting job search skills to clients was emphasized.

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

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 influenceof state level variables. On issues such as program priorities, managementbehavior or attitudes toward CETA, local characteristics were extensivelyshaped by those at the state level. This suggests thatlederal administra-tors need not reach down to the local level in order to have an impact onlocal operations and performance. Rather, by influencing attitudes andpractices 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 reporting but were generally troubled.

Higher performers tended to have more frequent con-
tacts with IMU's, and a number of units had evolved
strategies for improving tiie IMU linkage.

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



5. Igproving WIN Performance

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

Improving the retention rate and welfare grant re-
duct.ion performance measures.

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

Creating SAU effectiveness indicators.

Improving automated reporting systems.

Once low performing state programs are identified, both federal and
state 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:

Improve goal awareness and application.

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

Expand training activities, especially around man-
agement functions, reporting systems, fihancial
systems, and welfare/employment program or service
delivery innovations.

Intensify SAU-sponsor coordination and collaboration.

Recommendations for changes in service delivery methOds or emphases include:

Emphasize counseling and working more intensively
with reluctant clients rather than ignoring or
quickly sanctioning them.



Place more emphasis on imparting jobrseeking skills
and on job-search activities by cliencs themselves.

Emphasize client-oriented job development.

Experiment with expanded institutional training for
some clients.

Develop richer mixes of supportive services.

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 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 elements of a structured perform-
ance Lmprovement program are

.Joint development of improvement strategies by na-
tional, regional and st.;te officials.

Development and application of a performance in-
centive funding system for use at both the 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 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.

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,



leadinwto firmer conclusions on what organizational
characteristics influence WIN perfdrmance 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, lnd 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

I. 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) placed
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 losing 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 only 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 ill family membef..
As part'of.the de-emphasis On institutional training, at least one-third
of WIN/DOL funds were to be spent for on7the-job training (OJT) and public
service employment (PSE).

The shift in progrktm responsibility from welfare to employment
and training agoncies 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
omployed.

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 Tglands. Federal fund-
ing for FY 1979 was $388 million.

O..
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2. 13i-Or9anizational Systerr

WIN is unique among federal programs in that it is jointly admin-
ister d by two different agencies at each governmental level. The program's
bi-org izational structure from the national to the service delivery level
is depic .0 in Figure 1.

A National Coordinating Committee (NCC) composed of the Assistant
Sectetary 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.

This structure is replicated at the federal regional office level.
The DOL Regional Administrator of ETA and the HEW Regional Administr. %or
of CMS 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 welfare 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. Howdver, the linkages between these pairs of
units and from each unit to its host welfare or employiment security agency
vary considerably, as Parts III 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 areas of their state will be covered.
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-
ielated and social services. Joint administration has, however, posed

7
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special 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 lmy partners 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 Oblectives

In his review of WIN research, Leonard Goodwin noted that most
of the studies conducted in the past have focused on the characteristics
of recipients 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,"
Goodwiu 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-
fications of WIN II occurred or concentrated on specialized innovations
such as provision 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, . . . andwhat could be done to improve the situation."

The research in this report is intended to help understand and
improve these administrative and service delivery systems.* Our 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 intoWIN services, (2) to 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 andlocal WIN programs operate. These factors are beyond the control of state
or local WIN programs, yet they influence program performance. To focus onthe 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 consistent 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 programas a given. We do not address the relative effectiveness of WIN compared
to other past, present or proposed welfare-employment programs. However,this stgdy 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 still be necessary. WIN has been dealing with these linkage
issues for a decade now, and much can be learned from tts 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 ispresented in Figure 2. In 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 environment, 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. .

ENVIRONMT
nm

-commnuaum

Figure 2

General Model of Environment, Organization and Performance

This report has been organized around the general framework shownin Figure 1.2. 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 economicand demographic conditions but also external political and bureaucratic
influences, such as elected officials, state civil service systems andfederal regional offices.*

The next two parts focus on the organization itself. Part IIIconsiders 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 andother programs, such as the employment service, income maintenance units
(IMU's), Comprehensive-Employment and Training Act (CETA) prime sponsorsand vocational rehabilitation.

*A separate report 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 welfare-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 10-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 II

. ENVIRONMENT AND PROGRAM PERFORMANCE

SUMMARY

The socio-economic environments within which WIN programs operate
signi'ficantl:4 influence their performance levels. Measures of that performance
were identified through anal:isis of.the WIN Allocation Formula, program documents,
and interview.; or surve,:is of program officials.

Four main performance measuaes were identified that reflect the current
balanced mission ef WIN to find joLs for as many registrants as possible while
also increasing the wage level and duration of those jobs. 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. The
four principal measures were:

Number of job entries per staff.

Average job entry wage.

Retention rate.

Average monthly welfare grant reduction.

Programs were identified as high performers if they performed better than
0 expected given their socio-economic environment on a composite index of these

four measures. Those that performed worse than expected were identified as
low .performers. Both high and low performing programs were selected for more
detailed atudj.

M'ultivariate statistical analyses showed that a high proportion of the
variance in state and local WIN performance on these measures was associated with
difr2nces in,their socio-economic environments. Analysis on 214 local units in
ten states revealed that labor market and demographic variables accounted for
about one-third to one-half of the difference in performance among local WIN
programs. Thus, for example, 62.1 percent of the variation in average WIN local
job ,:ntri wait: leve:s was attributable to the combined effect of five factors--
presence 'low wage industries, average employer size, poverty population, male
registrants, 2nd local employment growth.

dur findings about the impact of socio-economic environwent on
i.erforlance have important implications for resource allocation decisions on
thc nvi)nai, regional and state level. They suggest the possibility that

formulas might be developed that provide performance incentives
vhi:e !.z:n;; into zccount the relative difficulty of la4or market and demo-
grl; f2cing different state or local WIN programs.
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Liata on the economic and client-demographic factors affecting
pt!rforman..,,.: c2n b usefu: z:n evaluation or management analysis because
tho permit ,orvarisone to be made despite differences in environment. The .

information ma:i also assist .planning and locational,decisions, since itsuggests '-.1'2,f0 prct more precisely what potential performance can be
e.ci.,ected j'rom WIN operations in dcrent kinds of comunities.

Unli;,! eilo-economic environment, differences in political-
bureaucratio ,?nvnment were not shown to be associated <with variations inperformzno:,. Fejeral rvgional offices' impact on state and local program
ivrforman,.!e was generally qulte l.imited, although the regions were quite
divers,' in h.A. t.he. z:locate,i funds, participated in state plan devel-opment,
conducted site reviews and interacted with states in. their regions.

State level eL;ected officials were generally unaware of and
uninteresed in WIN.. With one exception their in:pact on program policy was
cxt-r.mely d. :,obbying groups almost wholly- ignored WIN in our. ten
a t u,6 Jt-ztco. Leg:'.s:ative and executive review of WIN budgets werecuraorJ, ,z1thou7h in several states they resulted either in
,zuthoriz;e1, being limited or increased Title XX funding being
male available

interventions were reportedly' extensive and frequent inhzif the .:rogr2-?s .71.4.72 sample. They took the form of special treatmentfar part I.)uldr registrants or interference in personnel and procurementdccons. Ho...7e:.7er, analysis revealed no.relationship between state"Pc:' Ir " vid political intrusions. Similarly, the responsive-n.,ss znd of support systems such as administrative service
znd ata.:: personnel departments varied across the sample but were

t z fferences in performance.
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INTRODUCTION TO PART II

Performance is the keystone of our study. Our recilearch is
directed at identifying those organizational characteristics that are
systematically 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 stElff. 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 performancejevels will vary, too. State and local operations in
relatively favorable 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,1 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-
thental 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 presents the hypothesized relationship
between certain environmental factors and WIN performance. The shaded
portions of the model are the subject matter of this Part.

17
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CHAPTER 2

PERFORMANCE AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT

This chapter describes the determination-of key performance
measures used throughout the study to assess program effectiveness and
our findings on the effect of socioeconomic variables on WIN per
formance levels. The four sections that follow discuss (1) program per!.
formance measures used in this study, (2) the effect of sociod-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.

1. 'Program Performance Measures

The performance of public programs can be defined, in many ways.
Thii 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 "perforaance"
as it 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.

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

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
peovided 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
disdretionary 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 regIonal
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 is to compare actual welfare grant reductions to potential welfare
grant reductions. The latter is, in effect, the'saving that would occur
if every WIN registrant were removed from the welfare rolls. This is, in
fact, how we have standardized welfare savings data across state programs.
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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 standardised 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. This 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 foi 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 stails. 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 persoils 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 carryover counts from the previous fiscal year caused considerable
inconsistency in reporting. These technical problems plus conceptual issues
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Table 1 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 measures.
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.

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 job
entry wage rates describe the +quality 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
qualitymaking placements that last 30 or more days and at relatively
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
weighting merely indicates that a quality placement (higher wage, longer
duration) is more important than increasing tlle 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 is also evident that tne four measures address program per-
formance at two different levels. The placement, wage and retention indi-
cators measdre outputs directly attributable to local WIN unit workers.
Local staff either make direct placements or provide labor market knowledge
and an "incentilie" that stimulate registrants to find their own jobs.

**(continued from preceding page) concerning whether retention rate
as now reported is a realistic measure of overall quality of WIN Job entry
activity are discussed in detail in Appendix B.
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Table 1

Standardized WIN Performance Measures, Data Sources for Measures and Weights

Derived from Anal sis of WIN Allocation Formula

Standardized
Performance
Mesbures

Data Sourcea
for Measures

Weights Derived from
Analysis of WIN

kllocation Formula

Absolute
Weights

Percent of
yotal Weiaht0/

1. Cetention Rate WIN Allocation Formula Table 2.417, 14.97 39.112

2, Entry Wage Rate WIN Allocation Formula Table 611/Average 8.31 21.712

Prevailing Wage Rate '.urly gross earnings of production
workers on manufacturing payrolls
(Employment and Earnings, BLS)

3. Number of Job Entries
WIN.Allocation Formula Table 5, Col. 7.21/Cost 7.53 19.672

Staff Positions Paid
AccountiukSystemieport 96

4, Average Monthly Welfare Grant Reductions WIN Allocation Formula Table 5, Col. 3.Y/WIN 7.47 19.512

'Average Monthly Wlfare Grant Costs Allocation Formula Table 6, Col. 6 x Table 1,

Col. 3.5.1

I. Col. 7 for FY'76, Col. 11 for FY'77 and Col. 3 for Wm.

2. "True" weighted average using Cola. 3, 4, 6 and 7 for FY's '76 and '77; Table 4, Col. 4 for FY'78.

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

5. Table 7, Col. 3 x Table 1, Col. 3 for FY178.

6. Absolute weights total to 38.28, so that 14.97 is 39.112 of total.,



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

Lastly, WIN performance along dimensions other than these four
measures was not ignored. In our search 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 measuresto these four measures. In addition, we sought to identify activity level
measures that might be used in the future ag 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 necessaryin developing indicators for SAU performance are discussed in Chapter 14.

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

This section briefly describes (1) the procedure used to analyzethe effect of social and economic variables on state WIN performance,
.(2) the results of that analysis, and (3) how we applied those results
in selecting study states. A more detailed discussion appears in AppendixB.

Relationships Between Socio-EcOnomic Factors and State Performance

One of the main hypotheses presented in Chiipter 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 DqU'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 thosecaused by windfalls (inheritances, etc.) or marriage. Others might be
very restrictive. They might report only those welfare reductions due
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 tho 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, Stato 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 identify socio-economic conditions or demographic character-
istics of 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 hypotheaes we first examined these environmental
variahles 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 whethet, actoss all state programs, there was a discernible and
significant relationship between any two variables. Did the 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 EachiPerformance Measure
at.the State Level for TY 1974, FY 1977 and FY 1978*

Job Entriee
Per Sponsor Staff

///P

ositive Labor force partici-

//

Factors pation rate
(+)

Prevailing wage
,./

Proportion of WIN
registrants that
are male

Proportion of WIN
registrants with
12 or more years'.
schooling

Welfare
Grant

Reductions

Prevailing wage

Growth in non-
agricultural em
ployment

Proportion of WIN
registrants that
are male

Proportion of WIN
registrants with
12 or more years
schooling

Retention Job Entry
Rata Wage

Entry level salary Population
for counselors density

Proportion of WIN Unemployment
registrants with rate
12 or more years
schooling

Negative Proportion of popu-
Factors lation below poverty
(-)

Proportion of WIN
registrants that are
non-white

Population den-
sity

Large metro
areas

Proportion of
employment in
lowwage.indus
tries

Entry level
salary for
counselors

Proportion of
WIN registrants
that are male

41.1.....01.4101.10.111110104011.1..0100101.41MINi1111111

Prevailing wage

Unemployment rate

Unemployment rate Proportion of WIN
registrants that
are non-white

Average employer
size

Proportion of em-
ployment in low-
wage industries

Proportion of WIN
registrants that
are non-white

*All relationships are statistically significant at the .1 level or higher for at
Least two years.
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fact rs. Also, some environmental factors were positively related to one
perf 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 environmental 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 io analyze the relationship between each
performance measure and the envirnnmental factors. The results of this
analysis are presented in Table 3. The environmental factors shown best
"explained" variation in perfoimance at the state level for each measure
and each year. The adjusted R under each set of environmental 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 197L.
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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Table 3

Socio-Economic Factors that Significantly Explain
Variation in State WIN Perfdrmancej FY 10761 FY 1977, FY 1978(Results of regression analysis of state level data).

A. Factors Affecting_ Job Retention Rate

Explanatory Variables

FY 1976

Metro. population
Highly educ. registrants
Counselor salary
(Adjusted R2=.279, Na151)

FY 1977

Highly educ. registrants
Counselor salary
Unemployment rate
(Adjusted R2311.359, N=511

FY 1978

Minority registrans
Lowwage industries
Labor force partic. rate
Adjusted R2.=.220, N=51j

Cumulative Beta coef.
R2 (and direction

of association)
F-ratio

i nificance

.082 -.41425 10.271*

.225 .47337 12.593*

.309 .29960 5.463*

.137 .48035 16.743*

.290 .43752 13.793*

.385 -.31049 7.241*

.083 -.36374 8.044*

.169 .33068 6.682*

.252 .29228 5.219*

B. Factors Affecting WIN Job Entry Wage Rate
(average entry wage/state prevailing wage)

Explanatory Variables
Cumulative

R2
Beta coef.

(and direction
of association)

F-ratio

(significance)FY 1976

Population density .145 .32981 6.380*Lowwage industries .124 .28608 4.800**(Adjusted R2=.207, N=51]

FY 1977

Lowwage industries .152 .44650 13.516
*

Male registrants
.320 .41391 11.615*[Adjusted R2=.305, N=51]

FY 197.i

Lowwage industries .137 .38517 9.078
*

Male registrants
.234 .31109 5.922*Adjusted R2=.217, N=51J

*Significant for two-tailed F-test at 5% critical value (5.424).
**Significant for one-tailed F-test at 5:; critical value (4.085).
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Table 3 (continued)

C. Factors Affecting WIN Job Entries per Sponsor Staffli

F-ratio
(significance)

Explanatory Variables
Cumulative

R2
Beta coef.

(and direction
of association)

FY 1977

Minority registrants .205 -.43413 11.297*
Labor force partic. rate .240 .18823 2.124
[Adjusted R2...2'3, N=50]

FY 1978

Minority registrants .176 .38682 9.412*
Labor force partic. rate .248 .27036 4.598**
(Adjusted R2...231, N=511

D. F'actors Affecting Standardized Average
Monthly Welfare Grant Reductions

Explanatory Variabres
Cumulative

R2
Beta coef.

(and direction
of association)

F-ratio
(significance)

FY 1976 A

Average employer size .226 -.51498 19.609
*

*Prevailing hourly wage .359 .36652 9.933
(Adjusted R2...345, tkl5lj

TY 1977

Average employer size .231 ' -.51191 22.406*
Prevailing hourly wage .441 .45928 18.035*
[Adjusted R2...429, N=51]

FY 1978

Average employer size .237 -.49684 16.174*
Prevailing,hourly wage .2.70 .18242 2.181
(Adjusted R'.254, 511

1/ No data is presented for FY 1976 since no set of explanatory factors yielded
F-tests at or above the 57 critical value.

*Significant for two-tailed 17-test at 5% 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 staffand job retention rate appear moat heavily influenced by registrant characu.teristics. Fourth, environmental factors explain 21 percent to '43 percentof the performance variation among state programs.

Identifying High and Low.Performine State Programs

The resulting regression equations not only estimated the extentto which each performance measure was affected by socio-economic environ-ment. They also provided a way to control for socio-economic differencesin choosing study states. The final regression equation for each measurewas used to estimate the expected level of performance for each state,given the economic and social conditions in that state. By comparingexpected 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 performanceand actual performance was largely due to differences in managerial and
organizational characteristics.** These differences were, of course, themain focus of our field research.

The ratio of actual performance to expected performance describedto what extent programs exceeded or fell below what they reasonably would
be expected to do, given their environment. This ratio was used to deriveperformance scores on each of the four measures. To obtain an overallperformance measure, scores for each of the individual indicators had tobe combined. After consultation with national WIN officials, an overallperformance index was created in which each indicator was weighted as inthe discretionary portion of the WIN Allocation Formula.***0

The selection of study,states considered the overall performancerankings for all three years. In the end our sample included three
states .that were high performers and three that were low performers eachyear. 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 expecte& 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, ineffect, a statement of current national performance priorities. For
explanations of the development of the performance index and the technicalcategories for classifying high and low performance, see Appendix B and
Mitchell, et al. (1977b).
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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

Tbe local sites visited within the ten states were selected in a
manner similar to the method.used for state selection.** In 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 ilas (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 s the
first step in identifying associations between environmental 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. Regionality 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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. Table 4

Socio-Economic Factors Sisnificahtiy Related to
Each WIN Performance Measure at the Local Level&

Job Entries
Per Sponsor Staff

Positive *Proportion of WIN
Factors registrants with 12
(4) or more years of

schooling

*Prevailing wage

*Proportion of WIN
registrants that are
male

Employer size

Welfare Grant
Reductions

*Proportion of
WIN registrants
that are male

*Proportion of
WTN 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

Negative
Factors
(-)

*Proportion of popula- *Proportion of
tion below poverty WIN registrants

that are non-
white

Number of sponsor
staff per 100 regis-
trants

*Proportion of WIN
registrants that are
non-white

..Proportion of WIN
registrants aged 45
or over

Proportion of non-agri-
cultural employment in
lowvage industries

Proportion of
population below
poverty

*Proportion of
non-agricultural
employment in
lowwage industries

Proportion of regis-
trants aged 45 or
over

*Proportion of WIN
registrants that
are non-white

Proportion of
population below
poverty

NuMber of sponsor
staff per 100
registrants

41.74m Omb.1.411M MIIPIMOO

Average employer
size

*These relationships were also found to be statistically significant at the state level.
Fur cc=patison to state results, see Table 2.

a/ Pased on correlation analysis of data for 214 local WIN sitei. All relationships are
statistically significant at the .01 level or better.
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:similar to those observed on the state level also appeared important at
the local level.

Next, multiple regression analysis was conducted to examine thee
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 exampl,e, 3024 percent of the local variation in number of-job *

entries (the adjusted R ) can be "explained" by the combined impact of the
five socio-economic variables shown .in the table (employer size, density,
labor force participation rate, proportion of male registrants and poverty
population).

The results summarized in Table 5 revealed several things.
First, 52.1% of the 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 di9cussed 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 regreshion
coefficients with F-ratio values greater than the critical values for a
two-tail five percent F-distribution test for significance. See Appendix
P. for a technical discussion of the procedures aid tests performed.
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Table 5

Socio-Economic Factors that Significantly Explain
Variation in Local WIN Performance

(Results of regression analysis of local level data)

A. Factors Affecting Local WIN Retention Rate
)

Explanatory Variables

Population density
Prevailing hourly wage
Unemployment rate
[Adjusted R2.m.141, X*1711

Beta coef.
Cumulative (and direction

R2 , of association)

.094

.114

. 156

-.32325
. 23740

. 17059

F-ratio
si nificance

18.681*
10.089*

5.694***

3. Factors Affecting Local WIN Job Entry Wage Rate
(average entry wage/local prevailing wage)

Explanat.nv Variables

Lowwlage industries

Average employer size
Poverty Population
Male registrants
Local employment growth
Adjusted R20.521, N*1781

Beta coef.
Cumulative (and direction

R2
of association

.177

.285

.450

.452
'534

.49341
-.31557
. 22708

.19432

.13848

F-ratio
(significance)

65.521*
21.835*
11.660*
9.486*
6.582*

Factors Affecting Local WIN Job Entries per Sponsor Staff

Explanatory Variables

Population density
Poverty population
Average employer size
Male registrants
Labor forcl partic. rate
;Adjusted 110.304, 110165]

Beta coef.
Cum4ative (and direction F-ratio

P. of association) (significance)

. 064

.133

.211

.287

. 325

-.33735
-.35063
.27500
. 19646

-.15874

20.881*
16.306*
9.506*
7.131

**

4.530****

D. Factors Affecting Local Standardized Average
Monthly Welfare Grant Reductions

Zxplanatorv Variables

Poverty population
Lowwage industries
Pooulation,density

'Ad!usted R'0.429, N01.341

Cumulative
R2

.189

.423

.442

Beta coef.
(and direction
of association)

-.48300
-.32614
-.28604

F-ratio

(significance)

44.006*
22.004*
17.065*

*Significant for two-tailed F-test, It critical value.
**Significant for ne-tailed F-test, l% critical value.

***iignificant for two-tail.s. F-test, 51 critical value.
****Slgnificant for une-tailed F-test, 51 critical value.
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performance levels were based on what /evels they could be 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 analysip
reported in Part IV of this report.

4. Models of Socio-4conomic 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 construction 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
was premised on the hypothesized causal relationships depicted in Figure
4. That figure shows that environment could affece 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.

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: (1) 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 largeeffect 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 yariables 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-
tui effects. The information,may also assist planning add locational deci-sions, since 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.

Opr 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 localWIN programs.

*In fact, performance levels on job entry wage and job entries
per staff together explain 45.6% of the variation in local welfare grant
reductions.
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CHAPTER 3

EXTERNAL POLITICAL AND .BUREAUCRATIC INFLUENCES'

. ,

Chapter 2 identified the influence social and economic environ
ment has upon WIN programs. Now we turn to a different set of external,
influences, the political and bureaucratic settings in which state WIN
programs function. These influences are essenttally 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 dr special interest groups.
Federal influences transmitted by regional offices are also examined.
While regional WIN unips 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.

1. Regional Offices

This section considers the relationship between state WIN program&
and federal regional offices of HEW and DOL, especially 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 national 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 stateregional
contacts and activities. What do regional offices do with, for or to
state WIN programsr 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 aLe 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 ill-
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 moment 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, egional office (1) allocation
_procedures 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 FundinK

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
computing the allocations (in one case the regional WIN coordinator) was
sure what the bases of allocations were.

Regardless of regional formulae or emphases, underspending mas
generally heavily punished. Both high and low performing states in five
of the six regions complained that this blunted the meaningfulness of
performance 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 PSg 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
performance and rewards--reportedly varied considerably. On the one hand,
three regional offices provided no details to state officials. This was
because the fHcieral representatives themselves did not know. In 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 othen hand, one regional office provided
copies of the national 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 regional offices was reported ro 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 "stopahdstart" messages about spending
(especially for OJT and PSE contracts), and managers complained about an
inability to plan and operate on a longterm 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 procz:ss by which these goals were set varied somewhat, as
,did the-role of the regions in the unified WIN sponsorSAU 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 into account. In two others, targets were simply
allocated to the states by the regional coordinator. Similarly, two
regional offices took an entirely "handsoff" 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 its 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 Ideal unit site reviews. Even visits to the state office were limited
to quarterly halfday 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 areawide monthly managers meetings and met with the state WINand SAU directors weekly. During site reviews, the federal representative
struck a posture of joint problemsolving rather than investigation.
After each visit, she 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 yearor two.

Most rtgions fell somewhere between those extremes. Thus, inone region one sample state was the subject of frequent federal repre
sentative site reviews while another was rarely visited. In a second
case the regional office, which had actively site visited in the past,
had just enunciated a policy of delegating that function increasinglyto 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
ity WIN received in the local ES offices as well as regional office understanding of grass roots realities.

I.

Technical Assistance
.

State intervieids 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 in 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
fieldwork, these offices had also reportedly conducted little trainingfor state personnel.
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By contrast, a third region was viewed as providing important
technical assistance. Federal representatives were generally perceived
as nu less knowledgeable or competw than state personnel and, thus, a
useful source of advice and ideas. The regional office also made heavy
use of temporary assignments of ederal personnel to state positions or
state personnel from one state to another, thus, sharing .existing exper-
ttse around the region. Finally, the regional unit reportedly operated
an extensive program of semlnars or.training'courses tailored to the
expressed needs of the states.

The other three regional units fell someWhere between these
extremes. 1,1sually thia 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).

Communication

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 their states 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 regibn
did not want shared. Formal and informal contacts were actively discourr
aged. Region-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 regions
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-
Jorming program in the region on 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-Eitate disagreement and conflict resolution
were generally similar across al' regions. Usually they'involved tele-
phone contacts between the.state and the regional unit first, and then
written statements from,the state to the region. Officials 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.

ProAram Advocacy

Apart from money and information, the major Serfice regional WINunits 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
from our data.

Data on the frequency and effect of advocacy efforts within the
regional 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 exectitive staff
meetings and played an instrumental role in the regional employment and
training inst14te. 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.

nere 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
(i.e., attempts to get line authority for the WIN central office, to

42



affect spending or staffing constomints 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
chairTan 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 data also sug-
gest 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 its 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 situation. 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
a 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 in all
pight of the other states gave their regional office little or no credit
for their program's successe-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.

*In fact, respondents in two states (one low and one high performer)
in a region of generally high performers repeatedly told us that their
regional office provided none of,its states with much meaningful assis-
tance. They said At was important that the high performance. prevalent
in the region be attributed to the exceptional competence of managers
and staff in several of the states, combined with a tradition of exten-
sive inter-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 governors, 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.

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
lor re7election.

In a second state occasional legislative discussion of WIN was
reported. In addition, one U.S. Congressman had paid 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
officials 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 impacts 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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Even in these states, however, the process was a cursory one.
Thus, in the state where budget review was most detailed (and where 8-
10% cuts in the SAU budget generally resulted), budget analysts reported
spending "maybe two houre* 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 or legislative staff were reported in
any sample state.*

Political 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.
, The ten sample.states are indicated by the letters A through J and arrayed

performane, with the high performers at the left.** Analysl.s 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

Special treatment tor epecific
cipants.

Hiring and promotion decisions.

Site locatimie, Office space,
contractor decisions.

&EV
or* extensive, frequent.

occasional, some.

0)1/saki little or none reported.

P. 8 C p IFGHIJ
as II

** ** ** ** *

** * * ** II* *0 **

. 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

.

its own managers and staff to decide its fate--hinges in part on the
responsiveness 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.

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.in-coming administration to formally freeze
hiring so that more centralized 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. Ih 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,eregisters and interviews. Similarly,
all SAU hires (whether for state or county positiolis) 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. In
some cases "provisionals" became permanent without ever passing a test.
Similarly, in three of these states WIN managers said it 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. In a fifth, affirmative action efforts in the
SESA had led to the creation of separate regiiters for women and minori-
ties. Elaewhere 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 their 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 samrle. In
three states, promotions in the WIN sponsor required written or profi-
ciency 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 area, central
office or even cabinet-level approval, depending on the level of the
.position 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
.it easy to move into managerial positions in other parts of the SESA.

Speed. The speed with which civil service systems permitted WIN managers
to fill vacancies atso 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. In five states problems involving reclassifications
were described by WIN or SAU officials. In 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 longrun the downgradings would compli
cate staff retention and recruitment. But, in general, these disturbances
were seen as an unavoidable if unpleasant part of employment in state
government.

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.-

Respond,nts in the three WIN programs that were covered by union
contracts indicated that those agreements had significantly affected pat
terns of promotion and lateral transfer. In each case seniority alone



governed advancement and rights to accept or refuse transfers. Merit-
based criteria had been abandoned, and managerioa choice was diminished.
Mhile staff in one of these states attributed lecent 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 arkexter-
nal agency at all but were performed by a bureau of the SESA Or wiffare
department. In two of the other three, respondents indicated that the
services department sometimes vetoed their requests to lease a partidialar

.office on the grounds that the rents were excessive. One of these depart-
ments also reportedly exercised judgment as to the political appropriate- c4ness 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. In one state and part of another, the state WIN director played
a role; in 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 locationi. Similarly, SAU locations were .
generally based on where other welfare staff or. the WIN sponsor, in the
case of collocated units, Were housed. In five of our sample states, 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.*

1

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.

*There 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-lnication. 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 discusslon 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 II of that legislation limits eligibility for mcsr CETA training and
PSE jobs to the "economically disadvantaged" including welfare recipients.
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Vocational Rehabilitation and Education

In eight out of the ten samplet,states there was, in fact, no
current work-related linkage at all between vocational rehabilitation (VR)and the WIN sponsor or SAU at the state level. Cme 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 da the SAU. This was also oneof 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 its emphasis on training. Few connections with any other state
governmental entities were mentioned.*

,

This chapter has described the political and bureaucratic envi-
ronment that sdrrounds WIN and its host agencies at the state level.
Unlike Socio-economic variables, the impact on WIN of these kinds of
environmental influences 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 l!ntrusions 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 is to these internal characteristics that
we 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 items labeled "major determinants" in Figure 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 influence 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. Each of these major elements is itself composed of a cluster
of jtems 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
,onsistently 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 or the program. The
focus is less on what national policy documents or allocation formulae

A

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 prograi.

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 thelWIN 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.

WIN Sponsor

1. Recognition of National_WIN Priorities

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 important 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 yielded a different and changing picture.
Several states had, in fact, been aware for some months of the relative

.1.



priorities associated with the four perfOrmance factors. Other stateshad 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 personnel on theformula, or both. With one exception, each of these eight described
the allocation formula performance priorities correctly, indicating thatthe quality of jobs (retention tate 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 mis
informed about its priorities, and identified placements as "the name ofthe game." The other knew nothing about the formula and its messages.

In eight states, central office staff's perception of priorities
was identical to that of the coordinator. However, in one state (a low
.perfarmer) the coordinator had failed to inform them. His staff had beentold that placements were most important.

Tablo 7 shows the local WIN sponsor staff awareness of goal and
performance measures statewide. As in earlier tables the ten sample states
are indicated by the letters A through J and arrayed by performance, withthe 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 BCD E F GHIJ
General agreement thatoquality XXXX X Xof jobs at least as important
as number of lob entries.

(;eneral agreement that "place
ments" were paramount.

X X X

The staff in high performing programs had a clearer perception
of national'program goals. Workers in some of those states described
training sessions or meetings in which they had been instructed on the
formula and its implications for their activityes. Service deliverers
made it clear that it was important for them nt only to place registrants
in jobs hut also to place them in jobs that had-longer term prospects
-Mkt 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 was
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 caseload, and relatively less resources were spent on
the much more sizeable registrant pool of welfare women. .

SAV

MI-1y 8 shows SAU supervisor and staff perceptions of the program's
goals and performance. With one exception, they were generally identical
with those of WIN :twonsor staff. In the one state where goal consensus
between the WIN sponsor and SAU did not exist, the WIN sponsor was run-
ning a "straight placement" op eration. Ihe 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" betng played by their counterparts in WIN units.
Individual SAV personnel in several other states where the WIN.sponsor
was etvhasizing job entries also voiced a concern about quality of jobs,
but this flowed from their own concern about clients rather than an aware-
ti.ss of the Allocation formula or national program priorities.

Table 8

SAU Perceptions of
WIN Goals and Performance Measures

A BC D E F G H IJ
Quality ot placements at least XXXX X X X
AS important as number of job
cut ri s.

Placement is the major emphasis.

4

'There were also importaftt differences tn how SAU personnel de ined
the SA!"4 mission. Those results appear in Table 9. In the four igh-
est pertorming states, SAU supervisors and staff tended to see thei func-
tion not only As ssisting thc WIN sponsor by providing social ser ices
to ro,Ostrants hut Also a5; creating coordinating linkages to the 1U and
fitle XX. By contrast, in three low performing programs, SAU wo ers
dot inod thoir objective exclusively as providing social service and doing
paporwor tor WIN.



Table 9

SAU Definition of'
Its Cwn Goals and Mission

,ABCDEFGHI
Assisting WIN sponsor in moving 'X X X X
registtrants into jobs by providing
social services, eliminating bar-
riers ail!" acting as coordinating
link to IMU and Title.XX.

Providing timely social services
and paperwork for WIN as requested.
Not.important to work with other
welfare units on behalf of WIN.

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

In three states, the SAU perceived their mission as moving recip-
ients--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. In
this state all.WIN s'ervices were delivered through the state welfare depart-ment.

A

A similar but less pronounced situation existed in another state
the welfare director and the SAU assigned a high priority to reduc-

ing' AFDC-U caseloads. °With the reluctant agreement of the WIN sponsor,
5AU 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 prepiously 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
pllooment activities in some parts of the state.

2. Goal Displacement

rhe goals and priorities of the "host" organization can compete
with ,r 4isplace those of the WIN program. In short, how much do employ-
melt scnrity And welfare agencies utilize WIN resources and personnel



to serve purposes other than those of the program? To the host organiza
tion, some degree of goal displacement may be advantageous or unavoidable.

4 From the WIN program's viewpoint, however, it may lead to diversion of
resources and reduced productivity.

Goal displacement took different forms in different states. In
the cases already described, it meant excessive priority to reducing AFDCU
caseloads. Five other forms of goal displacement-(often working in
combination) were also identified. They involved utilizing the program
as:

A source of general overhead,funds for the host agency.

A "dumping ground" for incompetent personnel.

A means of absorbing employment service budget cuts.

A source of political patronage.

A resource 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 agencywide 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. In
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
was 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 ono 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'atates little or no patronage useof the program was reported,.

WIN 'vas 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 asslgned 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 structureled to the use of WIN-funded staff on CETA functions. In 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
was relatively ineffecttve when compared to others in its region using
generally accepeed 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 V1-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 PSI:. jobs it was doing something to help them and to address polit-
ical pressures to put welfare recipients to work. At the same time it
was able to divert resources to one high priority program (CETA) and
avoid hurtling another (ES).

Similar examples of resource diversion occurred on the SAU.side,
especially in states where welfare was county-administered. Some county
SAU staff 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 displacement were obviously linked to
other important constructs. The type of resource diversion to,CETA
ju.;t described appears easier if the WIN program is integrated nto
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 integrated ES structure. The attitudes of top SESA and welfare
agency officials toward WIN (discussed in Chapter 6) seem more instrumental



than structural characteristics in explaining the frequency and extent
of such occurrences. It is,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 wag substantial.
In three of the five low performers displacement was substantial, and in
the other two it was moderaLe.
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CHAPTER 5

STATE PROGRAM STRUCTURE

This charter 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 productivity. Thea it deals with how the program is
tied to the structure of its host agencies and how different levels of
the program's hierarchy are connected to each other.

1. Program Size

Program size is worthy of study on-at least two grounds. First,

size may well affect organizational strdcture. As the size pf an organi
z,otion 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 difficuity in coordination and communication among the more
numerous layers and units.

Larger organi7ations are likely to have more complex structures.*
This increased comple;..1.ty can cause inefficiencies which, id turn, make
larger operations les.- productive than smaller ones. On the other lond,
economies of sca'e may occur which offset the effect of complexity and
make larger operations more productive.

In th, case of WIN, we frst describe the differences in program
size that exist and the causes of those differences. Second, we want to

.see if differences in size affect structure. Lastly, we want to analyze
the relationship between size and productivity.

There arc immense N.,ariations in WIN program size. In FY 1977 the
average state program had 1h9 WIN sponsor staff positions to serve 29,970
registrants. However, the number of WIN sponsor staff ranged from 17 in
one sta.e to 1,133 in another. The largest WIN program served 231,000
r,.gistrants, while the smallest had a registrant pool of 819.

*Blin and SchoenHerr (1971) , Chapter 7, showed this to be generally
true in their ,;tudy of state employment services.



Similar extremes of variation were present in state SAU's. The
number of SAU full-time staff equivalents ranged from three in the small-
est.program to 653 in the largest. The average number of SAU staff equiv-
alents across al' states Was 86.

WIN S,p_onsor

Program size as measured by WIN sponsor and SAU staffing levels are,
of course, fundamentally determined by federal budget allocations to the
svates. These, in 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 in FY 1977 was explained by differences between states in the number
of potential registrants.* The entire amount of pandatory allocations is
based on numb'er of-registrants..

Even though WIN sponsor funding is entirely federal, state level
tactors cculd affect their eventual expenditure and thus staffing levels.
As described in Chapter 3, in half of the sample states general hi:king
freezes aimed at conserving state revenues could shrink the WIN work
force. In addition, the program's capaciiy to operate near full staffing
levels was hampered by the speed with which state personnel systems fill
vacancies.

Beyond 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 ret'irned 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
staff.

SA!"

On the SAU side, the situation was even more complicated. While
WIN is officialby de:wribed as a joint program administered by both DOL
and HEW, in 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 he matclu1/41 by, state funds on a 9010 basis. As noted in Chapter 3, this
meant that the SAU budget passed through regular legislative and executive
budget ro,iew. In several instances, full matches were not approved.

*Mitchell yt_al. (1977a), p. 13.
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In addition, state and county dsrmrtments of welfare did nof approve
filling of all SAU staff positions in 3t sample states. Usually this
was because WIN had low priority withil the agency. ,In.some places this
was because welfare pertonnel believeu the main role of welfare was income
maintenance and saw WIN as part of a social services strategy to Which
they were hostile. Elsewhere WIN was viewed as punitive, unnecessary, or
useless. In 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.-

For these various reaSons SAU's in many states were not fully
staffed. 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
hy state level WIN sponsor and SAU officials as well as in the size and
operation of local SAU units.

Eifects_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
first and third in number of service units, while the two smallest programs
ranked ninth and tenth. Beyond that no pa'terus were discernible.

Size.l.t.a.t_tiqz, 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
performance. On the one hand, as program size increases, specialization
and division of labor could result in grer.ter efficiency. The neteffect
could be improved productivity. On the other hand, increased scale could
lead to loss of management control and decreased accountability. Resources
expended on ov!rhead functions could increase at a faster rate than overall
st,Iffing levels. A smaller proportion of the program's total staff would
thus he providing direct services to registrants. This could mean a decrease
in productivity.

60
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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
ust 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 issue of staffing intensity can be approached a number of
ways. Do state WIN programs have roughly similar staff/registrant ratios?
if not,, does the proportion of registrants finding employment in state
WIN programs increase as their staff/registrant ratios increase? Does,
WIN performancemeasured by retention rate, job entry wage rate, job
entries per staff and welfare savingssimilarly increase with greater
staff intensity!

Data on staff/registrant ratios indicate that they vary substan-
tially w.ross WIN programs. For WIN sponsors, the average number of

.

uthori?.ed positions per 100 registrants (for all states) was .85 for
FY 1977, with A 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
1.7=4. Similar differences existed for SAU staff/registrant ratios where
the nati.,no moon in FY 1977 was .55, with the lowest ratio at..10 and the
highjst at 1.95. Our study states included a low of .11 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) Increases 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-
ciation between independent and dependent variables shown by correlation
analysis 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
pertormance.measures (job entries per staff, retention rate and standard-
ized job entry wage) showed relatively low and insignificant correlations.*
While this suggest's a lack of relationship between staffing intensity and
overall productivity, results may well depend less un how many staff are
available than the way in which they are organized and function at the
local service delivery level. These issues will be discussed further in
Chapters 8 and 10 through 13.

2. Structural Arrangements

cLoue,, t presents two types of WIN sponsor organizations. In
the example labeled "self-contained" the WIN central office relates directly
to WIN service deOvery units through its own chain of command. In the
"integrated" case the formal lines of authority run through ,the mainstream
employment service hierarchy.

Two SAIorganization charts are shown in Figure 7. The diagram
on the lett illustrates typical SAU arrangements in states where welfare
program:, are operated 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 helieve 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, if staffing intensity were to influence
welfare savings, it would have to be through such intermediary variables
as jot, 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 variables--
staff/registrant rltios and welfare grant reductions--being strongly cor-
re1;.tted with the same environmentAl variables. Average employer size and
population deustty were two such variabLes.
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on the right depicts those arrangements where the county welfare agencies
have the primary responsibility for actual service delivery. These four
diagrams are "typical" in that they represent four types of general models
drawn troff ur examination 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. a

It should he ididerstood that no 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 hid line authority over most of the local units but not
the very 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 SFSA was only the titular WIN sponsor.
Both WIN and SAU functions were delivered at the local level by the welfare
agency. Tat-10 1,-) shows host agency arrangements for 51 WIN programs and
the ten tates in this study.

Table 10

WIN Sponso'r and SAU Host Agency Arrangements

Nationally

Sponsor_Arr angement

Separate self-contained WIN structure 12
witLin the SESA.

WIN integrated into the ES structure 36
within the 1ESA.

Other

--SESA is sponsor, operations sub-
contracted to welfare department.

--Governor's manpower office is 1

sponsor arid administrator.
--State planning office is sponsor, 1

operation-; subcontracted to SESA.

SAV Arrangement
SAU in a state-administered welfare 32
program,

Ten Study States

4

5

1

IMP

5

sAr in a county-administered welfare 19 5
program.
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Host Bureau

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

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

our wialysis shoWed no relationship between host bureau location
and program performance. With few exceptions the location of the WIN'
progr= within the SESA or state welfare'department did not appear to
attect Its linkages to other employment or welfare prOgrams.

Vey tj.caLlti_nkajles

Similarly, we found no relationship between program performance
nd the organizati,)nal "distance" from the WIN and SAU central offices
to their host 1ncy's executive director. One state WIN coordinator related
directly to the SESA executive directo'r. The others were separated by
between one Ind three administrative layers. Only one SAU head was immedi-
'ately below t1e key operational officer in his agency. In.most cases,
a sine,ie dministrative layer (the social services division chief) separated
them. However, in two instances there were at least ,three intervening
individuals.

Where WIN operations were "integrated" within the ES chain of
command, the formal line of aut,hority to the local level might include
tive to seven individuals. Communications might first flow upward in the
central ottice through a.manpowet program coordinator, the ES director
and a field operations chief. Then messages might move downward to the
field through an ES area administrator and an ES local office manager before
reaching a 1N unit supervisor. In some cases, this pattern was ftsupplemented
by extensive informal but direct communications between state level and
'ocal WIN personnel, including frequent telephone conversations, field

.

visits and meetins. In three states studied, roving "field specialists"
were tisk to clarify communications as well as provide technical assistance.
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Where WIN was "self-contained" in the SESA, mat ers were- usually
simpler. On administrative matters such as office spac and final person-
nel actions, the state WIN coordinator still had tp, ork through the SESA
hierarchy. H6wever, on substantive program issueg 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 supervivr) before reaching the local unit supervisor.

On the SAL! side, differences between.state and county-run systemswere notable. In the five state-run welfare systems we studied, the state
SAP coordinator related directly to service deliverers, usually through
area supervisors. In three of these, the SAU coordinator had formal line
authority over field st,aff. In the other two states, the coordinators
had informal but direct 'lines 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
was different since the "sovereignty" of the counties had to be consid-
ered. In two of these states the SAU coordinators were independent within
the state welfare system 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 only through county officials. In the other three county-run
sta.tes, formal communication to the field went up through the state welfare
agency and down through formal field operations to county welfare boards
or directors. The SAU coordinators and their area administrators were
keenly aware that they had no direct authority over local staff. Their mode
ot 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
oC each level within an organization. In eight of the ten WIN sponsors
and seven SAP's, some area or district level existed. Within those eight
the number ot area level administrative supervisors ranged from a high
ot ten to a low of one. The number of sponsor service units ranged from

to five. The number of units was reportedly influenced not only by
program size hut also by geography, the size of registrant pools in par-
ticular counties, the receptivity of county welfare officals to WIN, the
availability of space in ES offices, and the preferences of WIN management
regarding small or large units.

Ihe number of local SAU units tended to be a function of one of
two tactorsthe number of WIN sponsor units or the number of counties.
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,Miere welfare 4us 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 "pair." In states where the counties administered welfare, most
counties had at least one individual responsible for SAU functions, so
the number ni SAU "units" tended to be larger. In counties with more
than one lo&Il WIN unit, SAU staff might have dealt with more than one
sponsor ot t ice. or, , whev a local WIfi office covered more than one county,
sponsor staf f may have hiN\ to coordinate with more than one couptySAU.

t terences in horizontal, structure, like size and vertical con-/
tgur.it ion, did not appear to be systematically associated with variati niii performance.
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CHAPTER 6

LEADERSH I P 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 tar 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 is organized to answer six
questions:

Who are state WIN sponsor and SAU coordinators?

How do they conduct management functions?

What are their management styes and methods?

What are the characteristics of the program's staff?

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

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 aspects of leadership'
in combination with other organi/Zational characteristics.

I. Who Are State WIN Sponsor and SAU Coordinators?

Educational Backaround

The WIN sponsor coordinators in our ten sample st A were ex-
tremely diverse in disciplinary background. All had coll b:degrees.
They included individuals trained in public administrationsychology,
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divinity, textile design, law and accounting. The SAU dbordinatcirs, how-
ever, were somewhat more homogeneous. At least half held both'baehelor's
and master's degrees in social work or sociology.

Prior work _t_:xatrierls.

All were long term employees of their agencies and very experi-
enced in woorking 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-
sively in prior human resource development (HRD), 0E0 or youth programs.
All of the SAU coordinators had either.been Title V administrators, county
welfare administrators, caseworkers or staff in training programs for
the disadvantaged prior to joining WIN.

Political Connections

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. In short, all were career civil
servants.

Stable Leadership

What is remarkable about these program heads is their length of
service in their current positions. In sta- agencies where turnover,
lateral and upward movement is 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 greateronly 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 SAL and WIN sponsor coordinators had been a pair since the be-
ginning of the program or the creation of the SAU. In 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 such as WIN involves the performance of".J.
certain explicit tasks. How these tasks are conducted may well have an
important impact on the program's eventual performance. Figure 8 portrays
the main tasks of the WIN and SAU central offices and state coordinators, ,

as implied by the WIN Handbook. These functions may be summarized as:

4;oa1 definition.

Planning and budgeting.

Training of managers, supervisors and staff.

Operation of reporting systems.

Monitoring and evaluation.

Coordination with other relevant programs and
organizations. %

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 in which state coordinators and their central office staff execute
their planning/budgeting, training, reporting system, and monitoring/
evaluating responsibilities. The functions of intermediate layers of
administration, such as area offices, are also discussed.

Plancnaa_and Budgeting

Cewral office Anteractions around development of the state plan
varied greatl. At one ed.Lieme were four states (three high performers
and the low performer that emp!-asized AFDC-U) in which SAU and WIN sponsor
personnel met frequently and !_ogether 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 perfozmer) in which WIN and SAU central office staff had minimal
contact. They met the bare minimum planning requirements, simply sub-

, mitting as their plan the compilation of independently estimated activity
levels generated by the two units. In fact, in 'Jae case the WIN sponsor
and SAU submitted separate plans.

Between these extremes were two programs in which SAU and WIN
sponsor stAtt conf,rred about the state plan. In one case they functioned
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as 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 &AU central ',Mee was understaffed.and unable
to take initiatives without clearance fl:om superiors. The WIN sponsor
took the lead in developing the plan--even to the point of obtaining the
inputs of local LALI as well as WIN sponsor units.

Similar extremes were apparent in the unified'budizet 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
whatever resson, 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 shown in Tahle 11. Some form of genuine "bottom-up" planning was
occurring in four WIN sponsors, three of them high performers. In thoie

Table 11

Local WIN Unit Involvment in Planning Process

ABCDEFGHIJ
Bottom-up planning.

LOcal input to
estimate derivation.

After-the-fact input X
to estimates.

Top-down quotas.

X X X

X X*

*Different type of involvement in different parts of the state

8 3
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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 esqimates 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 negotiation or an opportunity to register their concerns. In
three other casei 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 systems. 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

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

A closer examination reveals between 18 and 22 different types
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. In 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.* 4

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

r:
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/ Table 12

Types of Training Provided tliN Sponsor and SAU Staff in Ten Study States*

TY111 r A

Training on Program Procedures and Functioni:
General WIN Procedures Training
EMS (or Jevelopment of job seeking skills) X Joint
Joint Appraisal X Joint
Caseload Management (WIN Sponsor) X
Caseload Management (SAC) X
Client Needs Assessment X Joint
Adjudication Process X Joint
Employer Contacts/Job,Development X
OJT/PSE Contact Writing sof Monitoring X
Ways of Improving Coordination between X Joint

SAU/WIN/IMU
WIN Orientation (extensive, 1 week or more) X
WIN Orientation (lews than a week)

X

X .

X ES

X Joint

Formal
within ofc.

X Joint
X Joint
X Joint

X Joint X Joint
X Joint X Joint
X ES X
X X

X Joint

X ES

General Skill Enhancement Training:
"Psychological Skill" Upgrading
Interviewing/Counseling Techniques X Joint X ES X
"Coping with Stress" X for SAC

by Welfare
Hostile Client Approaches X
"Reality Therapy" X
Motivation Improvement Clinic
Formal Cross-Training on Other WIN X X

Tasks and/or SESA or Welfare
Functions

X

1 day session
X

Reporting, Monitoring and Evaluation System Training:
ESARS and Error Corrections Instruction 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
WAY and Key Performance Indicators Informal X Informal Informal(memo)
Terminal Data Transmission and Access

to Client uata eases (Welfare)

Training in "Topical" Areas:
"Wonp-Traditional Jobs for Women

Equal Employment Opportunity
Judge Richey decision

Management and Supervisory Training:
General Management/Supervisory Skills
Financial Management Training (WIN)
Financial Management Training (SAC)
"Value Systems" for Managers
bili0 Training

Team Management and Problem Solving

Tally of Types of Training

X Jninr X one supervisor
Aout of state
training)

X quarterly
X semi-annually

Every 6 mos X
X X Joint X
X X Joint
X

X

one SAU spvr

22 18 20 ' 18 2

(7 joint) (1 joint) (5 joint) (5 joint) (single staff trnS)
(0 joint)

*Data on types of training provided WIN staff were drawn from interviews with SESA, WIN and SAC 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 (verifying central and area office information) an "X" has been placed in the
respective state's column. These tabulations onlY reflect the incidence of training, not its quality, or perceived .

usefulness. If an agency other than the WIN sponsor provided the training, their abbreviation issprovided in the column
(i.e., ES--emplovment service, RO--federal regional office). Joint SAU/WIN training sessions are identified by the word
"ioint". Most training on reporting systems is normally provided by the ES, so where WIN staff actually provided such
training it is so indicated. Incidences where training was received by only a few staff are so annotated in the :able. In
addition to an initial question on training received, interviewees were asked other exploratory questions about training to
facilitate their recall of events during the past 12 months.
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Table 12

Tmesof Training Provided WIN Sponsor and SAU Staff in Ten Study 'States*

(Continupd)

F

X X

X X Joint
Flanned,Joint

X(Welfare)
X(Welfare)
X'
X X RO
X X one ofc

X(Welfare) X one ofc X RO

month(Welfare)
X ES

X X ES X RO

X

X

X Joint
X(Welfare) X For SAU on Welfare

functions

X

X

X 4-3 lay
sessfons
per year

V.

X Two central office staff

X for SAU on Welfare
functions

X X
X

X X Joint

K ES X ES X ES
X Joint
X Joint

X some mgrs

19 5 11 7

ksince SAL (0 joint) (3 Joint) (2 Joint) (0 Lint)
and WIN in same
welftre
mostly joint
ttaining)
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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
these states tlere was little eephasip on staff training in the USA in
general. Neit?er WIN sponsor nor SAU staff had received any formal, program-
specific training recently. In three other states some training was pro-
vided. Howev#r, the training was rarely WIN-specific and was sometimes
reported to be of limited utility. WIN sponsor and SAU personnel occa-
sionally attinded some form of general agency...wide training that was usu-
ally more oriented to the needs of their agency's other programs.

Reppiting Systems.

The ability of federal as well as state and local WIN managers
to make management decisions based on information rather than subjective
impressicins hinges importantly on the accuracy and timeliness of reporting
systems. Since federal allocations to the states are heavily based on
reportfng system data, such data is the financial lifeblood 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
receives.

Table 13 shows the status of ESARS in the ten sample WIN sponsors.
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 program. 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 inaccurate, 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

A BCDEF GH
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
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 improvanent 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 its 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.
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relatively few eToblems, 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_teporting system training 4nd
instructional material for ldcal WIN staff and performed technical as-
sistance for individual lodal 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 mbst competent in the country
in employment service reporting. However, this SESA acdorded 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 VIN 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 contractar.

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 occurted 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. In 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 Evalu tion

.Table 14 shows the type of monitoring performed by WIN sponsors
in the ten sample states. Central offices in high performing programs
tended to undertake a more intensive and sophisticated monitoring process.
Each 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 tdentify areas requiring attention. Each used a somewhat
different mix of methods, including:

Maintaining a relative performance ranking for each loCal
unit in the state on a monthly basis.

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

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.

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

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.)

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 Jere

largely formalities that involved little review of office procedu
functions, no feedback to the unit on ways of improving and no ini-J.4action
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Table 14

Type of Monitoring Conducted by WIN Sponsors

ABCDEFGHI
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
or no analysis to X X Xidentify 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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6

between the state coordinator and.dervice,deliverers on program issues.
Finally, in two other states the state WIN coordinatorp 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 fficials. In 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 infrequene 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. In eight of the ten, some intermediate level existed between
the state and local levels. Only the two smallest programs had no inter-
mediate layer.

1

Table 15

WIN Sponsor Area-Level Structure

ABCDEFGHIJ
Ellintegrated into ES
chain-of-command

ES area structure only
ES and WIN area structure X*
CETA/WIN area structure

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

X

WIN opeyated by state wel- X
fare .Et. area level

X

X

*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 themselves 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 program
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. In 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 area level. In 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 program.

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. In 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
$AU workers were usually county employees, thus not under their direct
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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.lno'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." In 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 uaually 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 monitorinvvaried considerably, and those variations tended to dif-
ferentiate high from low perforning programs.

Now we turn to another set of constructs which partly crosscut
these specific functions. They include aspects of internal management
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(i.e., delegation of authority to subordinates, decision-making processes,
and communication methods and patterns) and relations with the "othet
side" of the.program (the SAU or WIN sponsor) and with host organisation
leadership.

WIN SponsorDelegation 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 ,soint 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 it 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 communicatidh, training, reporting systems and monitoring pre-
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
agency. This meant that area level administrators, local unit managers
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.
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'In seven states greater discretion also reaulted in part from
the state coerdinator's management strategy. In five of these states,
the coordinators and their central office staff emphasised the importance
of "training staff so that they can make decisions for themselves,':.
fi

providing flexibility and autonomy at the area and local level," "man-
aging by exception," or "delegating res2onsibility downward." In,most
of these states, substantial efforts were being made to train personnel,

. tp 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 he state director. Training
and monitoring were minimal In both of therDe states. InIthe absence of
training, communication or control systems, local personnel were relatively
free to operate as they wished.

WIN Sponsor--Decision-makine 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
of 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 sessions, monthly
or more frequently, were held that included open consideratiou of problems
and proposals. Three were states in which "bottom-up" annual planning
occurred. Of the low performers, oae was a program Where the WIN coor-
dinator was new, and this approach was areeent 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 in state level deliberations.
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The remaining four states fell into three different categories.
In one self-contained, low performing program, decision-maWing was central-
ized in the state director, and little genuine consultation with subordi-.
nates was reported. This pattern was replicated at each level of the
program hierarchy. In a second low performer, WIN was administered through
the ES chain-of-command down to the local office level, and.decision-making
was cOntrolled by the ES managers and supervisors rather than WIN personnel.
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 it.

WIN SponsorCommunication

We analyzed "communication" in three different categories:

Downward--the transmittal of directives, guidance 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.

Lateralcommunication 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 rarely 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
central office staff reviewed federal guidance line by line, frequently
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rewriting it out of a concern for how nuances of phraseology.m44,ht be op-
erationalized in the tield. 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 aseistance to service delivery
staff as one of theit 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 centralvoffice 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
were uncomfortable with informality and insistent on adherence to hier-
archy and status. They tended to avoid situations that might lead to
Confrontations or conflfcts of ideas. All-staff meetings and other group
'sessions 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, it 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:
,

Regul.rly 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.

Tiaining involving personnel from different units struc-
tured so that participants learned from the experiences and
practices of others.

Staff (the "field 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 considerableupward feedUack, lateral contact among units, and direct, substantiveinteractions between central office and local service delivery personnelmay have favorable effects on WIN program performance. Some effects sug-gested by respondents were the following:

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 contict 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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. Z. What Are the Characteristics of theirogram's Staff?

As already mentioned, the style of management in any organization
partly reflects the characteristics of the workforce--their background,
expertise and attitudes. This section considers the followin 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 is 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 inferences about staff in the ten state programs. The
data are, instead, 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 perceiied 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
as 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." In 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 service delivery jobs but
few in management positions. In 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 high 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 TS 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
ES and WIN staff expertise. In 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), p. 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. /n the. ,

other (a self-contained program housed in a hostile SERA); the program's
relative isolation from the rest of the SESA proected 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 gharacteristics 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.

"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 field research WIN supervisors and staff were asked ques-
tions about morale ln their unit and their state program. These questions
touched on various aspects or indications of morale, including salary

, satisfaction, 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 miAed.*

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. In 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. In 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 performerF 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-
portedly oriented to personnel with ES or UC experience.

Finally, supervisors 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 caeeer 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 salaries,
those salarit.s were, in fact, higher than average wages in manufactur-
ing industries. And in each case where dissatisfaction was indicated,
salaries were lower than those of manufacturing workers.
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S. Relationships between WIN Sponsor and SAU Directors

The relationship between the two program leaders...-the SAU and
WIN sponsor directors--varied from close to hostile across our sample.
The hostile or.troubled relationships conformed to no particu14r 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 previ:Jusly had had responsibility for Title V and a state-
sponsored welfare-employment program, and he regarded them as superior to

.

WIN. Tnterorganizational 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 11).

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.

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

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

Evidence 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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s,

Collaboration in managing relations with host organi
.zations and lotth federal regional officials (one state).
-.This included jointly persuading superiors to fill posi
tions or improve facilities and orchestrating.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 Least 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 situated within their own agencies they felt they were better able
to (1) monitor developments that might affect the program, (2) maintain
their personal links and rapid access to superiors, (3) reinforce the
idea that WIN was a joint responsibility rather than the oher 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 tlose In each of the latter cases, however,
other organizational factors apptared 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 animosity.

6. Host Influences on the Program

The influence of the host agency is 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 ohe of our study states, the entire program at the
'local level was run by the state welfare agency.

Each host agency is responsible for a number of programs. Each
of these has its own set of goals, priorities and procedures. Since they
are all affected by the policy and decisions of the host agency, each
ha:4 an interest in influencing those policies and decisions. The agency's

106



overall goals, priorities and decision-making processes presumably re-
flect the comparative importance placed On the various programs by top
management.

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 is 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 ach program
performance would be less than if its mission 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 decisiond 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 sponsor coordinator and central off.ice staff
are more likely to have the authority and resources with which to influtnce
local operations and thus, performance levels. In short, they can determine
their own fate.

Table IG 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 sponsor

- 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 a 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.

Ai 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
independenae 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

ABCDEFG H I J

SESA leadership perceives WIN as "important."
Overall agency goals balance individual program X Xgoals. 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.

X

X

SESA leadership hostile to WIN or Initiates
policies that hamper WIN goal achievement. WIN X Xcentral office is still able to have some influ-
ence over the program.

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



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
only 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 issues he chose to put before them, but he was also given "nego
tiating rights" to deal directly with other units, such as personnel
and 01), 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.

Whfle the program remained in an ES integrated commarg 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 positrons. Over the course
of several years, the program moved from a low performer to one of the
top five in the country.

Important leasons can be learned from the above examples. When
a state WIN program finds itself confronted with a hostile bureaucratic
environment, its 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,
if sometimes informal, communication channela 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 agenry leaders towards WIN were reflected in their
agency's goals and priorities. These attitudes, in turn, affected the
postnre.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 officials 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 laff 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
sponsor 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 generallassistance.*

*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 sponsor.
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Until 'recently, that bureau also had administered a placement program
for AFDC applicants. This program had been in direct competition with
WIN and had been terminated after intervention by the WIN federal re-
gional office: SAU managers and staff Who- had worked in that program
wanted WIN eliminate& 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 kiority 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 rblationships. Both the SESA and the welfare
departments in these states had communicated to the field that WIN was
to be given priority equal to other programs. Although WIN was not a top
priority in any of these three welfare departments, the SAU coordinators
were given total discretion in running their programs, had easy access
to their 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
SAD at the stace level, seemed contributing factors.
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CHAPTER 7

CONCLUSION

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 (1) outside influences on overall state
WIN organization, (2) interactions among hypothesized "major determinants"
of organizational behavior, and (3) associations between 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
important as the number of job entries.

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

Goal displacment 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.

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

WIN sponsor and sAp 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 sponéor, 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 4

the WIN sponsor and SAU coordinators.

WIN sponsor local units tended to have open
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
field.

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 lhat of other
programs in the host agency. ,

2. Relationships among Major DeterminantsWprk Unit
Characteristics and Performance

Fiaure 9 presents graphically the* interrelationships and causal
influences suggested by our findings. This figure is a more detailed
version of Figure 111.1, 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 some or-
ganizational factors and performance. These associations suggest that
certain major determinants work through work unit characteristics to in-
directly influence WIN performance levels.

Figure 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, Fiaure 9 indicates that some factors appear to be as-
sociated 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. Thus, the lines of influ-
ence from these major determinantsgoals and organizational leadership--go
through work dnit characteristics to performance.

Fiaure 9 therefore indicates some leverage points--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

opt_ WIN DELIVERY SYSTEMS

SUMMARY

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

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

Maintain more accurate and timely reporting
ajetems.

Monitor or evaluate their operations more
frequently and intensively.

L,fiiphasize systematic distribution of informa-

tion and more frequent internal discussion.

Permit more flexibility regarding work rules
and office procedures and delegate more
program authority to subordinates--but ln
combination with more highly developed

accountability systems.

Exchange functions among staff and cross-
train th3m for different jobs.

Deal more directly and openly with conflict
within the unit.

Services to clients also tended to be delivered differently in high

performing programs. In such programs:

-'cooperative clients were the subject of
,re extensive counseling.

I:Tarting job search skills to clients was
enphasized.

Job development efforts were focused on the
individual client rather than just on
jenerating a large pool of job orders.
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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 (.):' this Part's most significant points is the permeating
influence of state level variables. Whether the issue was program priorities,
management behavior or attitudes toward CETA, local characteristics were
extensively shaped by those at the state level. This suggests that federal
a,iministratore 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 arid organization leaders at the state level, federal
officials can affect behavior in a large proportion of local service delivery
systems.

Other important findings were that:

WIN-ES relations were not associated with
WIN performance.

WIN staff put Little reliance on ES job
..)p,2ve and job banks.

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

;iigher performers tended to have more frequent
contacts with IMU's, and a number of units
had evoZved strategies for improving the
INV linkage.

WIN access to CETA training and PSE jobs
was jeneraUy limited and was not associated

re.rormance.



INTRODUCTION TO PART IV

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 sporsor units and SAU's? What links
exist between WIN units and other program§ 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.ts explain how those units were selected, how adjustments
'were made for socioeconomic 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 environinent, 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
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 11 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 12 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, aigoncluding 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 performance scores for each local office, adjusted for environmental
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
repor'ted because they present a clearer picture of relationships than
would the tabulations alone.
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CHAPTER 8

LOCAL PROGRAM GOALS, PRIORITIES AND STRUCTURE

This chapter deals with two basic characteristics of local WIN
service delivery, systema--local perceptions of program goals and structural
characteristics of local service units. Both goal perceptiohs 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.

I. 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 is 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. Local units have program goals
as gi*ens; their unique contribution is 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 witti 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. A1s 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 unitshad at least some knowledge of the allocation formula. Information onthe formula had-been conveyed to'them with the explicit purpose of improv-ing their understauding of program goals and the comparative importance ofWIN performance measures. In one high performing state program, all unitshad been sent a central office memo summarizing the allocation processand formula and emphasizing those performance measures with dollar pay-
offs for 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 its key
performance measures to local staff. Some other local WIN units receivedtheir 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. Arl 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 their job entries.

Informing local units about the formula and its key performance
measures was a very recent development. For some local units it resultedin a reversal of priorities. These had previously stressed "the numbers
game"--getting as many piacements as possible regardless f 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 time04 our field work was not necessarily associated with the performance
levels of local units as measured by our performance data.

Local perceations of priorities. Table 17 presents data on the perform-
ance priorities of the 43 local units visited. A. greater proportion of
high performers (eight 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 (eight out of 15). However, the association between priorities

_

*This WIN central office memo had been intercepted by ES local
office managers in two of the offices visited. These ES managers opposed
the qua lity-of-placement WIN objective, and local WIN staff were not in-
fo-rmed about 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
quality of jobs, others put
priority on quantity of job
entries or some other measure.

General agreement that number of
job entries-was paramount.

2 3 5

2 8 7 17

43

and performance level was not statistically significant.* It is not sur-
prising that goal perception did ot 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 their 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 INIU
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 TV.

**See Chapters 10 and 11 for discussions of links to Title XX and
M.'s, respectively.
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its. Only two SAU's saw themselves as "competitors" to local WIN sponsor'
s .its. Perceiving local WIN units as ineffective, these units operatedtheir own placement efforts for AFDC-U applicants and recipients. Wefound 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 adm,inistrative
ments made for WIN at the local level. Collocation of sponsor and
units is discussed next. A passage on local program size follows.
we examine variations in the way service delivery responsibilities
structured.

Host Agencies

arrange-
SAU

Finally,
were

There was considerable variance ih 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 localWIN 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 21 were self-contained
WIN programs independent of ES line authority4 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 Table 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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4-4

Integrated
within ES
structure

Table 18

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

ES manager has line
authority over WIN.

WIN manager reports to
ES District/Area
Director.

WIN manager has
authority independent
of ES, not collocated

Self- with ES.
contained
WIN unit WIN supervisor, small

unit, located in ES
office, but independent
of ES.

Totals

SESA Indifferent or
SESA Supportive of WIN Non-Receptive to WIN

High
Performing

Offices

Average
Performing
Offices

Low
Performing

Offices

High
Performing

Offices

. Average
Performing

Offices

Low
Performing

Offices Total

2 2* 1** 1** 3 13

1 2
2

WO

1 10 5 16

11
2 2 1 5

5 4 2 4 13 11 39***

*Aberrant cases. SESA leadership in the state where these WIN units are located was supportive of WIN, but localES managers for these two units were extremely hostile toward local WIN program.**Aberrant cases. SESA leadership was not supportive of WIN but local ES managers were.***Total excludes the four unite from the state where WIN local dalivery system was operated by welfare.



This is further evidence that if WIN is within the ES line Struck
ture, the program must receive a certain amount of priority from the SESAto 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 lg shows, SAU structures varied considerably among the43 local programs studied. The structure of SAU's was more complicated
than WIN sponsor units since state welfare systems varied more at the local
level than did SESA's. Three state SAU's in our study were self-contaiqed
within'the state welfare department. In two of these states,-local SAUworkers were state employees in a state-administered welfare system. Inthe third state, local staff were county. welfare employees. These 14 self-contained SAU's had only WIN responsibilities.

Table 19
Local SAU Host Agencies

SAU integrated into county social services
structure within Title XX unit (super-
visors, some staff have non-WIN respon-
sibilities).

county SAU integrated into county social services
employ- structure lateral to Title XX (super-
ees J visors, some staff have non-WIN respon-

sibilities).

Number of local SAU's

16

7

SAU self-contained, but county (or city)
welfare employees (work only on WIN).

SAU self-co tained, 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 Issue of local ES and WIN relationships is treated furtherin napter
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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 ehe 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. In

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
sponsor and SAU staff on the same premises. We found various degrees of
collocation at the local level. Seven different categories were identi-
fiable in our study sites:

Total separation of WIN sponsor and SAU.

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

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

"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.

I 3 3
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Total collocation in th_SAU or welfare office.

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, 4s Table 20 shows, degreeof collocation was not associated with high performance.- Only three'of thb
ten high performing offices were totally collocated.

Table 20
Local WIN Sponsor-SAU Collocation

High

Performing
Offices

Average
Performing
Offices

Low
Performing
Offices Total

Total separate WIN sponsor and 0 1 3 4
SAU.

"Part-time" or "partial" colloca-
tion.

7 6 4 17

Total WIN sponsor-SAU collocation. 1 8. 5 14

Total collocation plus some IMU. 2 3 3 8

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.
The larger ope'ratinms were, more likely to have an SAU person or unit per-
manently located at the sponsor office or have sponf.or staff at the welfare
office to conduct regi.strations. The largest metropolitan programs studied
were totally collocated, regardless of performance level. Sponsor and SAU
4tatt occupied 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.*

*When all WIN cases in an urban area are consolidated and handled
the ,.ollocated IMU, reporting and communications appear to improve.

In most ot the '61N offi.ces that had IMU staff, relationships between WIN
ind thit unit were good, even though relationships with other IMU's in

cttv were troubled. Interactions and relationships between WIN and
ii-wus-wd in Chapter 11.
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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 wokk flow problems in six of the
totally collocated units. In some collocated offices the two staffs had
very little to do with each other, 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

. recognize each other when called together to meet with researchers.*

Local Program Size

Size and productivity. The 43 local WIN programs studied varied widely 1

in size--from 200 registrants to 31.000. We visited local programs with
one PS 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.

Tale :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 staf.f; 13 had between ten and 20; and eight had over 20 staff.
Stafjing data for the 214 units in our ten sample states suggest that most
.;IN, staff 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
a 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
performance. However, no significant relationship was found between state
program size and performance. Statistical analysis of local.program size
and performance was conducted using data on 154 local programs from nine
of our ten sample states. It yielded similar results. We found no sig-
nificant relationship between program size (number of registrants) and
pr,ductivity (job entries per staff).

Staffintensitv and Productivity

Staffing intensity varied enormously across the 214 local pro-
grams in the ten -lample states. At one extreme was a site with 1.21
paid sponsor positions for each 100 registrants. At the other was a pro-
gram with onlv .)1 positions per 100 registrants. The average was -.35.

*For turther discussion of WIN sponsor-SAU interactions, see
Chapter II.
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Table 21
Local WIN Sponsor Staffing Levels

and Organization Structure

High
Performing
Offices

Average
Performing
Offices

Low
Performing
Offices Total

Integrated into ES Structure
.5 to 5.0 sponsor staff 3 1 2 6

5.1 to 10.0 sponsor staff 1 1 3 5
10.1 to 20.0 sponsor staff 1 2 0 3
Oyer 20.0 sponsor staff 1 , 1 2 4

18
Integrated into.Welfare Structure

1 0 1 2
.5 to 5.0 sponsor staff

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

4
Suarate Self-contained WIN Programs

0 3 1 4
.5 to 5.0 'sponsor staff

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 1 4

21

Chapter 5 noted a strong statistical association between state
sponsor staffing intensity and the proportion of registrants obtaining
lobs. 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 size--
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._ _

1 36



The lower' correlation coefficient, therefore, 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
intensity 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 proportion 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 analysis wae conducted across all the large programs
(those 24 sites with more than 4,000 registrants) in the states studied.

,A significant correlAtion df .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 is 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
increasing staff intensity will result in a greater proportion of regis-
trants in the targeted site(s) entering empl,yment.

SAU/Sponsor Staffing Ratios
54

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 11 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
vacancies 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 than local sponsor staff. In another,
SAU/sponsor staff ratios varied immensely from site to site (from 1:1.79
in tw:o sites to 1:11.0 in 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 Deliverv

Local service delivery approach. As Table 22 indicates, service delivery
P

responsibilities were struCtured four different ways in our study sites.
The approach used depended in part on the size of the program, the prefer
ence of state WIN ofEicials and the relative Oriority placed on various
procedures. No association was observed between performance and service
deltvery approach, perhaps because there was so little variation across
the study sites.

Table 22
Local WIN Sponsor Service Delivery Approach

High,. Average Low Total

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

2. Team agproach, with case responsible
person

1 1 0 2

3. Caseload approach 2 1 1 4

4. Functional agproach , 4 13 11 28

43

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

Most larger sites (28) followed, a functional approach. The office
was subdivided according to procedures, usually into three types of units:
intake (registration and appraisal), job preparation, and employment serv
ices counseling, job development, placement). The procedures end 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 services to that
client--from appraisal to placement and follow-up.

In the two sttes which followed a team 'approach, an interviewer,
counselor ard job developer usually worked together to provide all serv-
ices to a client. One person was designated as team leader. Each member
of the team was assigned main responsibility for different clients as
they entered the program, thus combining aspects 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. in five of the six, state
WIN and SESA officials had developed standard structures, and all sites
within a state were very similar. In the sixth state, central office staff
had consciously delegated decisions on this issue tolocal 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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CHAPTER 9

LOCAL PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

The way in which local WIN managers manage may have an important
* influ'ence on the performance of their units. The first section of this
'chapter describes the different ways in which managers conduct specific
administratiye 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.

1. Local Management Functions

Chapter 6 showed that state program coordinators varled 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
emphaéis 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 either limit or enhance the execution of local managerial functions.
Thus, in states where the WIN coortanators 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 might be demonstrated by local managers.
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Local units are also subject to-sta e-wide conditions that are
beyond their control. For example, maintaining accurate local data
reporting is 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 generallcategories 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.

The following subsections deal with four areas of local managerial
respwsibility: (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 achievw-snts 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 pften 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 in the unilateral assignment of final goals to units. Such
developments led to a loss of credibility for planning by local staff.
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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
decisions on how planning would occur and to what extent locals 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 redent 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 sponsor staff involvement in plan develop
ment, and (4) the extent.of local SAU participation in the development of
the state SAU plan.

Joint SAIl/WIN sponsor 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 reldtionship 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 planAlt. 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 importance 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 tfian 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 planning
was scaled and related to unit performance levels, a correlation coefficient
ot .42q resulted, significant at the .1 level.
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Local staff.involyment 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 incid4nce of staff involvement in plan development was
h.tgher'in states emphasizing planning (44 percent of the units studied) than

.

- in\Oose without such state level priorities (one out of five offices studied
in these states). The extent of staff involvemgnt in plan development was

. .

positi4ely related to unit performance (r=.645) in 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. .

Training

Local WIN sponsoli and SAU staff can obtain program-relaied train-
ing from a number of soOrces. ,State SAU and WIN sponsor central offices
may provide formal trai?ing to these units either directly or through area
offices. Host agencies/may provide general training related to their over-
all agency mission. T ese agencies may control all training authority and
resources, as was the base in two states visited. Thus, a SESA training
unit might be charged with providing WIN-specific training, and decisions
.on curriculum developinent 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 informal 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
indicated that local managers tended to have little influence on the amount

*significant at the .01 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
visited'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-specific training. Given this dominant state level influence,
there was no discernible relationship between the extent of local staff
access to formal training and local unit perfortance.

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
providedtstaff by managers was positively related to local unit performance
(r=4479) 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-specificvtraining 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 pattern, was one state where the SAU coordinator provided frequent
and extensive training to'local staff, but sponsor staff received no WIN-
specifit 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 provide 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.

*Significant at the .05 level.
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As witty planning and training, state level policy and behavior had
a significtrat 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 sets of states, there were 15 local
units where ESARS was viewed as a "hopeless" case. Most of these units (12)

.were in 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 either 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 v.SARS and unit performance. This held for all 43 units
studied (r=.306*) as dell 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
responsibility 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 the43 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).
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

The three management functions that have already been discussed--
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 for the unit and staff are involved in the planning process, account-
ability may be enhanced. Staff should know'what is expected of them, since
they contributed to the expeqtations. 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 jocal managers. All high performing local units
studied had office managers or supervisors who monitored on an on-going
basis. This was less prevalent among average performers, occurring in
tw6-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
operatLons was correlated positively to local unit performande (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 performance standards used in mointoring. Local office-managers
took a number of approyhes to monitoring. One involved primarily looking
at unit or office-wiloiactivity 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
of clients, the characteristics of the existing pool of registrants and other

*Significant at the .01 levet.
**:+igniticant 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 onkcertain.key indicators.
A Second approach involved monitoring the performince of individual workers
and reviewiag 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) monitored primarily on the basis of unit or office-wide performance.
However, most of these managers also maintained data on individual workets.
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.

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
for low performers (73 percent).

Basis fon,monitoring. Chapter 6 discussed activity goals.developed during
the planning process and their uve 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
gcoal levels" on certain.key performance indicators. In other cases, local
units complained about unrealistically high goals. Often this percept.ion
of staff was supported by our own statlistical analysis of environment and
performance. If either under- or over-estimation of unit capabilities
occurred, the operation could suffer. Units that "low-balled" on planning
objectives migt tend to relax their effort once these goals had been
attained. Units with goals that were consistently too high might become
discouraged. Bcth sets of responses could r,sult in staff working below
their potential. '

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

4e.

*Significant at the .01 level.
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became either too low or too high relative to peiceived unit potential, the
performance of units decreased.

a,

Extent ot_local SAUmonitoring_ effort. As stated in previous chapters,
there lre no generally accepted formal performance measures for SAU units.
Also, the extent and nature of qualitative information provided by local
SAU units varied from state to state and, in 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, )oinL $AV/WIN sponsor reviews of local operations were just as
Itkuly to occur in high performing local programs as in low performing ones.

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
oitice but might also be an ES local office manager, an ES placement super-
visor, or even a welfare office manager. Four elements of local managers'
:,tyle were analyzed, regardless of their job title:

Flexibility and delegation of authority.

Innovativeness.

Communication.

Interpersonal interaction with staff.

TICis section presents the results o that analysis, first focusing on WIN
sponsor managers and then SAU's.

wi; .S_pons.,r

Manal;yrial tlexihilitv and delegation of authority. WIN units have many
prdures and tunctions that are standardized. State regulations govern
the ,Tianagement ot personnel, equipment and office space. Federal regula-
ti,n,; .;tipniate service delivery procedures and paperwork. However speci-

tho':e re4u1ations, managers still have room for interpretation and



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
permitted 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.***

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. In 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 their 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 .381 correlation, significant at the .01 level, between
flexibility and local unit performance in our sample.

**This is 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-informed, 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 correlation of .397, significant at
the .01 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
relationships with the SAU and other 'organizations as well as innovative
Job search and Jo development techniques. In one of them, staff set up
their own c*Cllective Aecision-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. In all three
cases, the staff was able to succeed despite lack of leadership from the
formal manager.

Table 23
Local WIN Sponsor Managers'

Low
'Performing

Offices Total

Approach to Delegation to Staff

High
Performing

Offices

Average
Performing
Offices

Reluctant to delegate. Assigned
all tasks. Little staff discre-
tion. Manager handled "exceptions".

2 5 7

Delegative, but no monitoring or
accountability. Perhaps dis- .

interest or "non-manager".

3 2 7 12

Moderately delegative. Tasks are
assigned, but some discretion in
scheduling, case responsibility,
daily tasks. Some monitoring
occurs.

2 7 2 11

Very delegative, but with detailed
monitoring and accountability.

4 5 0 9

Substantial manager-staff inter-
action. Staff involvement in task
aasignments, planning or goal
setting. 39

Innovativeness. The overwhelming majority of local WIN managers were either
moderately or highly receptive to innovation, according to their subordinates
and their F.uperiors. Twenty managers were identified as moderately receptive.
They were reportedly willing to listen to staff suggestions but rarely had
innovative ideas of their own. They were also inconsistent in their willing-
ness to act on new ideas proposed by others.
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Thirteen others were classified as very innovative. They encouraged
staff ideas, suggestions and feedback. They tended to develop their own
innovations 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 OJT 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
as cautious, concerned about their own positions or unwilling to attract
central office attention.to their units. None were in high performing offices.

Communication. As -:.:11)lo 24 suggests, the WIN sponsor manager's posture
toward intra-office communication was significantly associated with per-
formance.* Managers in better performing units tended to emphasize
systematic distribution of information and moye frequent internal discus-
sion. They encouraged staff feedback on regular program guidance and
distributed WIN-related research studies or news articles. In low perform-
ing offices 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.

Managers' communication style appeared related to their motivation
and accountability techniques and to staff perceptions of managers' expertise.
In the IS offices 'wttere 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 it. In contrast, staff in
offices 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
pertormnnce in ur 43 sample offices was .437, significant at the .01 level.



Table 24
Local WIN Sponsor Managers'
Posture Toward Communication

Little or no sharing of information
with staff, except perhaps routine
personnel or program memos.

V. Routine downward distribution of
infonmation, but no effort to
coordinate or discuss. Little
or no interest in staff feedback.

Systematic information distribu-
tion, discussion and feedback.
Information broadly shared. Con-
scious effort to,encourage staff
feedback.

High
Performing
Offices

Average
Performing
Offices

.Low

Performing.

Offices Total
0 3 7 10

3 3 4 10

6 3 3 12

32

Interpersonal interaction with staff. With few exceptions, staff charac-
terized their manager as approachable and sensitive to their personal or
-career concerns. 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 their managers as sensitive and accessible,
more staff in high and average offices felt 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,
managers 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-
vision. We found very 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 personal 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
friendly, 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. In 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

/
for day care licenses. Several

were involved in the development of systems f r 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-
ciated with local program performance, SAU management style was not. This
may he partly due to the small size and lack of variance of our sample. But
it 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
w4ed 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

The purpose of all the elements of WIN discussed to this point
is 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 describe's thoie variations and identifies which
ones were associated with local unit performance. The procedures and
functions examined fall into three categories:

Standardized Procedures

Registration/Appraisal
Employability Plan
Certification
Follow-up
Adjudication

Guidance and Services

Labor Market Exposure
Job Seeking Skills
Supportive. Services

Employment/Training

Placement
PSE/OJT
Training

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 supportive services it delivers may influence overall local program
performance.

Lastly, the information presented here, although limited by the
nature of our study sample,and the character of our data, has important
implications for the future delivery of welfare-employment programs. Whether
the implementing structure is 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 strategies
developed in local WIN units would provide insights on how to better facil-
itate employment of welfare recipients.

1. Standardized Procedures

Procedures that were fairly standardized and required substantial
paperwork were performed routinely in most local WIN units. With few
exreptions, little variation or association with performance was found.
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Welfare departments are supposed to refer to WIN those AFDC appli-
cants and recipients who are required to register for the program. Those
persons not required to register are to be informed about WIN and given an
&TportlInitY to volunteer. According o WIN staff, the mendatory registrants
were generally referred accord.ing to.procedures. There were, however,
complaints coneerning.the lack of volunteer referrals:* Staff in four of
the stedy states reported .that the number of mandatory referrals to WIN
haa suhstintially decreased over the past year. Local units that were
experiencing a decrease in mandatory registrants were making efforts to
en,ourag... more valunteers by improving coordination with the IMU, develop-
he; out roach programs, or exploring training opportunities which could
attract volualeers. Where-the flow of registrants had remained constant,
little priarity was put on serving volunteers.

istration for WIN was handled either at the.welfare intake point
-or at t. WIN offiee after referral from intake. In many places attempts
were maae to avoid needlessly "shuffling" the clients back and forth. In
tour sites same WIN sponsor staff were located in the welfare office to do
immediete registration and appraisal. SAU staff in two places conducted
pre-appraisals in the home and began arranging needed services or prepared
terms and written reports which speeded'up the formal appraisal. In several
iwitances SAY or sponsor staff transported clients to the office for appraisal
ot their employability and service needs. A joint sponsor-SAU "group
eppraisalleriontation" was conducted in one office to complete necessary
paperwork *rletere clients were individually seen by counselors.

In I sites'appraisal sessions were held at the time of registration.
In the'other sites registered clients were scheduled to return for an
appraisal session, usually within a few days of registration. High performing
efices were lust as likely as low performers to have separate registration
and appraisal.

*The proportion of voluntary registrants may have been related
to the sample states' average AFDC grants. In two states with very low
erant Levels, yolanteers comprised 5CQ or more of the total number of
reeistrants. In the sample state with the highest grant there were very
tow voluntee rs. Lecal staff across the ten states were not in agreement
on !he emplayahility of volunteers compared to mandatories. Many said
thit volunteers were only interested in training or had unrealistic expec-

i on hs they could qualify for, so they often dropped out of WIN.
Howevet, thers reported that volunteers were more "motivated," easier
t pl m. e h.11 bct ter retent i()n rates.



We tound no:association between performance and jointapprab ts.
In 25 of the 43 sites visited, joint appraisals were conducted whenever
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
iippraisals. Two reasons were often given for separate appraisals. First,
WIN sponsor statt usually outnumbered SAU staffsand an SAU worker might not
always be available. Second, many SAU staff said they preferred separate
sessions because they felt sponsor staff tended to dominate joint interviews,
affording the .;Ar little opportunity to appraise the clients' service needs.

121n_111jah

. Employability plans are inteoded to help establish a client's
occupational goal and service needs. The plans were usually developed
at the time ef appraisal. In 21 sites they were not taken Seriously by
staff and were considered Just "more paperwork". In some localities staff
believed 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 equivalency. In seven other sites staff emphasized developing
the plan and often involved the client. They knew the plan would be mean-
ingless when it came to actual referral or placement but conttnued to
emphasize it as A tool for motivating clients.

In the other 14 sites, the/employability plan was emphasized,
considered realistic and used for pise management. In four of the 15
the SAU had real input in developing the plan. In the other ten sites
WIN sponsor staff -in effect operated alone, even though SAU staff might
actually he present if the plan was completed at joint appraisal. There
was no assoeiation between developing meaningful plans and overall per-
formance.**

*Four of t'le five were in the state where the welfare department
01),st-iced the program. Intake functtons for all the department's programs
were centralized, and apprai sal of services needed by WIN registrants was
done at the intake point.

**However, in some offices, the plan was used as an integral
part ot the itit) -wirch process and was often modif'Led.as the clients

"iere in-;iv,ht into their own capabilities ani labor market reali-
ties. Pr.)visin q lob search skills was related to performance, as dis-
cussed liter in Oils chapter.



C_ertification

In all but five of the 43 sites, a "request for certification" for
;3upportive services was submitted to the SAU t the time of appraisal. In
the other fiv'e 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 spot. 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
was 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 .

area there was no available licensed child care at all, so no certifications
were requested if child care was needed. If ajob. was available, clients
were told to try tO find their/own child care and were placed without certifi-
cation. In another urban site(certification requests at one time had been
delayed up to 18 months. Sin4,office policy was that registrants had to
be certified before moving on to the next unit for counseling or placement,
hundreds of clients had nut proceeded past the appraisal point.

As discussed in Chapter 2, analysis of program reporting data revealed
no association between number of certifications and performance. Our site
interview data suggests that there is wide variation among states in the
certificati.la requirement. Thus, it may be futile to compare states on the
number of certifications requested or completed, with or without services.
It may he -lore meantngful,to compare the types of supportive services or
counseling clients receive, as suggested later in this section.

Follow-9E Procedure

rhe 10-Jay follow-up contact on clients entering employment is crucial
to the retention rate performance measure. At the time of our fieldwork,
most local staff knew the importance of the follow-up, and managers were
emphasizing it. In only seven of the 43 sites (all low performers) was there

thAt the 30-day follow-up was not being done conscientiously. In
qlost .)thr places the employer was called first to verify employment, but

*one h14h performing state program requested and was granted a waiver
ottice allowing the use of WIN funds to provide services

ipp:icants not yet actually on the AFDC rolls. A high performing office
in Another stite had special demonstration funds that could be used to certify
1.11 irrin,,,0 servi..es for AFDC- applicants. in two other states Title XX funds

tunds were used for AFDC-II applicants needing services.
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staff in several offices.contacted the client first if 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 a week within the 30-day period. In 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
Ihe 30-day contact, plus a spot check on two or three percent of thg/place-
ments after two years.

Adludication

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 is 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 is 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 is supposed to attempt to persuade the client
to participate during a 60-day period of counseling. The client is then
either returned to the program or deregistered and the grant cut.*

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 often did not communicate grant actions to WIN staff.

In three of fhe study states adjudication was given high priority
and several WIN sponsor staff at the state and local level worked full time
on adjudioatton. !.,-cal staff in these states, however, reported very serious

*rhe IMU is notified of deregistration and must adjust the family's
grant AC cordin4ly. Tht deregistered client's portion of the grant is
deducted Ind A "protective payee" account is established to provide the
AFDC A!-ISIAtAaCO by paying vendors directly. After 90 days, the client
mav re-applv t.)r 'e;IN 111,1, if cooperative, have the full grant restored.
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procedairal problems. They had difficulty obtaining grant change information
from the 1MV and also cited problems in coordinating sponsor and SAU func-
tions. Overloads seemed a contributing factor. For example, in one urban
offire there was an average of five new 60-day counseling cases for each
SAU worker every week. That SAU had several staff vacancies and could not
possibly counsel all the'cases referred by the sponsor staff. Many clients
were detegistered after 60 days whether counseled or not. In four large
local programs the IMU was very slow in completing grant changes, in one
case being over a year behind. Thus, many clients who were deregistered
"on paper" were unaffected in reality.

outside of these three states problems were reportedly less severe.
Coordination with the IMU was a continuing problem, as discussed in Chapter
11, but WIN staff said they could usually follow-up on adjudicatioa cases.
The status of individual clients and grant changes could be checked with
the 1.Mr. Other problems centered on disagreements between sponsor staff
and SAU staft about whether a "notice of intent to deregister" should have
heel-. issued. staff knew the sponsor had final authority on the deci-
sions, so tho disagreements were usually not prolonged.

rhero was great variation among local units in the emphasis placed
on adjudication, in part reflecting local attitUdes towards welfare. In
states or :ounties where we were told there was a negative public attitude
toward weltare, WIN was more likely to emphasize adjudicating non-cooperative
clients, especially men. In other places WIN staff were not as anxious to
cut grants. In two states there was an aggressive attitude toward quickly
sanctionvig men, but women were treated more leniently.

In general, all states had adjudtcation plans and procedures, and
lost local prl?,rams (24) emphasized adjudication for non-cooperative clients.
As '1 11,1t \-4'ws, staff in seven offices said they had "enough clients
who want to work", so they did not bother with those who did not want to ,

cooperate. In seven other offices we were told they rarely initiated ad-
indication, sin,:e most clients cooperated. Staff in these places felt most
rohlems he solved without full sanctions and emphasized counseling
iedivideals who seemed uncooperative or missed appointments.



Table 25
Local WIN Policies Toward Non-CooperativeClients

High
Performing
Offices

Average
Performing
Offices

Low
Performing

Off ices c't Total

1. Little or no adjudication; , 1 .6 7

"don't bother with clients
who don't want to cooperate."

2. Emphasizing adjudication, but
many procedural problems, and
little counseling.

- 3 4 7

3. Very little adjudication needed; 5 2 -
,

7

emphasize counseling the few
who don' t cooperate .

4. Emphasize adjudication, particu-
larly 60-day_counseling; sponsor

5 9

3

3

2

17

5

and SAU in agreement.
(insufficient information)

43

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 9.11:1(, 25 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 sanotions or grunt actions were usually not necessary. In most cases,.
the WIN sponsor staff consulted with the SAU before issuing a "notice of
intent 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 said they counseled individual
clients and rarely had to initiate formal action.

In contrast, in ten of the 15 low-performing programs there were
either serious problems with the adjudication process (4 cases) , including
deregistration without 60-day counseling; or staff simply ignored those
clIents who refto-;ed to participate (6 cases).

*There WA-I :1 "orrelation of 40q, significant at the .01 level,
hetwoeu 1ooa1 unit performance and method of handling non-cooperative
olient, rcp.)rted in Table 10.1.



2. Guidance and Services

Labor Market Exposure (LME)

According to the WIN Handbook, clients in AFDC applicant status are
to be place! in 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 emphasized. In that state.all applicants for AFDC were put

.

into LME, and all males wery 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 instructed in using job listings or Job Bank microfiche, but there was
general agreement that LME rarely led to jobs unless it bias intPgrated with
training on how to search for a job.

In the ten local sites where staff said LME was emphasized, we found
that.often this meant all regiStrants--not just AFDC applicants. ln all ten
of these sites, "LME" was used as part of the job search component. But,
many offices that reportedly did not emphasize LME were in fact providing
the same exposuTe individually or as part of the intensive manpower 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 for reporting purposes, and what staff meant when they said LME
was (or was not) emphasized.

Job Seeking Skills

'There were similar definitiodal problems with the intensive manpower
services (IMS) component. IMS components are meant to provide clit.mts
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
in 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 techniques.

T11 h' 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
five 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 monitoring. In the fifth, WIN contracted with a community organiza-
tion to provide job search skills, but only a small proportion of clients
wore reterred to those classes.



No emphasis on
job search as-
sistance

Emphasis on
job sea .h

assistance

Table 26
Local. Provision of Job Seeking Skills

High Average Low
Performer Performer Performer Total

. Litt'e attention
to providing job
search skitls.
(IMS "on paper"
n)t emphasized.)
(No IMS or other
method used to pro-
vide skills.)

4

4 5

4 8

2. No formal component, 2 2

hut priorky given
to providing skills
through inaividual
counseling,.

3. Emphasi on provid- 2

ing skills through
group orientation.

4. Emphasis on providin .

skills,through IMS
Component.
(Group IMS.) 3

(Individual IMS.) 3

(insufficient informs- -
lion

6

3

4 6

6 15

6

1 1

4 3

Tvt,nty-one sites had formal IMS Lomponents and emphasized providing
clients with job search skills. Fifteet, of these had group IMS sessions
which typically .,:qffsi.sted of about one week of orientation oc job guidance
workshop and inf:iuded InLerview techniques, grooming, and cut-
side speakers. \ period of monitored job search activity followed which



, 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
clieLLs doing their own job search. In others, staff referred clients to
specific openings. In six offices staff worked with individuals rather
than groups during IMS.

In. the 21 offices with a functioning IMS program, the most job
ready clients were formally placed into the component. However, in eightof these offices, everyone, informally received the same type of job search
training. Staff in two high performing offices told us all registrants
were really in 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, at least three offices had both group orientation and
IMS, with much duplication in the two gessions. In all three cases, there
had alwifys been an intenstve orientation, but an IMS was added to comply
with program directives. Two small high performing offices dA not have
an IMS or a formal orientation, but staff emphasized providing all clients
with lob search skills and labor market information.

thus, liaving a formll IMS component did not necessarily mean clients
wore improving their lob seeking skills. Staff in high performing

*There were various types of group IMS sessions. Far example,
two states had recently begun "Job Club" approaches in some offices.
clients met in groups, discussed job search issues and shared leads on
amployment opportunities. Another state had a module system of orienta-
tion, guidInce, job search and placement, and clients were assigned to
modules depending on the amount of job preparation and guidance needed.
In tour looal sites the IMS activity had been contracted out to community-
hased organizations. Som(4, states had strict, guidelines for local units
to follow In ,..otting up IMS plans, other states left this to the discretion
0! 1. cal nianagers.



offices were more likely t t low performers, however, to have a consciou6
policy for providing lob Farch assistance.* In all ten high performing
offices priority was placed on improving all registrants' job search skills
and knowledge of the labormarket.

There wa.4 als,* a significant assocl icion between performance and
whether or not clients di3 their own job search.** As Table 27 indi
cates, in halt of the high performing units, clients were expected to
use the skills provided and find their own jobs,(with staff guidance).

Table 27
Local F.mphasis on Client Job Search

High Average Low
Performing .Performina Performing., Total

I. Little provision of job 5 8 13
search skills.

2. Staff provide clients with 5 12 4 21
job.search skills, then
refer to openings.

3. Staff proiide clients with 5 1 2 8

job search skills, then
expect them to do own
job search. .

(insufficient information) 1 1

4 3

Sup.p_klr _Se rv (Les

At:cording to program guidelines, WIN can provide clients various
types ot supportive services, mainly through the SAU. These services
include child care, remedial medical assistance, counseling, family planning,
financial mantgement, transportation and emergency funds. Clients can
also he referred to other agencies for these and other services.

*Thore W.is a significant correlation between performance and
emphasis placed on providing job search skills (r = .373 significant at
the .)1 level). Performance was not associated with whether the skills
were provided formally or informally, in a group or individually.

"Mere was a correlation of .370, significant at the .01 level,
between pertormInce and the three categories of-client job search.



Child care. Child care was.the main supportive service provided WMclientsin our sample sites. In 24 of the 43 sites there were serious problems in
arranging needed child care. Staff reported shortages in numberof licensed
day care homes and centers. The problem may have been understated since
four of the 11 sites that did not feel child care was a problem were in a
state where WIN concentrated on placing men and did not provide child carefor their children. Staff in four other sites 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 SAU's often underspent budgeted funds.

According to local staff the day care shortage affected the program
in several Isuys. Some staff mentioned that the shortage of child care gave
some mandatory women registrants an easy excuse for not cooperating. They
said that clients who were seriously interested in working could usually
arrange their own chtld care. Those who did not want to work knew that if
they informed WIN that they could not find a babysitter, they would not be
fotced to work.

Federal funds for day care can be used to pay licensed homes or
centers. In 18 of the 43 sites studied, however, most child care was
reportedly provided by friends or relatives of clients, as Table 28
indicates, In several offices clients were urged to find their own baby-
sittor!4. But it is uncertain whether informal care was used because of the
general shortige of licensed care-or because parents preferred friends or
relatives.* Predominant type of day care was not associated with local
program performance.

*Studios show that the most prevalent type of child care nationwide
is int'ormal. The few studies on parents' preferences indicate that parents

tll economic classes fend to prefer informal care for their children.
-;ee wools;d-: (19!6) and Woolsey and Nightingale (1976).
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Table 28
Predominant Types._11fal.ld_arsAmanents

for WIN Clients

Ave-rage

Performing
Offices .

Low
Performing
Offices Total

High
Performing
Offices

1. Most care is in day care
centers.

2 1 3

2. Most carevis in licensed 3 4 4 11
day care homes.

3. Use centers and licensed
homes equally.

4 1 2 7

4. Most care is by babysitters
friends, or relatives.

(insufficient information)

3 10

1

5

3

18

4

43

Other supportive services. The provision of services provided other than
child care seemed associated with performance, as Table 10.5 indicates. In
four low performing offices very few services other than child care were
provided. In 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 important 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 .01 level,
between performance and provision of services as categorized on Table 29.



Table 29
SAU Provision of Supportive Services

Other than Child Care

High Average Low
Performing Performing Performing
Offices Offices Offices Total

I. Mainly child care.

2. Mainly child care, plus
counseling or home visit's
for certain cases only.

3. Many services or activities
beyond child care; for
all clents..

(insufficient information)

4 4

3 12 9
p

24

7 5 2 14

+111k,
MOP

1 1

43

Title XX. WIN"aften has access to resources from other community agencies.
While links to other .local programs will be discussed in Chapter 12, Title
XX will be examined here because of its importance in the provision of
*supportive services.

The alost 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
influence 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 diruption of services or payments. Fourteen 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'
well. Three other sites reported fairly smooth transition because the SAU
notified.Title XX 30 days in advance of case transfers.
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Table 30 -

Local WIN Uses of Title XX Resources*

Low
Performance

Offices Total

High
Performance
Offices

Average
Performance
Offices

1. No use of Title XX (except for
transition after SAU coverage).

3 3 2 ,8

2. Refer to Title XX for services 2 6 1 9
WIN can't provide.

3. Can use some Title XX funds for
services as well as referring.

- 4 k 5

4. Substantial supplement by 2 4 5 11
Title XX (funds, staff) plus
services and referral.

(insufficient information) 3 1 6 10

43

Staff in two states with very low average AFDC'grants reported having
few problems with transition.to Title XX, evidently because so few employed
clients required paid serviices. The main benefits WIN clients might continue
to receive once they were employed were Medicaid and food stamps, and neither
require contact with Title XX.

In ten other local units, the transition to Title XX was not smooth.
Several staff said payments to vendors were usually delayed for a month or
two, even though the service itself was. not interrupted. In two states locE
staff said there was generally a disruption of either payment or service when
the client transferred to Title XX. In 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 information 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 Title 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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30 also show§ that nine SAU's referred clients to Title XX
only if WIN could not provide a needed service. For example, Title XX funds
.could often be used for emergency assistance, particularly for applicants not
yet receiving AFDC. Five other SAU's consciously used Title XX services as
much as possible. In two of them SAU funds were usedofor providing child
care, and Title XX WAS used 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,
beyond referring clients for 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 another 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
trainin4. In one state a Title XX-funded counselor worked with.WIN clients
interested In attending college. This counselor and WIN staff coordinated
activities with local colleges, and Title XX paid tuition and provided
soeial servioes for clients admitted to approved programs.. In another state
an sAr manager had designed a demonstration program using Title XX funds for
institutional training. Candidates for this program were identified at
appraisal and referred to SAU staff responsible for the demonstration. SAU
staff counseled clients, developed contracts with junior colleges and voca-
tional schools, and monitored the progress of clients. In this case, too,
Title XX funds covered both tuition and supportAve services.

The benefits of available Title XX resources were sometimes more
apparent than real. One state SAU had subs: mtially more Title XX money
available for day care than the entire SAU budget. Day care centers under
Title XX contract, however, were r,ot 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-
changeably in many counties. Rather than bother with separate forms needed
to report sAr services, we were told some workers just charged the service
to Title XX. This led to consistent underspending of SAU funds.*

*In one of these states (a high performer) , WIN and state welfare
officials were developing a system to identify costs that could have been
charged to WIN but had been charged to Title XX. The "recaptured" funds
were being used to fund various WIN/welfare uemonstration projects based
on proposals submitted by counties.
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3. mployment/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, institutional training, public service employment
(PSE) and on-the-job training (OJT). Current program emphasis is on placement
in unsubsidized employment.

Job Development

Tat Iti i presents the four approaches to job development found in
the study sites. Since most offices used a combination of job development
techniques, the categories 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

Average Low
Performing Performing Performing
Offices Offices Offices Total

I. little job development.
7 7

2. Staff develop a pool of job 11 18
orders for WIN.

3. Staff find or develop job for 3 5 8
partioular client.

4.. Client does own lob search, 5 1 2 8
with guidance and assistance
of staff.

(insufficient information)

, 43

*There was a correlation of .467, significant at the .01 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 local staff were often related
to the type of job search assistance provided. Eight sites where job develop.
ment was client-oriented also had formal IMS components that emphasized and
monitored clients' job search activity. In the other eight client-oriented
sites, there was more emphasis on individual counseling and on developing
jobs for specific individuals 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 officesmostly average performers--placed major
emphasis on developing a pool of job orders to be filled by WIN. These
offices generally had "job developers" whose main 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 in local ES offices.

Finally,.sdven low performing programs placed very little emphasis
on job development for WIN. Flve 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 ES 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 a full-time position and on-the-job training. Employers are compensated
for non-productive time and training costs. A WIN OJT contract may be written
for a 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 OJT 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. In
some places WIN contract writers and job developers complained that even if
contracts were obtained, staff often could not fill the slots.
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Similarly, there were mixed views on the usefulness of th tax credit
that employers could receive foi- hiring WIN clients. Many staff s id employers 6
were very interested in the tax credit, that it was a positive tool e ing
WIN clients" and-that itswas always offered to employers. However, many
other respondents said 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
registrants by writing contracts with public or private non-profit agencies.
The employer must agree to WIN PSE regulations, which stipulate that regis-
trants must not displace or substitute for regular employees and that the
1.)13 must contribute to the client's career development. The employer also
must ofter a commitment to retain the individual in an unsubsidized position
after the contract period.

. In general we tound very little emphasis on WIN PSE in the local
sites. In only eight 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 dethand for PSE workers
whether from CI:TA or WIN. The other four programs had WIN managers who
aggressively promoted PSE and were apparently unaffected by competition
from_CETA PSE.

In lb sites CETA had captured nearly all local PSE activity. In
the few of these offices 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 in 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 institutions and programs, usually at no cost to WIN.*

_

*Interaetions with these institutions are discussed in more*ets11 in
Chapter 12.
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rwenty-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
institutes. The other 14 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 agencies and referred clients
to particular programs from which they could benefit, especially high school
equivalency (GED), adult basic education (ABE), and basic educational
opportunity grants (BEOG). In tki9se units training expenditures were closely
monitored, usually by both state and local managers.

In only sevpn sites were we told that institutional training was a
very Important priority. These offices had WIN funds available to purchase
individual slots and whole classes. Staff in all seven also reported having
access to CETA-funded 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 emphasis placed'on
institutional training.

Iu conclusion, there was a distinctive pattern to the way high
performing local WIN programs delivered services. High performers provided
clients with job seekiLg skills whether or not there was a.formal IMS
component. They had a client-oriented approach to placement; jobs were
developed for specgic 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
improving local performance and for examining the relationship between SAU
functions and overall program objectives.
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CHAPTER 11 ,

INTERACTIONS.WITHIN AND BETWEEN LOCAL UNITS
.1

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--employmeat service offices and income
maintenance units (IMU).

1. 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. In addition to
office-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 partiotpation 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 .01 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
cross-trained. According to staff and managers, exchanging tasks gave
staff a better understanding of the entire program. In some cases moving.
staff from job to job was also part of their preparation for promotion.

.../0.1.11110,

Table 32
Local WIN Sponsor Staff Task Interchange

High Average Low
Performing Performing Performing
Offices Offices Offices Total

I. Rigid task structure, - 5 11 . 16
very little interchange.

,4

2. Flexible staffing, some 7 6 1 14
covering for each other.

3. Cooperative interchange, 3 5 2 AO
cross-trained staff.

(insufficient infoLlatian) 2 1 3

43

In contrast, sponsor 'staff in-11 of the 15 low performing units
rarely exchanged tasks and had less knowledge of functions handled by other
staff. lh 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 aod resolution. In.any organization some degree .of conflict is
to be expected We were concerned with the ways conflict manifested itself,
how it ,,,as re3o1ved 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 mihimal conflict.
staff in only nine said that the atmosphere was tense or contentiovs. 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. sponsor units--
personality clashes, disputes over procedures, and ten:don between manage-
meut and staff. Staff in only three of the ten high performing units
reported any conflict, and that was limited to an occasional personallty
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clash. 'In contrast, staff in 16 of the 18 low'performing offices said
0.1 three types of conflict Were common. . .

t. Methods of resolving.conflicts'were also significantly.different
in high and low performing offices. In high'performing units, persons
involved in a conflict would generally'try-tovork out the problem directly.
If necessary, a supervisor would "listen to both sides" and seek a resolu-
tion. Staff in these units ,envhasieed that problems were.not allowed to
continue without attempts at, cgnciliation. In seven of the.low performing
*offices, holleverrstaff said that there might be some instances uherelpo
attempt would be made to resolve the.difference.*

.

0

1422Matt Administrative t b

In the 13 SAU's that had five or more staff, thereWs very-Little
variatido in how workers interadted. In all but one of the 13 SAU's réla-
tionships aibng,the staff were reported to 1:te very good, with only minimal

personal conflicts.. In all units visited SAllimers worked independently,
rach having a separate caseload.

Ihree distinct types of.stitf meetings wire held In SAUss:. Super-
visors cOnducted regular staff meetings in order to distribute information
or discuss procedural.issues. In many.places the meetings also included
staff working on Title XX, day care or lood stamps, if they were all in the
same unit. In additan many.on-site SAU supervisors held case conferences
with each individual worker. A few supervisors also conducted sessions .

specifically designed to mbtivate staff. Thesd included role-Playing,
sensitivity training,.ordiscussions on behavior modification.

21 WIN Sponsor-SAU Relationships

I

\ .

.
. .

Sponsor-SAU relationshipg at the local level were generally reported
to be-goodYregardless of performance level, colltication, or program size.

Ir too-thirds of all the study sites, we were told relations were "quite
Ig.)od." 4

-

Several factors were cited as contributing to problems when they did
occur. Sponsor and SAIL:staff in 17 sites believed there were'professional

*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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\ differences of philosophy between them. ponger and SAU stafg sometimes
disagreed on the'employabirlity of. clients, types of services ieededs and .

\when (or if) to begin adjudication.- Usually SAU staff felt sponsor Ataff
were insensitive and. harsh toward plients, and sponsor staff thought the
eAU was "too-soft".. In three places, however, the SAU was viewed.is being
stricter with the clients-and sponsor 'staff as being More Concerned with
helping clients.

.

In.seven sites problems arose between the sponsor ana SAU because
.

SAU staff felt oveiburdened 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 centere# around the SAU's .

desi6 to factually place clients in jobs. In one place the SAU had assumed
4'.. some placement responsibility.. In two ether places SAU staff felt the . :

sponsor was incompetent ancillat hey should be allowed to refer to jobs
.

and training. s

i

WIN S onsor SAU Interaction

The level of WIN sponsor-SAU interaction at the lopal level was
faily high across the entire sample. In only four of the 43 siudy sites

.was there little or no contact between the two staffs. All four were low-
performing,programs. In these places requests for and tranmission 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 indicates, 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 of 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
.01 level, between sponsor-SAU staff interaction, and performance. This
was confirmed by staff and supervisor responses to written questions on
types and frequency of contacts, where a .489 correlation between contacts
and performance was found, significant at the .01 level.
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Q.

SAU and sponMor staff were more likely to have regular meetings, discuss
, program'issues-end confer often au indivi4u4 cities* Staff typically had ; .

prodeduies for coordinating functions and dally work-related oral and written :.
-.

contact. 4
%

. % 4 ..i.

. . 4. ,,

' !?:

4 4 94.4 ea

Table 33
Local WIN isr-SAISotte

1

High Average Low

.4 .
Performing Perforning Performing

Olfices . Offices Offices Total
4 .

1. Minimal interaction (separate *
. 4 1 4

functions, no meetings).. #.
.

%

'
.

2. Procedural interaction (fiwinly 1 10 8 9
19

joint appraisals).

3. /11eggir interaction. 8 6

t

(Insufficient informatioa) .
I. t 1

.
,43-

1 - 15.

5
3 .

4111.2..111111.1.11111AMINS.e.
dim

3.. Interactions with the ES and IMU's

This section deale with the interaction between WIN and local
employment,service and income maintenance units. The WIN Handbook and other
federal guidance treat these relationshipe as second in importance only to
links between the WIN sponsor and SAU. The ES and IMU are central elements
of host'agencies and-potentia4y important contributors to WIN Of'information,
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 interacW.ons, -
resource exchanges, WIN accesp to ES job orders, and the character of ES-WIN
relations.

The Employment Service

Extent of interaction. Interactions with the ES were more limited than

expected. As Table 34 indicates, there was only minimal contact between
WIN and ES units ih 28 of the 43 study sites. In most of these places (16)
the only regular, work-related interaction ties the use of ES Job Bank. In

the others some contacts occurred due to WIN-ES collocation or relationships
between individual staff, but these were limited or sporadiè.
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In 15 sites iliteracOon was more extensIve. Contact around specific
.functionivoccurre4 $4;04114*of-thess.. In .itomi offices itwasstandarC -J2

dperating4464440p$A4N-to use:the Ers bilingual interVieweri or ;Ate
.-.,

, I testing TateriaIS.-'11COOer officee the services of issingle cotinselor would
be shared, or WIN and WOO4nselors'would.come to eadh other's assistance
during temPorary worklokcreases...Elsewhere WIN job developerd and ES
employer representatives Wi4ld coordinate their'eMployer visits or occasion-,
-ally swap leads and job *ars they could not use. .

,

..-:.;.' .

In only five plates 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. proirams. Joh orders and .

leads were openly shared. WIN staff would cover for ES staff When they were ..

absent, and visa versa. FormS1 cross-training sometimes occurred. .All five.
of these sites were.in states where the SESA leadership perceived WIN as

+ft140

Table 34,
Local WIN-ES Interactions

1. No contact except Job.Bank.

High Average Low ,

Pevformers Performers Performers,'Total

2 7 7 16

2.

.,, . .

Contacts, but kept:to a minimu4 2 .6 4 12

,3. Contacts on specific.functions. 3 3 . 4 10.
.

.

. . \
4. High degree of coordination. 3 ' 2 0 .5

,

43

"important" or at least treated ft equitably. In all five WIN was integrated
into the ES chAin-of-comMand, and the local ES manager gave,high priority.to
WIN. As Table 34 shows, three of the five WIN units were high performers.
However, the other interaction categories indicate no clear patteen of
association with performance.

Resource .exchanees. As uggested above, reciprocal exchanges of resources
do occur between some local WIN and.ES units. The prevailing pattern, .

however, was either the absence of resource,sxchanges or the diversion of
some WIN resources to other purposes. In 21 local sites ns past or present -

resource diversions were reported. In 19 others various types of diverpion
(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.
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Four of the five Sites where WIN staff were Need to.supplement CETA. .

".Q.,

4.. resources ware in state whore WIN was admifitatered-thrOugh the ES cha ... -At
ofIcommand; end the .SESA had srst top, priority on CETA. Local ES (Bonet a " gr -';-

responded 6 asigning as many local staff to CETA activities:as needed. t.,
....:

.,. Staff assigned ti, WIN were'more"often working'On CET& registration and
.., referral than on WIN. In cOntrast all five of the-offices where WINES

-4.

resource exchanges were reciprocal were also in SESA's that ran wo throug4 % ..
.

the ES hieratichy. However, these SESA's.were neither,hostile nor predatory.. ., ..4

.toward WINs-and.thiswas reflected.in the higher paority the program
..,-,

. :
. -received from many local ES managers. .

.

. .

.

.0

Resource diversion appeared somewVat less frequent inphigh performing
units, curreAtly occurring in only two of ten. Conversely, cur*ent diversions

were reported in ten out Of 15 low performing wilts.

Access to ES Job orders. 'A major rationale,for assigning WIN Sponsorship
to SESA's was the expectation that idc4ss to the employment service's job

orders and referral mechanisms would be crucial toNIN... However, as Table

35 shows, in nearly half of the local sites visited:,:stifi ctaimed to use..
-. the ES Job Bank very little. They reported that openings listed in the Job

Bank were'often tilled by the ES before even.being placed in the Bank and
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 welfarerecipients
rareiy had.

35
WIN Access to ES Job Orders

-.,

Average Low Total

Performers Performers Performers

1. Minimal use of Job Bank
or ES orders.

2. Job Bank and perhaps occasional
priority for referral to "real"
job openings.

3. Job Bank,
copies of

4« Job Bank,
orders or

plus some job leaas or
orders.

plusmcopies of all
open job order box.

5. Same a,s "3", plus ES approaches
WIN with job leads and ES employer
reps promote WIN with employers.

3 8

a

8 20

0 3 1 4

2 3 4 9

3 2 1 6

2 2 0 4
c
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I "0 . % As Tablv35 indicates,job orders or lead, were.freely shared '

in baraboutIOns-qUartor Of ths study sites (10)0. Fivs.of thwieWere
.high.performing officea. Sense reluctance Us underitandabloi given the '
importance of.job orders to the ES, whose funWIng was more heavily 4epen-
dent on placement performance than WIN'e. However, this reluctancemay
have been compounded where (1) WIN had low4priority within the SESA,
(2) the ES-feared that etployers react adversely tomelfare referrals,
(3) job orders were tight, (4) interaction between ES and. WIN ittaff was
infrequent, and (5) ES staff were not knowledgeable about WIN.

Because;o4-access problems and the difficulty of matching Welfare
, recipients mith 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 cpenings for their clients.*

WIN-ES. relations. As the above discussion impliesi the relationship between
local WIN units and the ES varied dramatically across our samplei;. In about ..
.half of-the study sites (21), relationships were negative, tense.and compe-,.
titive. In another ten, there were neutral or "mixed" relationships or no
-contacts At all between the two staffs.

In the 12,remaining study sites relationehipe were, to varying degrees,
%cordial, supportive or cooperative. In three of the'se.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.
lose 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 KN were
supportive. 'By contrast only one of 16 sample,units where state agency
leadefship was hostile to WI1Preported supportive local links with the ES.

c.

The data presented here iaises an important question about WIN's
organizational affiliations. In",the past SESA's havi.been designated as
WIN sponsors armost automatically. But, If WIt-ES Antacts,are usually
minimal, if WIN reliance on ES job..Banks and job orders is limited, and if
relationships are often hostile, might other sponsors not be considered in
some cases? The answer seems to be "yes", zrovided that 'they have access
to the caplbilities WIN needs.that.;are usually most extensively.avairable

*It should not be assumed that WIN only draws on a'Job Bank Without
making significant contributions io it or that' WIN placements are always
into lower quality jobs than ES. In one major city ih our sample, about 60%
of the listings in the Job Bank were deValoped by,

. WIN staff. In another tlie
average wage level,of WIN placemente wat higher than ES placements, and ES
staff often tried to refer to jobs developed by WIN.,
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.in tE a These idclude intimacy with labOr market informitiOn and-.

'...expsrfIse ifi job de4slopment, job search,coun'slidg.And.AppliCantPb -.
matching:: The one State.in'our sample-thit'had tridefirridlOild:140

functions out of the SESA.ha4 also transferred,Many exPerienced'ES staff.as

well.

Imams Maintenance Units (IMU) 0
° I

facets'Of WIN involve informationjand. work flows IVetween WIN

and /MU staffs. WIN staff muat rely op /MU staff to screen,and, refer

potential WIN. registrants. WIN staff need information from the EMU on status

changes bf clients that range from,new addresses to changes'id.family composi-

tion, eligibility' and granesize. Two items used in WIN perfOrmanee
easures--obtained employment.and welfare grant reductiOns--tely-heavily on '

.datalrom Nil's. Breakdowns in coordination can.lead a. loCali WIN-unit to

underrepo'rb activity on these items, advErsely affecing'its :state's

'performsnceand federal fUnding.
0

0
0

W

,The relatiOnship with income maintenance units.was troublesome for

. most local WIN,programs in our sample. In only4ntne were relations cordial

and suppoitive and Coorditlation problems temporary or infrequent. In024

Sites 'paper or infOrmation flow problems were-constant., and.relationships :

were ofien.distatWor hostiles,
f

The nine local programs that had smooth coordination fit,into tWo .

main categoriei. Four were in.i state where the Welfare department admin-

- isiered WIN. IMU's'were housed in the same buildings as WIN and reportea

4, to the same. manager. ,Four WIN'units..in. other states-had.an IMU staff persid

'or ynit collocated. While delays, miaunderstandings and animosity still

,afflictea.relations between these four WIN units and IMU etaff.elseWhere,

, coordination with the ont.eite eligibility.workers was good. Odly one local

program in dur'sample was able to develop a highly effective coof inaied

.relationship with the /MU without some form of collocation.
°

Althodgh coordination problems existed in'nearly talk eitesbvisited,

sponsor staff in high performing WIN units tended to have more frequent

contact with the IMU (telePhone, written communicatiops, meetings) thin .

staff in.low performing units. We fOund a correlation of ,.37, significant

at the .01.level, between performance and frequency of contacts with IMU,

',based on staff responses to wrAtten quesilons.

Problems in.the WIN-IMU linkage are not surprising. WIN is a low

priority for an IMU worker. .Its paperwork constitutes a veri small portion

of his or her job. Tasks in the IMU are extremely routinized, and the

workload,on IMU personnel is quite heavy, Particularly in urban areas. In

'communities with large welfare populations, the IMU is often overloaded

wit,h routine Address changes, #nd updating Ii*tsse files.
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4?'' At theksame time tlie-punative **eta of.ctate managetent add the finandial.-. J

, .

respolleibility associated with graht.calculiation-canrgenerateii*O#0443./ :.. 1:c,F1
preadurdie...- Job.tldillificatiOnt.thd,iiey ita4asuilly104;!ina titnOiter :-

-....
-:1.

.

high.. Many respondents referred. t6 it as "the wotitmiob-in welfare.
.

. .
.

. . -:A.-.,,

-,-o
-,

7.
,

. . .

,, .

-w..:.

In most urban iites noi only was IMUstaff turnover especially high, .4
e ,... . but -also' training for new staff was often minimal. :Even where staffAraini.pg....;

-. .:did .exist, it-softeti6es did not Occur often enough to keeppate with tdinOlier li
5. n. ,nor cover %IN proceduret and forms. ,For all of,these reasons-it mils ve0 ,'

i:lifficult fgr WIN stiff to successfully coordinate-with IMU'sp
.

0

In every local WIN-office we visited, staff and managemeni *ere
aware of this IMU coordination problem. Ip some places welound that steps
were_being taken to improve Interaction and communication. WIN-1MU collo-

, cation has already.been mentioned and seemed to alleviate coordination
problems, especially in large urban programs. In lany metropol4an areas
there are several income maintenance units, eich reisponsible for casea in a °.

specified geographic ione. WIN staff must deal with each one. Codiolidating
all WIN cases in a metropolitan area into the one IMU locate4 in the eame
office as WIN appeared to improve work and infOrmation flows teivieen/thoe
'staffs.

6

Other techniques that were reportedly helpful included':

. . -

Meetings of WIN sponsor, SAU and pill supervisors..*
These were se4.6er regularly scheduled or occurrea
.oply when próblits.arose. Even an initial meeting
to start a'cliilogue.often proved satutary by fensiiz
tizing IMU perstifinel,to,WIN, about which theS? often

'knew little.
.v

Presentations by SAU or WIN sponsor staff to local
IMU staff on WIN objectives tma procedures, the

t ".

services it offers., and the iimpo/tance of the DIU,
to the. program.

A

Using WIN funds to train local NU staff on WIN
procedures'and objectives,-stmetimes jointly with
sponsor and SAU staff.

Assignment of aqstaff persontin'the.state welfare
department to serve as a liaison between the SAU

' and IMU and resolve coordination and reporting
problems. ,,

,

Development by state SAU and other welfare staff
of an automated reporting system for loCal 'welfare .

'departments. Thls was intended to reduce \the
4ramount of paperwiirk required of IMU staffv,leading
to faster, more accurate ineormation exchanges
jgetween Iturs and WIN units.

',f
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Now we turn to relationships between lo'cal WIN-units. and programs

j or organizations which liebutside the host agencies. These'include CETA,
-vocatiolipl rehabilitation, edUcational institutionS, and other comiunity-
based .organizations or agencies.., sParticular attention is iald to cgs% for

two reasons.' -First, in1 many communitiei *CETA s.by far'tfie largest local .

employment.and training program. .As such, it is a potenttal.sovce of
..,repources.for other, less resoUrce-rich.programs,Auch:asWIN. ThuS, the .

acquisiticin of PETA training and- public.service employment (PSE) resourdes
might importantly influence the'effectiveneda of local" WIN programa. Second,.e. -

. some welfare reform propoials would give CETA prime sponsors responsibility

for thepopulation now served:by WIN. Knowledge of the CETA-WIk relationship

should be'useful in assessidg the feasibilityof those propoeale droantici-
6 pating problema in implementing them. ,

,

,

I

"

,

s chapter provides ,answerp to th following questions:

Tewhit extent didolota.WIN units develop relitapships.
wiih Other local agedcies?

What fiNors appeared to affect'the presence,.absence and

intenstty of-thet.relationships?

s Did these,interagency linkages have any°effect on local

WIN program perfqrmance?

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 perbices for its ckientsifrom other programs?

What proportion of its clients,are jointly served by other programs? How,

much and what kind of informatiod.flows between it and other programs?

What is the nature and extent of its conrcts with theae prólerams?
I y 0
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il,-It)FP,H- 111901.9ticallytAnN, 9 velatibnihipith CETA prime.aptontOr04hOUld 'a`' be its mist tuportint linkage.outside its host-agencies. .WIN has relatively
; .s,

::;;2:_ few internal resourdes to . use in upgrading the skillis,erlts registrants. ::.: :LA
-. - Therefore m the least- emplOyable 'individuals in its 4i4gistranf

. pool eithei , ..-.'' ...r 11Cc. .4

. wait in. the queue for. limited WIN training and PSE, receivejminimal ,attentiOn
-. as "unaisigned":registranti, ot Ate referred to programtAike .41161or--trainist :' -1

-3,. ,m..ing or PSE 0.acement. CETA PSE positions could conceiv4bly provide WIN reiyi!.. ...
dIK' trants with oPpottunities for transitioning into a permanent,public'sector -' .0.0

...job or for improving their job skills, employment records and, thus; their-
chunces'in the private job market, Similarly, CETA training programs might..

.aukment limited' WtN training reseurces and, thereby, help WIN registranti
to compete. sucCessfully for prtvate.sectoremployment.

.

. Our.knowledge,of WIN and.CETA.programs led.us.to suspect that their.
.

-relationship might be highly aaymmetric. LocaLWIN and CETA programs were .

'., unlikely'to be equally dependent on each other for resources dr information. .

CETA had three types 'oUsresources WIN might want--training for WIN clients 9 4.

PSE jobs for c4IN clients, and CETA-fundedpositions tb be used in WIN .offices..,
yrimesponsore On the other hand had few resourCe needs fro% WIN: They rately ,

needed applicants,from WIN, since thei usually had far too mahy applicants .-

for their.available training. and PSE openings., AlthOugh a prime sponsor l'
might seek WIN's help in obtaining s!. e welfare applicants-to meet's federal

.

guideline ,or to achieve their own-:bal: fOr welfare recipients,participating.,,'
f in their programs, itseemed reasob /- to expect that prime sponsors -* ,

'. generally would be faeless depende\t on WIN- for replurces than misa versa. .
.

, .
" ,

. . .: ..

(s 1
. - s ,

F
from WIN

..,subgrante
1nformati
of WIN cl

rthermore'while CETA.apneared likely.to need little inforpation
WIN dtaff were probablyAependent on the piime sponsbr or.its
s for several.important typed of information. Theseihdluded',. :

n On (1).CETA job and.trainIng openings; (2) ihe disPosition.
ents' 'applications to CETA, and5 (3) the status of141.14clients .

accepted into varibus CETA components. ,
. .

s Howevei, there. was aleo some reason toitypothesize that pa:1;e sponsors.
.

might encour.age linkagee with WIN. One of CETA's purposes is io develop a'
coordinative and comprehensive local.service.delivery syttem, bringing
togeiher local employment and-. training resources ip an efficient, non-
duplitative manner. "This' presumes that CETA prime sponsors would develop
dialokues, linkages and joint activities with other local programs.. To the
extent that prime sponabra attempted to do this, one would expect more
frequent contacts between focal CETA ana WIN progr ma. :The initiative was .

sclearly with prime Sponsors since they cOntrolled he Sulk of local reaources,

4
I.

f
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.stet,thi yalicy 'on Who would. finitely, in local.. progr4;PInnning$ and decided
/..the.eAterct'to'Whieh the, kocat-'40livel y feYstell W01.0.4, bo co gd att. and
vollaborittiVe.-

. . -
,

. . vadt ' v .

foIloiling aect4blis focus. on sour. areas:.
. . 7 .

WIN access 'to CETkreeovces.
eb-

,

. \
.. ..- . ' 2

s. 2 . .
a ...

1 ' .
.WIN-CETA conta4 and .information flows.

1+ Z/ . : , i / . .3.
1 t .

/ 5 ..
, .
i

- . `11 'tap particip tion Azi local, CETA systems. . II
.

. .

:

.
iFactors a fecting'he,CETA-WIN relatiOnship.. . *

. , .

,I. . .. I . I , . .. ...5.:..

;,.,- -; WIN aecess -to . CETA'resOurces ., 7 ': , . '': ' '.
\-..,

-.r......' .., f '

,t .
": t

. 4

i
' " '. I <

oK.

:. og
i G '

0 -

141`$)pid..0 TA itaff were-agked °for information about-,WIN a laceeas. .-
..,.. . .

:_, to three kin t_ of CETA resources:- CETA-funded positiona for YIN units,
qTA-funde training ' ,r: WIN Clients,. and .FIE jobs ier, WIN registrants
un 4er both' ttles5IT .d NI of Lhe4tCo,mpre1ensive Euifileym'ent and'Trainiag

-.',.,
.- o . e

:-. .CETA fit: ded ositions.in WIN uttifs....Less'athei'tine7third (13) of the 1e3
1op,1 W. N prograMs visited 'reported.having some CETA-funded staff.

.-2..,-Gineral y-,:this sinyolved.7'one -ctt:tvio indivgusla: In'tnoeikteases they per-
; armed:, lerical %asks in the WIN spOnSor, umit or iserved ,as "case aidesf.' ,in -'. 0/- ihe 8AU. 'Silt in several. Egter.' they had -respoifSibiltty 'for . referral and * ,- -

eligibil ty determinationlia..id 'In .a.few pthers they..Served as .''regularlI/N
-atafe: Analysis r'e4ealed no pAttecns.assoatatil tlie presenae of CETA-; /..

. , ., ..
funded po "itions -in, local WIN 'units. with 'unit per orthance,?size, state
identitoy, or urbcari:-.rtiral .location.j.. ...:' .- PIP, ,,' ... r,_ '. .

i .
. .,.

,
_,. , ,, S. 0 sv# d.

:
Aecess tce E51.4,14undetiti 4' WI.P.,acceds "to. CETX7funoed training appeared e

generally. uite 'limited. .1n about 'half (.20.-.0f our 44 local' sites ,5 percent
'-- , . Ot less ofthe ,WIN.caS,e/oadiwas re oFtedto,,haOe'obta,tned entry to CETA. ,

. .. .. Title I° insitutiorial training, 'coin lents... In 'another' it sites apptoxidately .:

'6720 percen of MIN. regist.rant* Were reportedly'in CETA-funded training slets.. ;

o' 5, jp.

O

i

r

..;.$

.

\\. I, 4 I .
a

' e- .
, . . . . e

. , .
.

. 2 -*Beeause our. field work occurree'PriOr to -*the. reguthorization of ,
.,

.,CETA in-l?-te 1978, -referenceff to iti.l. will be srelated to pie-1979 'Tides II ;

and VI programs-. 'Thel.reauthorikation710.4p some major regisions in CETA.
Three of 'the most important cliangee izere (1) re-emphisiii 9f training with

.
increased pinds', (2) decreased funds' for" PSE, and 434'.tightened eligibility ita.

, tlukfs. for all programs*so that. the oiost econoinically disadvantaged receive .;
. . ,, . 4

stirvici ptiority, :
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Ths other tt'Adtes,,, One urban, and one'rural,.vere in tie satiel.piall

, ..

state. Intheurban site the_mayor took the posture 'that-CETkwas <out, of4.,,.
..-. bounds to politics.and'Olegated all bperatIng dectiiiens to the ataff, That

staff actively purearthii- interests of -*disadvantaged target :grsups*.in their .( y!.-Ilt diaiings with seryice delliverers atitheir allotatiod ofi'PeE.. siotst a. rarity v....4_.,
-. -',..!,,:.r.,.

. . in our. sample . hite'cords shoVed that 27 percent 9f ZETA -portic ipatits . in- liteti-v *4%.'-. tUtional training we?e AFDC recIfients. At the rural sites the NSAU played.
Ci; 1 i.
....,... the key role. ,Much of the: institutional:training in ibis "Statt-was provided .through a single dentral" facility managed brthests4ff of the governor's ...:%\

manpower officee. Duting stuv-up of thefacility, CET4. staff had. operated... .; .:.
-....f:out of ,the,SAU's Office. The rapp6mthus established betvieen 4te. SAU and t "Arf...... % ..CETA 'continued tt pemit a Substantial .number of. WIN-clients to get iii.to .-. ., v f .
,

..... a substantial -CET-SAU linkage.. ..
, . . , ..4 itiil

the. training center. Rowever, -this gas' the Only elite:in our sample.with fiv
t :0 .

.

i .v .

..

'' ..

.. si
, .

i ".: . . , IntervieW; re onies.prôvided reasons why WIN Orticipatioh' to CETA' -/
' ,..". training %piss:generally. kimited: ' Table: 36 lfsts soms'ef them- in the °Prme ,. .of the explanations offered by WIN and CETA local staff. Ihe :degree ta
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*While WIN reporting 'system data and staff perceptions' were _the primary./
source fo'r information on.-access tO.CETAtraining, we also obtained data tram' i

CETA prime soOnsor staff where fvisible These 'were used to dorrobOrate WTN' i

.4 informat'ion sources'.. Our judgment was that if. 5 percent or less of' CETA's
1tr\aining 'slots were filled by -AFDC recipients, this was` roughl7 comparable, to, 1

th11."5 percent or less...of WIN caseloads data used ahove,. This vas assumed 1,
for the other Oex-Centage ranges'pe well. ." . '\ . so
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.whiWthese attitudes were hel4 varied among sites and eVeit among- respon7
.-, dente. in the .ume loCel. Unite. -.NOweVer, the. ,ccenuletive. afgedt `of the viewp ..

--;exprassed by imith'WIN. atuijCETk personnel' help 'explain ,the genseeal situation'
... that we found.* Analysis revealed no association between.access to CETA

training and local. WIN 'unit performance. .,t
11,

M
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,
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Table 36
. .

0 -
- . .. .

.

.

-Reasons Given for Lack of WIN Rarticisatioq

AmL016.11404B111
.,. ,- -

By.WIN'Personnel

A. Treining is 05 a WItj priaity,

2. The tratiang provided is poor -quality.
,

3. 'The training ie poorli. targeted. There,

no joba has in those Made.

4. The wntt is too long, adversely affecting
-cue ilionte' attitudes and habits.

.

S. 'Attest' is mmlikely due to creaming by the
prime or the service deliverer.

6. They have few femeleoriented couriesoand
our experience here with non-tra itional
Ijobm for women ,has been.bed.

t. We preter,OUT or work experience; Class!,
.ranm tratninvis often unrealistic and
.irrelevent.

9. Wb have enough.trainine funds of our,own.

9. Convict is lost with clients when they ars.

"suepenmed" to CITTA.-

- 2,

are "

10. You net 4m placement credit tot referring a
client to CETA kenining.

. 11. 1 won't deal with CETA, period.

.1
91010ETA Perionnek

.)

Amp recipients ere not given exceptional ;mice.-
it'Y under Title I.

WIN eliente.cen't meet the traieng entrance re,
quiesnents, for exampli, foe nurses,

3. Tiii are more difficult and have lower success
rites.

4. WIN reface their clieits too slowly; the slots are
all filled.

3. WIN ttes not send us their best Atlanta.

4. we have few training Slots, and demand for them is

high.
.

70

11.

9.

WIN has itsown resources.

Welfare recipients lack will or capacity.

We won't deal with WIN (or the IS), period.
.

.

*Some state-to-state variance was observable'. For.example, in

the state with a welfare-run WIN program; the argument that "training was

iraot a WIN priority", was,tiken particularly seriously. Local WIN staff

tended to ignore whatver CETA training possibilities were availible.
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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 Comprehenr
sive employment and Training Act of 1973. The Act only, stipulated tAt
consideration" should be given to those moat disadvantaged. Creation of

the Title VI PSE ptogram in 1974 strengthened the word "consideration" to
"preferred consideration".in regard to the participation of disadvantaged
workers. The CETA amendments of 1976 however required that most Title VI
project participants be liifig-teim, low-income unemployed or welfare reci-'

ents Thus, there shoula liave been increased partiCipation.of WIN regis-
.trants in this'PSE 'component.

4

The data collected in ouf sample of 43 local sites in 1977-78 showed
that WIN/participation was more extensive in Title VI than Tit14-II but that
Title VI participation also remained negligiple in a large proportion of
localities.. Records aud interviews.indicatid that in 59 percent.of our dites
there was little or no WIN (or AYDC) participation in Title II. There was

Also little 'br no access to Title VI PSE in 35 percent'of our sites. Table
37 summarizes our findings.* Analysis revealed no significant associatibn
between access to CETA PSE positions and local WIN program performance.

Title II

Title VI

Table, 37
WIN Access to CETA PSE

Inadequate or
A ldt* Some* Little or none* conflicting data

4 12 23..
A 4

0

*"A lot" wa.s defined as more than 20rof. either (a).the total
. number of psE job holders who 11.14 been AFDC recipients'or (b) the active
WIN caseload in CETA ?SE,- as re0orted in progtam records Or research inter-
views. "Some"'meant between .6-,20% ef.either (a) ox (h). "Little or 'none
was 5% or less of either (a) or (b)...

*Inthe remaining portions of this section will limit our con-
sideration of PSE'to. Title VI positions only, for two reaions. First,
Title VI had significantly larger resources and, numbers of PSE slots than
Titie II. Second, given the explicit target populattbn status of welfare
recipi'ents in Title VI, it was a better gauge of CETA prime sponsor priori-'
tizing of services to them. -
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Information Flows,BetWeen CETA and WIN

Information flOwp between CETA and WIN varied greedy. 'Data were
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.

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
opf)ortanities or client status. Local CETA and WIN personnel in ten of these
were, in effect, collocated. ES staff under contract 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 ind.neighbors. In the other five sites CETA
and WIN were physically and organizationally separate, but staff reported
either Meetings or informal face-to-face contadts at least several times
a month, and telephone conversations oceurred nearly daily. Several.of them .

reported that consultation between WIN and CETstaff about-individual clienia-

was common practice. There was ao reported difficulty tracking-WIN clients
in' CETA components in any of.these sites, and notices pf PSE openings-were
received earlyenough 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 inadequate, and contact was minimal. WINand
--UTA personnel could'remember no recent meetings, and informal discussions
between .individual staff members were also very.rare. WIN personnel reported
that contact was a one-way proceas, always initiated by WIN and never by CETA
staff. Even io, 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 classei N

almost always arrived too late if at all.

In the remaining 12 sites the eituation fell between these extremes.
In several the intensity of contact was generally moderatev-and the quality

of all types of CETA information was reportedly:mediocre. Thus, face-to-face

contacts occurred perhaps.once every month or two. Client status information

was a problem Sometimes, and information on CETA openings vafied 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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inforiation on job and training opportunities but had problems getting
feedback .ori client statio-...

;

Analysis revealed no systematic relationship between WIN unit per-
formance and CETA-WIN'information flows. Not surpriringlyi,there.wis a
pobitii.re relationship between the reported intensity and quality of infor-
mation flowa and WIN.acless to CETA PSE.k, . !

. ... ...1-!, i

i

WIN Particiration in CETA,Aystems

As previously mentioned, the CETA-WIN relationship might involve
participation in (Wthe development of local CETA plan', (2) decision-

-making on the mtx of services to be provided by CETA, or (3) efforts to
coordinatp the activities of different local employment and training

. programs. Formal involvement in local CETA programs usually meaneeither
.the provision of CETA services under subcontragt to the prime sOonsor or
membership on Manpower Planning.Councils (MPC).

We found no incidence of WIN units formally providing services
under suhcontract to the prime sponsor.** WIN 'participation in CETA Manpower
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.stiff served on a special selection.

. committee that decided eligibility criteria for participation
6

*WIN access to Title VI PSE correlated .64, significant at the .01
level, with intensity of information flow as described above.-

1**However, in one statewhere the SESA servedi, in effect, as the
CETA prime sponsor for much of the statei.t, WIN stiff '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 rathet than a local prime
sponsor. It involved the only incidents in our sample-where substantial
WIN resourdes 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 andi
the recollections of participants, in both sites WfN staff were extensively
diverted to non-WIN functions, the sepgrap identity of the program became
blurred', And services to WIN tegistrants declined. Both of these expert-i
ments were terminated prior to Our study..
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qin eETA service components. The lack of W/N involvement on MPC's may be

of little consequence to WIN. Past studies of CETA have shown that in
most cases'MPC's play littke role in actual Aecisionmaiking.*

FaAors.ALLe_nctig_gETA:MILMALtionshios

Analydis of interview data indicated that five factors appeared to
have an influence on overall CETA-WIN relationships (as reflected by 'WiN
access io CETA resOurces and CETA-WI$ information flows); These were
(1).the CETA intake'and referral process, (2) local CETA prime sponsor policy
toward WIN, (3) the degree of fiscal.substitution, politicization or mal-
feasaece 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 valde

of CETA Services.

CETA.Intalleanstreferral mechanisms. The flow charts in Figure 11 show
in simplified form the paths by Whieh WIN clients might enter a CETA PSE
or training slot in our 43 study sites. 1,1 the few Type4 sites in our
sample (3 sites), WIN was able o refer its clients directly to thentrain-
ing facility or the agency that hdd been allocated i PSEA4lot without
sending them through some CETA-wide%intake dna referral mechanism. Clients'

in Type B sites were sent to an ES unit or worker responsible.for all
.intake and referral under contract from CETA. In Type C iites CETA intake
and.referral4was performed.by a mix of; ES personnel, local CETA staff and

o sometimes others. CETA intake and teferral were conducted by CETA's,own
staff in Type D sites, and Type E sites involved a three-stdge 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.

Training/
PSE

Slot

'Figure 11

WIN Client Flows into CETA Jobs and Trainina

*Mirengoff and Rindler (19,78).,
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Analysis uncovered 0 strong qesociation (r .52, significani at
. the .01 level) between the type of CETA intake and referral Mechanism and

WIN access tp Title VI PSE. Those intake mechanisms that *Pule moil: direct .

or involved personnel closer organizationally to WIN (Tkpes kand p) tended
to be more produCtive for WIN than the others. The fact that'about.half
the 194Type 3 sites involved small WIN units that were located in the same
ES office as the'ES staff doing CET4 intake and rekerral undoubtedly also ,
helped, since long-standing, close relationships were often reported between
these individuals.

1

0 .

Reported fiscal substituttem4 politicization or malfeasance. Some degree
of fiscal substitution, politiciiation-or malfeasance in local.',CETA opera
tions was reported in 34 of the 40 sites for WhiWdatavere 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. Subetitution not only
violates federal maintenance-of=effort provisions, but it also has serious
implications for WIN. It leads to the establishment of high ekill and
experience requirements lor PSE lobs. That, in turn, results in creaming
of the applicant pool to fill those jobs.' Both work to the disadvantage
bf 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),nand polttically influenced choices.oI service deliverers
or .sub-grantee organizations. .

An inversa relationship,(r . -.415, significant at the .01 level)
was found between. WIN:access to Title Al PSE and reported improprieties
in local CtTA programs. WIN tended to get 1,ess'help from CETA where CETA
was reportedly more politicized or corrupt.''This seems logical; if more
psE positions are.allocated to "friends" or "allies," less will be available
for others.

AtiorsteteLES central office olicy. local staff attitudes often
seemed affected 159 the central office's position on WIN-CETA relations.
-None of the nine offices in states7WherelWIN leadership viewed CETA as
"a last resort" thought CETA services were'highly desirable; although4n

.4

*We were aware that our data on CETA politicization and malfeasance
may have been affected "by response bias. 'Where access to CETA resources
was less for other reasons, bad iotives might have been imputed. Reaponses
may also havesbeen colored by personal or interorganizational rivalries
between SESA and CETA. personnel. Thus, infOrmation on CETA politicization/
malfeasance collected from SESA personnel was compared in all case's possiVle
with data from other respondents.
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several sites staff-attempted:t6-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 desirable. So did

focr of the six units in states where WIN leadership encouraged the CETA
linkage.

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. Personnel 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 se'rvices correlated strongly (r .66, significant at the
01.1evel) with WIN access to Title VI PSE.

The reasons given .for
presented in Table 12.104 The
dissatisfaction with CETA PSE

WIN discontent with CETA iraining.were
reasons expressed by some WIN staff for
included the followirtg:

\ .

CETAjobs rarely led to pertanent employment in their
locality and thus were undesirable. .

PSE jobs were often undemanding and en ndered poor
work habits dr unrealistic impressions a out whit
would be expected on a reguAr job.

, e
,41 EVen.if WIN clients were 'refeyred to CETA; CETA rarely

got them into -PSE jobs. CETA jobs usually went to the
best available applicants, oiten college-ecrucated,, white .

males, few of Whom are WIN registrants.
.

. :

Accessrto CETA PSID was heavily influenced by political '
affiliation, personal connection and inkformal pre-selec-
tion by the hiring agencies. Thus, AFDC recipients
rarely got theseAobs.

The low probability of gettin01 WIN client into a CETA
job became a reason for not referring them. Raising hopes
and then frustrating them is harmful. Reinforcing clients'

patterns of failure, defeat andlow self-psteem should be

In conclusion, we were unable to'identify any associatidn,between
lOcal WIN program perfortance and the nature or intensity of local CETA-WIN
relationships. While CE'pk-MIN relationships were generally slistant, there

were, however, a few sit6s where better linkages had developed and had

led to.greater WIN access\to CETA resources, better information exchanges

.\
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and more WIN participation in CETA. If changes associated with the 1978
reauthorization of.CETA mule pilme sponsors to interact more extensively
with local WIN programs, similar relationships might develop elsewhere over
time--and a greater proportion of WIN registrants might receive training
and PSE jobs. To the extent that such experiences.actually enhance the
employability of welfare ritipients, their long-term ecOnomic and social
prospects might be impraved. 'Since reauthorization occurred after onr data
collection was comiiletrd, howevcir, the-e remain hypotheses.

2. Vocational Rehabilitation

Local WIN..units generally had less contact with vocational reha-
tilitation (VR) aAencies than 'with CETA and made more limited use of'VR
'services. In'most sites'Vit was an infrequenCiource of assisiance to WIN
clients. Usually that assistance was minor or short-term (i.e., denti§trY,'
provision of eyeglasses, testing for disability), but it ocCasionally
involved more extended services such as occupational training,,eheltered
workshop employment, and physical or mental rehabilitatioq. These were
generally services that WIN had neither the funds nor the authority to
provide. Few WIN units indicated that _they referred more than two or
three people per month to yR. 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 suepense stew's, or de-!,register them.

Contact'and Referral

11#

In ell but a few siees, cot4act-between VR and WIN personnel was
limited to Occasiodal telephone conversations.and infrequent visits'by an
individual from one program to the office of the-other. Referrals involved
only telephone co.ntact and the exchange of eferral slips in many sites.
Elsewherea VR counselor might Visit the WIN or SAU office periodically
to review, referrals. There were few iftstances 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 follow-up wUs usually the responsibilit& of the'
SAU. However, in a fewjites WIN sponsor staff took lead responsibility
for iiaison to VR becaage they were physically closer or had iriends in VR.
n four sites (all in the same state),.WIN personnel had. almost nO direct
contact with VR. personnel there.said that, according to state policy, an
individual could nat be a client of VR and a-WIN registrane at the seine time.
.These units sent all.individeals in need of VR services back to the EMU for
referral4to VR and de-registration from WIN. WIN personnel felt they had
no furttiet responsibility,for.such individuals and never undertook efforts
to monitor their progress through VR.
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AWALIALattlata
.1

Only-three joint program, initiativds involving 'N't, sud WIN' were

identified 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 wits to deal with disabled AFDC recipients.
Since fewWIN registrants weredisabled, the teamsleemed'of little value
'to WIN. .The second'case involved a.special.grant of state-funds to exPeriment
with Wervice delivery consolidation. VR, WINsand tfie SAU had Operated as
a single unit reporting to a:single manager. However . when funding of the

experiment was cut, interprogram eontacts returned to their, pre-experimen.
levels. In tbe third case (invoiviug a large metro WIN unit). VR, SAU and*
WIN sponsor.staff were housed in Adjoining offic.es'.. There were joint vR-wIrl-.
SAU caseloads and joint monthly case reviews,i, Within VR there were separate
welfaxe-oriented counselors. Arrangements had been developed by which WIl
routinely,paid,allowances and expenses, While VR covered actual training
costs. Staff in .both progriMs- had been trained in the other!s.Ourposes,
procedures and documentation:- WIN appraisal unit personnel were given
speciaLinst.ruction on referring'to VR. Substantial numbers of WIN regis-

,

trants reportedly benefited from VR iervices.

I.

Key Factors

Across our 41 sites, only s even local WIN programs had close and
productive links to 167R. What factors were at wo,rk to cause thisopneral

situation?

'No

As in the case o f CETA-WIN'relationso the characteristics of the VRI
and WIN programs helped determine botti the specific rela.tionahip seen in
any one°site and thc,general pattern of relationships observable across the

sample N3 a whole. Table 38 libti the factors that interview data suggested
influenced the intensity and produdtivity of VR-WIN links. If SIR was chroni-

cally'short of funds or if all its money yas committed relatively early in
the fiscal year, WIN access wad adversely affected.. VR personae/ preferred
not to work with "unmotivated!' welfare recipients, that.also had a negative
eff,ect, as dld lengthy delays in VR intake-assessment procedures.,

P.,
Table 38

Factors Influencing VR-WIN Links

.

VR .Factors

111

WIN Factors

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 apprai sal/acceptance.4 3. Attitude toward placement/develop-.

4. Eligibility pol icy. . mental assistance.
.4. Availabilit Of WIN trainin funds.
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.

Finally, VR formal eli
thode criteria--yary greatly.

.!...`

; 40.

ibility criteria--and4e application Of
'In several study states* VR eligibility, WAS

repotted to- b0 very broad, inCluding individuals with "eiotional" problems
and even victims of "cultural'deprivation." hie opentd the door to many

WIN registrants. In sevetal other.otates, a "sgirerity" driterionlwas,.
' ap$1ied, reflecting an intent'to focus resources on the. mine seriously,
diiabled. Intériiewliata-suggested that the application'Of forMal criteria

c

was,pften tempered ho: judgment of individual VR counserors.r Sometimes
that discretion was reportedly exerciged so thbt thOse mott motivated and

-.1,ikelyto succeed were aucepted. In such sitesAiver WIN clients were .

tikely to be:admItted. :

4
/ .

.

On WIN's side, four factors apppared Fitst, if it was

policy.that joint VR-WIN ,cases could not exist (as in the, state described
earlift) little.cbntact occurredbetWeen. the two programs/ SeCond,,there
were some sites Where.WIN harbored doubts about VR's competenee and used

it only fO'r minor assistance (glass, dental work), if at all. 'Thiid,local
WItCprograms.varied 'in their attitude toward ttaining.or other:forms of
developmental assistance.° Some,functioned as "straight plagement4 opeiations, 0

while others tried to provide what developmental adhistance they could.
Presumably, the fotmer put less emphasis on obtatning VR training,for cliehts
thawthe latter. Lastly, while WiN institutional:training/undo were limited
throughout the WIN program, most sites had some. .They might find it less

importac4 to;seek VR-funded training than those that hiad.none.
.

, 4.

We found no syatematic association between the tYpe'or intensity of.
WINrVR relationships and'local WIN program performance." I

. 3. 'Educational institutions - .

.
I

. The current national WIN program moael and the advent of CETA havt
reaulted in a decline,in inteiaction between WIN and 1oCal educational
institutions. The current program model (1) emphasizesAirect employment
rather than training, (Z) provides little money for inatitutional education

and training, and (3) restricts.clients to at most a year'i enrollment in

an education .or training program. Eadh of these elements implies less

, interaction with eduCational institutions4' in addition, under the Compre-
hensive Employment. and Training Act, prime sponsors have become the central

conduits of DOL training funds and programming in locia communities. In,

many instances th-ey have replaced WIN (ao.well as other programs) as a major

source of sustenance to local educational and training fädilities: Indivia-,

uals flowing from programs such as WIN into these facilities eftenniust'pass
first through thecfiltermf the prime sponsor's intake and referral process.
It is therefore not surprising that no relationihip existed between WIN-
pducational institution linkages and local WIN prograk,performance.
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lloverthelessn.n many Sites,' perfibnal and organizationallinkhgee.
betweenWIN and local iducitional institutions persisted from JWIN.4' days:.

Arnrthérmord, some.Wfq fund* were usdd to purChaSe'a few treining slot.
,4in moSt.sites. In varying degrees locai WIN.units alao'were taking.ci-
vantage of opportunities presented by Basic'Education 00portuniti 9rants di
MOM; lowcost or tation-free public colleges and universities, and
CETte-funded education and training programs.

0

4. Other Organizations or Prbsrams
.11

Local WIii,programs generally also ieported contacts of-various,
kinds with other organizationvor programs. The'se incle4ed both local
gpvdrnmentbl agencies and community-based.organizations. On averagd.staff
in each local.WIN Program recalled recent contacts with about three such

-.. ' entities'. Most 'frequently mentioned Vere,community action-agencies (CAA's,''
. 13 sites), the Urban League (10 sites), Opportunities Industrialization'

..i. Corporation (OICO sites),' SER (6 sites), mental,heaIth agenOits (6 sites)
and,church.groups (5 sites).. , .

, (

. .

,
...:, These relationshiOs were generally quite limited'. In the case of

CAA's, MIN staff.in a few places reported referring an occasional regidtrant
to CAA-run programs i.or youth, emergency'assiitance, weatherization or Adult,
.balic education. The Urban League and.OIC contacts generally involved.severii

v WIN registrants who attended vocational training run by thse organizations..
WIN staff in some Sites in-Southwestern ind Mountain states aaid that they
sent some registrants to classes run by SER in lasic'edUcation, high school .

equivalency or English-as-n-second-lsnguage; and-church groups wdre mentioned +k

occasionally as a slurce of short-term emergency asSistance,(food, clothing, .

..or shilter). Beyond that, in a few sites these organizations provided work
sites or WIN PSE or..OJT, and in one or two placds WIN staff sered on their

..

boards or advisory comMittees.. , I

_

A. p

I,

0.6

!"

Many other organizations.or programs were mentioned by staff in'at
-

least one Dr two sites. They' are listed in. Table 39,, and the purpose of z.

the contact is noted.
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rrikanitation_

Table

4.

-

o acts witi Oth r r ani ions

o Community Servicei Organization.
Chamber *Of Commixle/National

. . .
°, Alliance of Huainan
koilpitals

Penitentiary
" Agricultural Extension 'Service ,

. Legal Aid,;;- ,
Yublic Health/Family Planning/EPSDT

)Beauty salon
Trfomemaker advisor

. Better, Jobs' for. Womeh

-

,..
golael_ctilm2anm
Member /

e
. -,

,( .k.tb.

Memberr -.. . .

Job liadsrpresentations on ,

. WIN/tai ctedits : PNurai aide training . .

Site fr;r OJT and PSE .
PreisentaXions as 'pait of IMS,or otientation -

.
11 .. . ran .

.. ,..!,- .
II II If

. .
IT II ti 11

4
11 11 o . 11 11

11, II 11 II

14

'1.

'Job.Cotps Refer WIN youth
iouth* employment l':)rograms

"
11 11 ° .11

Special' state emPrpyment programs Occasional refexrals and seiff inter-
for .the disadvantaged 'or genaral -.actions
ai

. -
or welfaie recipients s 1,-

0

to-
,.The ,amount ,of interaction with vommunity-based organizations.and

other local progiams was unrelaterl*tcylodal WIN.unit performance. Statis-
. tical analysis" revealed do association betWed.'n performance and the number `."

of 'such entities witi 'which WIN persennEl indicatea they had contaits.
While 11 units mentioned more such- iel.stioiships than elle rest, they were '°
not,clifferentiated ,fiom the overall' saiple Aithef by -iierformanee, by state,
or- by type- of locale. ,.. ;

r
Itmoight be hypothsesized that more',diverie and intense links to

other orgonizations.,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 wflould pontribute noticeably to' WIN
perfotmance. .

;,' . Our data, however, .indicate no such associatiln. 'Two possible
explanations come to mind. First,' the costs of creating and maintaining
close interorganizational relations may sametimesAuemigh the tangible
benefits., .teclnd, ,in some capes the tangible Benefits might be substantial,

t .1' but, they. do `nOit tianslate into higher unit performance as measured by the
current 'WIN' pierformance Meal:tures. ightis a tree training slot in- anOther,
program 'yield* no directlor imMediate benefit to WIN ,unit performance n
terins of entied employment or welfste grant reduction.

!
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'CHAPTER 13

CbliCLUSION

e

e

.4

411

. . .. .
.

t.

,

. A ,41, 04:4 ..:-.,:i,,,

, 5 , i

,.'..' 0.- I,
,
.'The.chipteri of Part IV have presented descriptiOnsvorihe way .

.

local WIN delivery ,systems are orianfted!and function. :Th4y have ehoWn..

how. State- level'factors,'the "major determinants" in Part III,: strongly

affect certain Aspects of local prograks,. and thef have analyzed the ins!.

teractions Among local wetk unit characteristics. Finally, they have iderv--

., tified,a,mumbet of. characteristics that'tend,to,be-4speciared with, high '. .

Aierfortiance-pirloca WA work'units; This chOter summarizes and -On...., 2 .

tbeaize9 the Incipal findings. Particular emphasis id pladed.on those -

.H. characteristic obscrvel most freqdently in' high petiorming programs.
. .,.. .

., . 0. ...

, a.

. .

.Characteristicskasociteci L441.114ILLIIIIRESEDI
.

t
. ... _

.

, N.*
V

. .
,,._....

/be following charaetvistics.were shown by-Panalysis to _occur

"' more often in high'Perfording local units than 4n low performing ones... '
I

- a .

'A
' 4

.

'If Ki. was intAgrated into the employment.service,

.ES managenient wail supportive of the Program. .

. ..
.
This was less impurtant if WZN.:.g4 self-contfinea. %

.

.

........ .

.

,
.

,,
,

WIN managerpgave priority.and committed ''sufficient.
staff".resources-to the viaintenanCe of accurate'and

.

,

timely'data reporting. 4 .

e.

4

S

.6

.

a.

^e

A

WIN sponsor unit managers emphasized systematic

distribution of-information and pore frequent.

internal discession.

WIN Managers permitted giAre flexibility regarding

work.rules and office proce es....

1
°

, WiNwanageii dele ated more o rim authorit to: .

subordinatet in combination
,
with more monitoriu.'

Managers dealtmoredirectlat'_'lict_
within'the,unit. .

.

'Statf)tended tc assist each other'or routinely_ex-

AIS.M0....PM1=25.1a.

,

'.e. Non-cooperative .clients mere the subject of more

to
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e Providina Job search skills was emphasisedfor moat
clients, whether or not a forme'. IMS camponent'wes
tubed. .,

The SAU provided exteniive supurtive services bevog
.

child cara.

. .

Job. deielopment efforts were focused on the individual.
*. client rather than just.on generating a large pool of

. job orders. .

' More,frenuent and extensiire interactions occurreg
.

, between SAU and sponsor staff.; whether or not they.
: were collocated. Many procedures were.carried out
sore coliaboratively, and joint case conferencei
or meeting's occurred more often.

Lesi c.vereion of WIN reeeurces by ehe ES was re-.

porte4. Regairdless of performance, WIN-ES relations .

were frequently limited or hostile, and WIN often
relied little on ES-job orders.

Although links to thk IMU were a uniirersal problem,
WIN staff had more frelluent contact with MU staff.,

2. Relationships Among Major Determinants. Work Unit4.
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 as inflUbncing
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
where state-program leaders emphasized the goal of eliminating'males froe
welfare roles, local units devoted little time to their female caseload
or to proWing day care for WIN. mothers.

Similarly, structural elements of local programs are,portrayed as,
beitig affected by major determinants discussed in Part III, particularly
both organizational leadership and overall state structure. Thus, for ex-
ample, organisational leaders in one state might choose to house WIN in
ES offices, while in another they might decide to locate WIN separately.
At the same time local unit structures,partly result from state structural

)
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characteristics, some of Which organizational leaders did not cantrol.
For example, the physical and organizational location o! local SAU's de-

.
pended on political decisions, often made decades earlier,About what
level of government--state or countyshould be primarily responsible
for administeringvelfare.

I

Work unit organization is depicted.as influencing per4rmance. .

The way a number of.serviii.delivery components (i.e., job development,
provision of job search skills, adjudication) were organized and con-
ducted were shown .to be statistically associated with unit peiformance.
While those correlations are not proof of causation, they prol/ided a basis
for suggesting the relationship illustrated.

Work unit management is portrayed as acting upon work unit organi-

zation, coordination within and between units,.and interorganizational
coordinatiom.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 organiiations are tranimitted to service.ctiliverers.

The fact that local unit characteristics were not uniform aCrosi allosample
sites in each state suggests that work unit 'management, itself may in same
cases /ado play an independent role in shaping work unit origanization and

interactions within and outside the unit. !

Because of its importance, work unit.management isishown as haiing

an influence on performance. In fact, much of a manageei effect on per-
, formance ia probably exerted indirectly--through his or her impact on the

organizatiom of service delivery functions and on interactions within and
Ancmg

Coordination and communication within and between units are por-,
trayed as influence&by work unit management (as describid above). Co-
ordination and communication are depicted as acting on performance directly
since a number'of such variables that are closely associated with the
actual delivery.bf services and the generation of unit Oerformance data
were associated statistically with performance. These included intraunit
Variables (i.e.; infotmatian transfers, task exchanges and contlict roma,-
lution) as well as interunit variables (i.e., SAU.-WIN sponsor interactions
-
and WIN-IMU'contaets).

ok
, C

Lastly; interoganizatiOnal coordinatidn is shoWn as affected by
work unit management.- In,the case of CETA-WIN,/inks at least, work unit

management probably acted in som,- cases as an intermediary variable trans-
mitting state leVel attitudes ab( it the'desirability df the relationship.

'
Interorganizaiional cooraination is not depicted as affecting performance
since our analysis of WIN links.to CETA, VR or other organizations did
.not demonstrate any associations, with performance.. t,
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The permeating ,influence of state level variables is one of this
dhapter's most sigaificant points. Aether 'the issuwwas unit priorities,
management fiehavior or attitudes toward CETA, local characterietics .were
extensively shaped by those at state level. From the fedval 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 tnpact owprogram-operatiOns and performance.. Rither, 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.

A

A

4.

A

4
,

207

4



PART V

IMPROVING WIN PROGRAMS



t2.

1

PART V

IMPROVING WIN PROGRAitIS_

, -

SUMARY

, The information in preceding Parts is now used to address the underly-
ing issue of thia study - -how to improveWIN programyerformance. Performance
improvement strategies require, first, the capacity to accurately differen-'
tiate high from low performing programs. Recommendations aimed at developing
that capacity include:

Improving the retention rate and weZfare grant reduc-
tion performance.measures.

Adjusting performance for environmental difficulty
so that relative effectiveness measures take into
account labor Tarket arid client demographic condi-.
tions beyond the control of program personnel,

Creating SAU effectiveness imdicators.

Improving.automated reporting systems at the state

s.

Once low performing state programs are identified, both federal and state
personnel must have the ability to diagnose the underlying problems. Develop-
imostr;%r diagnostic monitoring systems is proposed that would focus regional
federal representative's monitoring on the performance orstate and local TN
programs and on information about administrative, managerial, service delivery
and coordinative functions related to that performance. Transmission of thooe
methods from regional to state program personnel and joint development of
performance improvement efforts are recommended.

'-,ecific changes in low performing programs arelrecommended based on the

po characteristics found in high performers. M nagerial recommendations
inc6,24

.

Improve goaZ awareness.and.applicati,cni.

to' Enhance evaluative, analytic and monitoring
capacities at the state central office and
area levels.

1

Expand training activities, especially around
management functions, reporting systems4
financial systems, and welfare/employment
program or service delivery innovations.
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Ara

.

Intensify SAU-sponeor aoordination and-collaboration. ,

Recommendations for changes in service.detivery. methOds or emphases inclUdev
1, , .

EMphasize counseling and wor*ing more intensively
, . with reluctant 'clients rather than ignoring or

quickly sanctioning. them.

. N. Plage more emphdbis on imparting job-seeking skills 1.

N. . and on job-search activities by clients theniselves.
.

.

., 4...,

Emphasize client-oriented job development.,

AP. Experiment with expandeci institutional training
.

for some clients. .
.

Develop richer mixes of supportive services..

Improve the critical linkage toIVEI's.

!44though some incentives for change already exist, incentive structures
need to be strengthened. Our proposals include a more straightforward and objec-
tive performance incentive funding system, dissemination of information on .

the compaiative performanae of state programs throughout_the WIkeystem, am!,
in extreme cases, the selection oralternative 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 elements of a structured performance
'improvement program are:

, .

Joint development of improvement strategies by
national, regional and state officials..

Development,d'nd application of dperformance
incentive Anding system*for use at both the
federal and state levels.

Development and use of monitoring guides to
target improvement assistance, incentives, .

and sanctions.

Periodic data collection and anaZysis of a
sample of local WIN.units representative's:42
alt WIN units to permit continaous monitoring
of changesin environment, organization, and
performance throughoUt the WIN system and to
guide actions taken in performance improve-
ment projects.
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Str;uotured organieational change and performance
improvement projects in eelegted etate and local
programs.

Comparison of data firm theee "experimental"
sites with data from unUd in the repreeentative
ample, leading to firmer conclusions on what
eorganizational characteristide inftuence WIN

performance and what change itrategiee are
most ernotive.

Dissemination and general application of the -

, . knowledge der:ved about how to make, we4fare-
employmentprogrmemoreproducti v e .

. .
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CHAPTER A

IMPROVING WI /PROGRAMS

1110, ip)

,

1. introduction 9 1 ,

V

°4.
The preceding chapters halie described 'Idiat'has been learned about

the measurement'of WIN performance, the environmental factors that influ-

ence WIN productivity, and the managerial, organizational and service !

delivery characteristics-associaiedwith high performing programs. In-

this chapper,we'use that information to address the underlying issue of
this study--how to improve W;14 program performance. A general strategy
is presented that aims at applOng what has been learned to improve the

°WIN eystem 'and to develop a pr4cese for continuous learning and improve-
.

ment in the future. Where the'level of confidence and precision of our
findings penfts, recommendations are made for itmediate sr:item-gide ac-

tion.
.!

,

.

The chapter begins by noting that performance
.

improvement strate-

gies require, first, the capacity to accurately differentiate high from

* low-performing programs. Ways of creating that capacity are proposed.

r.

. Once lovi performing state programs-are identified, a federal
abiltty 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 developing these abilities at both the
federal and state levels.

Next, knowledge about what specific changes to Make are needed.
Thus specific ectionslare recommended based on the pattern ofcharacter-
istics,found In high Performing programs. Incentives for change are al-
ready present in state and local programs, sihce many state and local
staff in low performing operations want to improve their programs. What

is required is Iome guidance on what to. change 'and how as well.as some

reward for increasing productivity. Thus incentive structures should be

strengthened. Our proposals 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 cases, the_selection of alternative..WIN sponsors.

.
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Finally, we preient a dohesivi-and syatematic strategy incorporat-
.ing manYof these recommendations into.a performance iMprovement program.
ThAs program would invo.144 itmoWledge develgpmentthrough etperimintatin
in'selected etdte and lOtal operations. Experimentation 1.9-required in

, order to test the appropriateness and feasibility of different'Organiza-
tional change'strategies es wen as their Ampact on WIN perforMance. .

.

. .

. As we,have elready,noted, mahy of our recommendation,' for Improv-
.

ing program perfoimahce are based on tentative or qualitativp evidente.
!This is necessarily the Case gived.the,exploratory nature of this study.,
tAlsoi'soie key yariabiei.may'change over tiie witir unknown consequences .

i for performance. Therefore, 0 sYstem for Monitoring the'effect of changes
n environmentt organization and p4rformance in a representative sample 4

, of local WIN programsla.presented:as part of the performance improvement -'
program.: Comparing what occurred.in e*perimental operations with White
hApperied within this sample would permit-more definitive
th

onclusions about

111-4.061
e effects of-changes in organizational charaeeristi nd'service de-

livery methods on°program performance. The knowl derived about how'.
to make welfare-emplorent programs more productive could then be dis- '

seminated and:applied generally,inthe expectation thet it might raise
performance ievels theoughout the WIN syitem: -,

2. IIEMPIELLMBALO.LNIPALitailOME10.

As noted above, a precondition for improving perfprmance is the
capacity to identify high and low performance. Adsuming no fundamental
changes in program goals or structure, three actions must be taken to at-

' tain this capacity.: First, WIN performance measures should be further re-
fined ahd Institutionalized. Secofid, SAU effectiyeness indicators should
be developed. Third, automated reporting systole- m4st be improved...

WIN Performance Measures

Refinement and institutionalization of WIN performte Measures
involves seven sequential steps. Because these steps are s miler to pro-
cedities used in selecting sample states and local unIts foi this study,.
the National Office could initiate action on thie recommendation almost
immediately (see Chapter 2 and,Appendices A and B). The.seven xequired
steps are .

Areleconcett_gpeontthe
measures. At the outset of this study, federal .

program leadere agreed that 3pb entries', job
entry wage rate, retention rate and welfare grant
reductions reflected the program's quantitative
and qualltative objertives. A similar consensus
would'be needed age..n.

216,
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Area on.relative prior ity amona these.peasures..
Once again, program leaders would have to.review
the relmative weights aseigned to. each Upstate-,
performance measure'so that appropitate overall
state or local unit effectiveness indices.could
be.computed# 'Policy shifts could be reflected
in chinges in those weights.

Improve retention rate measure. A more realistic',
indicator of lob retention woilld measure the'

.A proportion of all (or a.randum.sample of) full-tiime
lob entrants.that were still employed 30, 99 or 180
days later. Current studies being conducted within 4 -

OWIN indicate theta-longer folloW;sup period. would
better estimate-tawacfual duration on employment
of those WIN registrants finding jobs. This woula
provide more accurate information on the quality of
all full-time 00 entries, the effect of different
service mixes on long-terd empl9yability ankthe°
.apprOpriateneis of job-registrant matchet7slp
Chapter 2 and:Appafidix B). a.

Impro've average monthly welfare grant reduction
data. The accuracy of reported'average monthly
welfare grant reductions.was reduced by variations
in how state and local IMU offices chose to define'
welfare7s4vings and by IMU linkage problems. Types

of grant reductions to be. included and excluded in
calculations for WIN reporting purposes should be
standardized across and within states. State and
local staff should receive guidance on the imeortance
of,xhis reportingeto their program's performance and
funding as well as information on various ways of .
conveying that aignificance to IMJ personnel.
Improving the IMU linkage in general is discussed in
Section 4.'

0 0

Standardized_perlomnce measures. Three of the four

current Measures must be standarafeed to permit state-
to-state comparisons in.order to account for differences
in program staffing levels, welfare grant size or '

prevailing wage rites,(see Chapter 2).
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Attyll_mtmaijice.LA u..._)e(_,.......1_xivironaintadifticult.

Develorethe neceesary.labo; Migket, demographic
and grogram date bases and condUct.tho required
bativaridie.anaiysis to take_into coniideration
'the effect of'socio.-economi; enviiondent on ;

sprogram-perforiance and to estimate the levels
of effectiyenese that Coulll.realistically be
expected of state/programs.. These effectilveness

1

levels would reflect more equitably the relative
.performance Of staie.progrades, %ince they would
take'into account significant differeaces in
labor_market and client depegraphic condAtions--
conditions beyond thecontrol of program personnel.
States ihat scored higher tfian.expecte0 given their
environment would be high performers. Those that
-scored lower than expected would be lowperformers.

Inititutionali'se this 'process. Establish piocedures
1.for the periodic generatidn of the necessary perform-
4-ance .and environmental dap and develop a .capability _

within OWIN to conduct the required analytic proce-
..dures withtut outside assistance.

.

a

The...results of this process could be applied not only to ihe identi-
figation of low performers for evaluation and performanceimprovement pur-
poses but alewcould be an integral part of resoutce allocation, planning
and activity leVel assignment procedures. The development of this,planningh.
evaluation-al/ocation system is discue3ed in Section 6.

ft SAU Effectiveness.IndicatOrs:
. ,

The lack of siw, performance measures and of
.

information about .the
relationship between SAU activities and overall WIN performance has been

'mentioned repeatedly. Research currently being Conductedlor OWIN oil, local
SAU'orgsnizationg4and functions may provide a better basis for addressing
both shortcomings. Both SAU performance measuree.and their relationéhip
to overall WIN pqxfoimance require, however, considetation of the appro-.,
priate role of the SAU in the WIN program. While our findings (especially
on the.coordinative role of SAU's and the nature of SAU-WIN'links in high
perlorming state and local program0 provide some guidincemore thoilght
and analimis is clearil.y necesdary.

An essential preliminary step would be for policy maker's and WIN'
officials to further discuss and clarify the'future role of the SAU.' There
are several'possible roles the SAU might take, but two are most obvious.
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'First; the pa could.etist.isseptially to,provide social servicesVforiWiN%k

This'is'itstcurrent mission. filternatively, WIN teaks and . .

'reeponsibilit4es could be- restruitured so sAu '041yed a more intsgrated

role-in the emplOyment'.and.trainingmission of WIN.
. 1.

Whatever role is finally definedfouristeps would be required
before-effectiveness meaSurep could be.id plac.: .

..,.
, .

Using the currently aefined balanced mission. of
. ,14IN, develop logical models and hypotheses'of what

. types of.SAU functifts Should'apriori.impact otx
the,g'overall effectiveness of WIN,.. These models IN-'

4.
-. . .

woOld be developed based on whai past research ,

. and program officials theorize shOnld! Wont WIN
. 'performance.* ...,

,
.

!b., .

,

i,
. te

... p In a carefully designed study, collect. information .

and,precise data on SAU vIriables hypothesized to
.

. 4.
influence WIN performince. .

.

A

6- Analyze the'SAU.var ables identified and their im
`pact oreplacement nd.employability enhancement.
Identifythe impact of'these.factors on the main .

.., . .

WIN performance.measureSim the balanced'program
mission.

'

411`

*Such hypotheses could include the fklowing:
ktcher mixes.of supportive servicee shouldNe .

positively related to job retention and overall
. program performance.-

IA

" Personal counseling should increase the bility of

a welfare *recipient to obtain and retain a job.'

The quality'and availability of child care will' be

positivOly associated with ob entry-and retention,

es.pecially amon al N registrants.
,

If so, SAU' that emphasize.deVeloping child care
'resources.should be more productive!

Smooth.trinsition of supportive service cases from the

SAU to Title XX should,be positively related.to job

retention.

ti>
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Incorpogate within a comprehensive reporting system
SAU indicators that reliably measure those.SAU ac-,
tivities that haft been shown through analysis

,to contribute to overall WIN performance, and use
these data in the proposed planning, allocation
and'assessmintt system.

, lame Automated Reporting Systems
4Earlier chapters documented problems with automated reporting

systemA. While several high performing programs had, very accurate sys-
tems which they 'themselves depended on for management purposes,4other
states' systems were error-ridden and a constant problem for staff and
administrators. If increasing reiiance is to be plfeed on these systems
to identify, reward and stimulate performance, such sieuations should be
alleviated wherever possible.

Part of this responsibility is fearal. Clearly, computer programs
should be debugged before distribution to the states, and documentation
should define data items specificalfy. Regirmal office capabilities to
provide technical assistance on reporting systems and.computerizatisn
should be enhanced Where lossible by recruitment and training. This might
involve the identification of a knowledgeable aid coppetent system analyst
in a state WIN program within ihe region and the assignment of this in-
dividual on an IPA basis tO the regional office. In this way, the analyst
sould train regional staff on stste.systems as well as assist other star*
programs in the region. In Addition, regional MIN units should impress
on the states the direCt linkage between their reporting, ;heir performance
and their funding. Informing die states more clearly about why reporting

.

is important to them should lead fnore state programs to give greater Alt-
tention to their information.systems.

The states themselves can learn from the example of the high per-
formers within our sample.. All of them had comparatively few reporting
problems or had significantly improved the accurip, and timeliness of their
systems. their experience suggests that states seeking to improve their
reporting-(and-their own management information in the process) should'
consider the following:

Hiring their own systems analyst/programmers to
provide full-time tepor 1g system services for
WIN (including participc:ion in all central
office staff meetings anA provision of training,

. instructional material Altd trouble-shooting
assistance to loCal service delivery personnel),

Funding specific SESA reporting systems staff to
perform the same functions.

Developing conputer interfaces or-regular data
tape exchanges between WIN sponsor and SAUUMU
reporting systems to identify and resolve data,
inconsistencies or other problems.

220

.1



.4.

Training and retraining of staff on a periodic
basis on form completion, data input, error

. correction procedures, And the relationship
between reporting'data and program funding.

Developing procedures andiguidelines 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.

3. DevelopinR DiaRnoetic C pabilities

Once low performing state operations re identified, regional
office staff should be able to determine the 4ausès of their low per-

- formance. Dtagnosis necessarily precedes any development of performance
improvement strategies-by. state and federal officials.

Currently, federal representatives have few tools tp use in diag-
nosing the,reasons for low performance. Monitoring visits to state WIN
programs 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-babed," for
example, to review or negotiate state WIN plans, or to resolve specific

, fjiscal or procedural problems. Such,visits fail to provide federal rep-
resentatives with a comprehensive picture of the state operation mid the
knowledge with which to diagnose or 'at least hypothesize the causes of,
low performance. t.

Focusing the resources of federal representatives on specific data
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 this study, refiried 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 serv-
ices, and perceived barriers to performance improvement.

0
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, The initrumedt would.designate whaequestiOns to ask of certain .

types of respondents and which data to obllect, from information systems.
It would permit crossamerificatiofi of informatiOn obtained from different..
sources and provide a structure that could be uile'd to identify factOrs
that might, be contributing to low performance. This idformation coutd
then be used ih developing reports on state operations"and in discussion's
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 resources might be focused first on thw-programs
with the lowest performance records in the region. Over ttme, 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 encountere.i, improveMents being implemented and the proa-

,nosis for the future.

The development and use of this monitoring instrument could have
a 'number of benefits for the federal part of the WIN system. Some of these
are as follows:

a

41. Improveeknowledge of state WIN programs by federal
'representatives leading to increased appretiation
for operational realities and.improved regional
credibility with state and local personnel.

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 programb and facilitating more extensive
communications among States on ways to improve ,

their operations.
?

Identification of program areas (e.g., reporting
systems, management skills, service delivery tech-
niques, etci) that most need improvement in the
region so that.scarce resources can be targeted
on theM.

Identification of state programs with staff ex-
pertise that could be used to imprqve operations
in other states in the region.
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'4, I proved basis for assessing and iMproving;the
performance and analyti& skills 0 federatirep-
re entatives (through- quality c ntrol reviews of
Mo iteeing instruments and rep6rts by regilbnal
WIJN coordihitors). ,

t ,

i

Iproved knowledge of eta and local'program
operatons by national a mihistrators andistaff

.

( cquired through/the r view of monitoring reports
sulbinitted by regional offices) and thus more en-
1 ghtened considerat on of the impact on!state and
1 cal programs of yossible policy changeli.

1in44r,the proposed)monitoying system, the niational office would
maintain phe nationwide data necessary fot tracking changes in state per-
formance National offiiials would also be respon4ible for developing

i
and val. dating the.monitoring instruments or guided. 'However, regional
officei would play"the/major role in diagnosing prdblems in states as
well 4s developingsatiategies 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 adquire this capability

. througiv training, assistance, manuals and iniormaaon from the"national
Office. ,

.

Federal representatives could transfer the diagnostic methods
,

they learned to state WIN sponsor and SAU coordinators.' .The coordinators
should thus become more ableato diagnose problems:within their own states.

. A separate performance data system.which would track a.nationally repre-.
sentative sample of local WIN programs could prdvide state managers with
sttndards by which they could monitor the performance of.their.own local'
units (see SeCtion 6). ,This would help them identify-local programs having.
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-

,ing local uniib.

Once problems were identified at the state level, federal and state
manaiers would decide jointly on what changes should be made. Of couise,
state programs could:choose either to partidipate 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 to improve their program performance. Such incentives are
addressed in Section 5.
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4. Changiu Prostram Charatteriatice

A major finding of,this study is that high and low pereormtne"
programs systematically differ in certain orginizational, managerial and
service delivery Characteristics. The following recommendations are based

41. on this finding and represent actions that could be taken at various pro-
gram levels to change the characterietics of low performing operations
to more closely resemble those of high performers. 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 perf.ormance. .Verifying whether such changes aceually cause
higher performance would require experimentation, which is discussed iv
Section 6.

Another major finding was the dominant influence of state WIN
policy on'certain aspects of.local operations. For example, state deft-
nitions of WIN goals quickly became thosie of most local units.. MIS data
were dsed more extensively to manage local uniti in states that placed' '4

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
- funetions (e.g., goal definition, planning, monitoring, evaluation, data
reporting, and training) were executed was closely associated with program
performance.

Our finding on the extent of state influence over local units
provides txidance to federal efforts aimed at improving.local service de-
livery and performance. It suggests that federal'initiatives can have
their broadest effect if focused oh 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 methodi 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

(b)
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document Sha'distribute information about their experiences, since loâil

unite elsewhere could benefit from knowledmabopt these attempts to im-
prove performance and their outcomes.'

,o

In the absence of .more.!difinitpeknowledge, our qualitative find-.
iNgs on the characteristics of'high performing programs provide a basis
for actions which can be taken by state and aocal personnel to tmprove
their program's perforiance. 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 occur may be contingent on the attitudes and ca-
pabilities of program staff and the mores of the host agency as a wilole,
but the direction can at least be indicated'.

Menagerial Functions

Improvements in the management functions of state WIN programs'can
be focused in six areas:

Improve goal awareness and application. In high
performing programs the balanced character-of pro-
gram goals was understood at the state level, and
the relative prioritiei among these goals were,
transmitted.to local managers and supervisors.
Perionnel at each level understood What program
goals were and hoW fedeial funding mechanisms re-
warded. their attainment. (At present, the critical
message is that wage rates, duration of jobs and
welfare saving are at least is important as num-
bers of placementd.) Techniques to use can include
'training seseions, atatemide-conferences, written
materials and monitortng/feedback systems.

Enhance monitoring, evaluation and analytic ca ac-
ities. Developing monitoring instruments and imprcm-

. ing reporting systems haVe already been mentioned.
Cowlementary actions by state coordinators could
include: (1) ,adding an individual with analytic .

and evaluative skills to central staff if there
are none now; (2) maintaining relatiVe performance
rankings of local unite on a monthly basis and
communicating these rankings to all local units;
(3) monitoring operational data oh a frequeni ba-
sis; (4) maintaining and reviewing fiscal tracking
reports by area or unit; (5) monitoring low per-
forming units more intensely, analyzing information
to identify the causes of problems in these offices,
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and developing jointly with the local unit ways
of improving their operation;.(6) developing local

.unit "self-appraisal." systems; (7) establishing
.a cadre of-"field technicians",who 'periodically,
visit each local unit; (8) field monitoring of
each unit by tentral office peisonnel on at least
an annual basis; and (9) joint SAU-WIN sponsor
site reviews conducted by personnel from both cen-
tral Ziffices. 1

_cma_zgri_ancitu_sELLy_)detirldu'ctannullannitt-ointlwith

_greater involvement of field staff. Develop inte-
grated state WIN plans and budgets that incorporate
complementary sponsor/SAU activity eetimates, goals,
allocation patterns and service delivery or adminis-
trative innovation3. This process, should involve
not only detailec consultation between WIN.sponsor'
and SAU coordinators and their central staff but
also early and genuine,participation by managArs
and staff at the area and local levels (see Chap-
ters.6 and 9).

Ex and traing activities. The amount and variety',
of training.was far greater in high performing
states.. Exactly which types of training are most
significant iè less obvious, but our knowledge
of high performance characteristics and our survey
of reported state tnaining needs suggest an initial
training agenda. Areas Where instruction might be
emphasized include: tly program goals and activ-
ities rewarded by performance incentive funding'
mechanisms; (2) the conduct of management fundtions;
(3)'reporting systems; (4)'financial management;
(5) the changing character of the overall welfare-
employment system, including WIN sponsor-SAU link-
ages and relations. to IMU, Title XX and CETA; and
(6) setvice delivery modifications such,,as those
mentioned in the next section. Training should be ,

conducted jointly for sponsor and SAU personnel;
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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Intensify SAU-sponsor coordination and collabori-,

tion. While.physical collócatiOn*of the state
WIN coordinators may often be infeasible or even
iundesirable, closei interactions between them-(and-
,their stafi) seems a distinctiVe characteristic
of high performing programi. "Both partners shoulA,

theiefore, seek to develop (1) more integrated,-
: collabotativeannual plan and budget proceisia;

(2) joint iraining, staff meetings, field visits,
handbooks and field directives; (3) informal' ways
to resolve differencesk (4) 'the habit of daily or
weekly informal consultation; and (5) collabOratiVe
straxegies for dealing with constraints imposed, by
'boat egency attitudes, stiuctures or.orocedures..

CD

Altet'decision-making and communication. Platterns.

OVet a period of several years, patterns of decision-'
making and communication should be altered so that .

they.approach those observed.in high performing pro-

giants. Abrupt change may.,be hard or even counter-.
productive, but gradually more open lateral and
upwatd communication flows should he develdped and .

.more partigipativeedelegative,decision-making
encouraged (see Chapter 6). Like other managemene
characteristics, this behavior by state and atea
managers will be emulated by .many. local unit mani-

agers. That should lead to-more complete-informa-
tion exchange, more staff Participation, greater
staff discietion 'and delegation of authOrity, and
better accountability systems within local units.
Since these-ire the characteristics associated
with high performance in local units, that process
should be reinforced by instruction, example and .

support.
%

Deliveririg Services

Chapter'l0 described the service delivery characteristics that
deemed associated with high local program performance. These 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 mote intensive and extended folldwun
prodedures such as,60-day, 90-day and 180Tday
ups and spot checks on a small parcentaim of job
entrants one%or two years after placement. '

Place awe emphasis on imparting lob-seeking skills
and dojobsearch activities by clients themselves.
Priority on either formal job search assistance

'

services euch aspgroup workshops or "job clubi" or
individualized approaches iftvolving a client and a

.counselor was associated with high performance,
.1. I4

Emphasize ctlient-oriented job development' by (1)
identifying individual jobs for individual clients
rather than onlyLdil,relOping a pool bf job otders,
or by.(2) emphasizing.client job search with staff
guidance and assistance.

Experiment with expanded institutional training*for .

clients. Many service deliverers believed the de-
velopment of individualized training programs for ./
-selected clients can be effective if careful assess-
ment of the client's capabilities, labor market
conditions and avaiiable training programs indicate
significant gains in economic and docial well-being
would likely result. Such efforts could involve
the "packaging" of various resources (WIN And TRE
funds; BEOG, Title XX and CETA resources; and tuition-
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.

Develo richer-mixes of su .ortive services. Pro-.

gems that provided supportive services beyond
child care tended to be higher performers. Such
-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
money and 'temporary transportation.

. Increase Sponsor-SAU interactions. Some of the
earlier recommendations on SAU-WIN sponsor director
collaboration have obvious implications'for service
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de iwery léNyel interactions. Beyond, that, -(1)

lqc 1 sponsor-SAU supervisors and staff should
meet\pstiodically to discus, program issues; (2)
month y joint case reviews shoild'be instituted;
(3) el ent ori-ntailou and counseling should be
conduct d co:t boratively although-not necessarily,
jointly; and N4) procedures apRropriate to the
site shou d-be developed to deal with sponsors-SAW'
work and in ormation flow requirements.

vari us strate ies for im rovi he critical
linka e.to IMU s. This.relationship is both im-
portant to effe tive WIN'operation and a universal.
prob/em. Techni ues that.may prove helpfnl in
improving.this ii ge include: (1) periodic or
events:related meet gs ofIMU, SAU and sponlior
supervisors; (2) pe odic presentations to IMU
staff on WIN objecti s, procedures Nand servicee
and on the importance f certain IMU actions to
the program; (3) using WIN funds to provide formal
training to IMU personn 1 on VIN; (4) joint.IMU-
SAU-sponsor training; (5) collocating IMU staff %

with WIN staff in large metropolitan areas and
making their caseloads exclusively. MIN registants;
(6) designating a liaison .person in the state wel--

fare agency to deal with WIN-IMU problems; and.
v(7) developing automated welfare)ieporting 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-reductionsand."obtained .

emplqinentd."

.

. Where WIN is Integrated in the ES

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-containedsprogram. 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'negitive, pribrity for WIN-Aoes low, and both goal .
displacement and resource diversion were.extensive. The two high-perfotm-
ing programs .described in Chapter 6, Section C.provide the basis for
suggesting a three- phase strategy for dealing with such situations. The

first phase would involve:

.
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Efforts to shift to a more self-contained structure.
Timely and Manful maneuvering may,permit the WIN
sponsor coordinator to gradually obtain more direct
.control over and commudicatibn to Ideal units. The
evi4ence derived fgom monitoring systems described

A earlier and the effects of low pei'fortante on federal
funding could be used to bUild a case for sltich
change. Federal regional officials, wherelsimpathetic,, -

could be utilized to facilitate this proCess in some.
cases.

-I.

pspork. selective acguisition of staff. 'In :

SESA's where changes in state political leadership or,

agencymanagement cause'signIlicant staff displace- ,

mentgthese situations can sometimes be exploited
tothe benefit of WIN. So can contractions.in other
programs. .Seliaral high.performing states have built
effecttve administrative and service delivery cadre.

. by selectively.recruiting among the "outcasts" caused
by such changes. *-

,

.

These steps (along with manageridl and-service delivey modifications such
as described previously) may effectively "turn.around" ,a-low performing
program. If efforts to move toward self-containment ate infeasible, the,
straiegy of "changing a SESA's.priorities" might be tried next. Thie tight
involve: .

Vigorous federal regional intervention on behalf -tf
the program at.the SESA executive diiector level.

Resultin modification in host a enc leaders' o
attitudes toward and priorities for tht progtam.

Tranimission'bf those changed attitudes and_nrior-
ities to subordinates throughout the ES hierarchy,
resulting in changed in their attitudes.or behavior.

Increased statui and staff ca abilities for the WIN.
central offil0 unit.

Authority for that'unit to dez...d,it_s_tly...3_2iithke

administrators and sdpport units (personnel, pro-
curement and computer services) in the SESA..

Develo ment of a cOm etent, experienced cadre of :-
field technician or area administrators to provide
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(1) a visib14 WIN presence in the tield;(2) a. di-
rect, informal communication link between the*WIN
central and service delivery unktp;(3) conOnuOus

0
technical aasistance; (4) a'mbnitdring system; and
(5) a,lateral communication network.

operating a bigh penformin& WIN program in
nvolve continuoud Vigilance, since even a. 4
be rapidly ,reyersed as conditions change
agency.

. -

tven if this strategy works,
,an ES-integrated-se.tting may
'"satiafactory" situation may
Within the state or the host

1 4

.Thirdly, if both these strategies fail, the. set of performance
incentives and sanctions described in the next section-can be brought to
Amar with fullAigor.

*.

5. Incentives for Chew

.
.

,
_

Oux field-work showed that 'many managers and staff in low-performing
prograps had,an inherent desife to do the# jobs well,.to help Welfare .

.

recipients,become fndependent, belf-supportOg individuals and td make their 4

programfiucCessful. .Often,what they'needed was a clearer definition of
II success" and some direction and assiltance in achieving it. In shdrt, in

... some d'ases ail the incentive that-may he required is some guidance on what
to do and'how to do it. IT-, .

<-
, 4.

.
<

In addftion to these self-incentives,a set-of relatively,powerful
incentives are available to federal officials intereited. in stimulating'
Improyed performance in state and local WIN programa. They include in-
centive fdnding formulas, publiaty, the authority to Switch WIN sponsor-
ships, and tae,targeting of, special initiative funds On state progiams
receptive to performance imprOvement.projects. These incentives already, '

operate within the program to varying extents. Thefollowing subsections
indicate how they'could e strengthened and.focused to foster in on-going
interest in performance improvements.. ,.

,

Incen'tive.Funding Formula

Section 2 proposed,a procedure for identifying high and low per-

forming programs. That same procedlre could be used to.modify the current
WIN Allocation Formula, making ie.a clearer and stronger incentive to per-

. formance. This would involve (1)-simplifying ehe formula so that its
"Messages" about program priorities are more readily understandable in'the
field ind (2) fdentifying explicitly that portion of "discretionary"
funding that is based on relative state'program performance.

The mandatory portion.of the formula and the bulk of the discre-'
otionary .portion could, as in the past; be 41ocated strictly on the basis

,

of size (nuiber of registrants in each state). The remainder would be
appartioned to states based ow whether they performed better'or worse

-
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than expected., given the,dffficulty of their environMent. Performance. **

, in a number of key areas (e.g., retention rate, job entry wage rate, job
,

entries poi staff and *golfers savings) could receDis policy isighti and
be amibined into in "overall.effectiveness index" for each state program.
The overall effec.tiveniis index for a state would determine its share.
of the "effective-nese discretionary funds. Since this part of the die- .

cretionary allocation formula would, noi be affected by the siz6 of a state
.WIN program, it,would act as a fiscal incentive for states to maximize
*their performance in areas.consistent with national WIN policy.

.

Each state.s ovemall effectiveness index, its performance in each.
.component of this index, and gains or losses oC "effectiveness" discre. .

tiOnary funds would be public knowledge. This would tend to promote com-
petition among regional and state WIN programs. N6 longer would state
WIN programe be.uninformed about how their performanc- compared to,other
states.

The proportt6h of discretionary funding to allocate,on the basis
of effectivenesd,and the policY.weight to- be assigned to each perfOrmance
,measure are policy Isaues to be detided by national WIN officiAls. These-.

.decisions would be.based Lepatt on computer.simulations of the proposed-
.. formula using different proportions of discret.l.onary fands for the.pezz

formance incentive portion. Such eimulations wopld ideitify .the dis-
tributive effects of different approaches. This.could minimize sudden,
extreme shifts in funding among stapes (And aesociatedAoPerational and
political compli-itions) during the first yeit of use. The proportion
of funds committed to the performance indentive portion of the formula
could be ltncreased in later years, reinforcing,the incentive forstate

.5
programs to improve their. performance.

Publicity

\ 'In many caset such a performance-based funding 'mechanism may be
\

\ incentive enough to cause improvement efforts. Further stimulus can,
however, be:provided by publicity. sihus.gains and losses under the effec- .

\ tiveness portion of the formuldshOuld 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 perfosrmance would

be explained, and the "automatic" character orthesfunding'gains,and losses
would be emphasized.

:.

This information would be dissemihated not only to WIN sponsor
''and SAU personnel.in each state but to host agency officials, elected
officials and the media. The objeciive would be to,inerease their 'aware-
ness and respect for their WIN program if it was a higher performer and ,

to focus some concern if it was a low one.
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'In the case of 4)1,4 declining perforgeks, it may be desirable

-to emphasize the federal money the state is losing because of the pro-.
.

gsam's rilative ineffectiviness. The link between WIN and political in-

tamest in the Nelfore pioblem" can ilea be made.. tbe underlying

reasons for.losses can be specified with data froi the monitoring and -

diagnostic tools described earlier. S.

Switchiva Program Soonsorehip -

, , /,. .
, If neither the fact ihat a low performer was losing.funding nor
the publicity of that fact resulted in effects to improve'performance,.'
federal officials could.consider dwitching -WIN sponeorship to another.

agency. Our findings on ES-WIN linkages ancP.WIN performance snggest
that ES sponsorship of WIN is hat absolutely essential case Chapter 11).

A..

change of sponsorship WoUld require (1) clear and convin514!E
.

documentation'of.the reasons.for the chahge:and (2.--an alternative host
that was likely to be more affective. Recommendations made earlier would

provide the necessary documentation. The performance identifiCation proce-

dure describeli,in Section 2,would provide quentitative andante of the

program's persistent low perforburce relative to Orograms'in other states.'

It could also geherate the data to refute claime4that a more*difficult

economic environient qr clientele were to blame. The regional office moni-

torinA and diagnostic capabilities described in Se6tion 3 would,provide

1 evidence of administrative ead operational shortComings and of'persisteht

inability or unwillingness to correct them. All of this mateziat could

.
be made available.to interested politicians, the media. and the public.

A

Fincting an alternative diionsor involves a judgment about whith
"articular alternative wouldbe likely.to provide an .organizational enviro6-

ment cOnducive to high,WIN performance in that-state orgtommunity. That

seems more ithportant than the general category of,agency (i.e. SESA, weffaze

department',,CETA prime.eponsor, cc:immunity-based organization)'. Part of

the judgment would involve 'assessing.the likely commitment of alternative

sponsors' to the program, based:on their past recordoof serving similar

clients. Staff and manageripl competence)in ;eieyant service delivery,
.

.technical atid administrative.areas would have to be analyzed,, ai would the
coincidenceaof WIN goals with.thesoals of the possible sponsor.. That ivalu-

ation might, in fact,..be based on the same'regional qffice monitoring instru,

.ments used to assess current.hosts.

Like.adveree publicity; withdrawal of program sponsorship may be

211f organizational' embarrassient. The direat of it may cause desired modi-

ications in attitudes and ,behOr and perhaps even changes in key per- .

sonnel.. However, regional and OWIN officials must be prepared for ihe

4

"
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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.Wholeft

Targeting of Special Initiative #unds

Additional funding for innovative, experimental or demonstration
projects could also be used to reward high performers and encourage im-
provement in low performers. *Some special initiative projects might be
better suited for implkentation and testing in relatively high performiqg
operations. Others might fit within a general strategy for improving a

*state's overall level of effectiveness or the performance of local4opera-
tions. Before such funds were given to a low-performing state program,
an explicit commitment to specific penformance improvement efforts should
be obtained from the WIN sponsor and SAU coordinators and the top adtinis-
tratort in their host agencies. The additional dollars could be used to
obtain staff fdrthe WIN.central office who had skills currently needed
but noe available, to obtain technical assistance on automated reporting
systems, oi-to cover the costs of spectalized training for central office
staff, local managers and service providers. A possible approach.for

# plementing perfortance Improvement projects in low perforning,WIN opel
tions is presented in the next section.

6. A Structured Approach to Improvement-

The interreiated 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 to:improving the yIN program. That approath could involve:

1.

Strengthening the evaluative and monitoring ca-
"pabilities of federal and .state program staff.

Revision of existing allocation, planning and
performapoe assessment spitems.

Provision of federal assistance to state programs
attempting to improve their operations.

Development or a deta base on a representative
sample of local WIN operations for within-state

.allocation, planning and evaluative purposes; for
more precise analysis of.the interrelationships
among envieonmental factors, organizational vari-
ables and .unit performance; and as a source of
comparison group data for future experimentation.
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gxperimentation in selected low performing state
programs to determine the effectiveness and feasi-
bility of changing organizational, managerial and .

serviCe delivery characteristics in order to fm-
prove program performance. -

- This proposed approach would test further.the fihdings, stiggestions
and hypotheses presented in this report in a systematic fashion. -It wOuld

aiso 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 methods,.procedures and ana-
lytic techniques. hey would collect the necessary data, maintain 'data
bases on their computer system* and conduct the required analysis. It is

6
intended that, at the conclusion of the first wave of experimental proj-
ects, WIN staff would be :able to continue the performance improvemsnt pro-
gram with little nr no outside assistance.

The basic elements of a structured performance improveient'program
. are shown in Figure 13. "Design Development" would entail (1) creating
an advisory committee of national, regional and state officials to provide

I direction and recommendations; (2) designating OWIN staff responsible for
and involved in 0_1 improvement program; (3) reviewing this study and

4 others to identify priority issues, hypotheses to test and variables to
measure; and q4) 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 yerformance indica-
tors, and evealuation pf 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 Operations
that will get smaller proportions of the total fundsp.so any new system
must be:able to withstand ditical review.

"Developing and applying monitoring guides" was explained in Sec-
i tion 3. Sections 4 and 5 discdssed the use of the resulting ingormation

, in targeting improvement assistante as wellas applying.incentives or
sanctions. ".

The items shown in the upper part of the diagram are intended to-
permit (1) continuouvmonitoring of changes in enirironment, organization
and performance throughout the WIN system'and (2) structured performance
improvement experiments that4will permit the feasibility and impact of
various change strategies to be evaluated.

Thii would involve, first, creation of a itratified 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-inJdentifying
high and low performance adong local units and allocating resources among
'them. This system would be'similar to What we have already proposed for
federal use with state programa.and could be developed using a similar.
methodology. Use of thie system within each state would be left to the
cascretion of state program administrators.'

At the same time survey-based techniques would be developed to
measure organizational variables Whichlhave been hypothesized t6 affect
unit performance, such as fhose identified in this 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 important changes in the environment, organizition
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 adaition, these.data could be used im,analyses importanCto
the development of performance improvement projects. Relationships among
variables suggested by our findings could undergo more rigorous testing
and analysis. Cross-sectional analpiks of data on these sample units
could strengthen evidence about inteifelationships 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 ptograms interested in im-
proving their operations could be identified, and performance imprOliement

'projects could be developed and negotiated with State and regiodal offi-
cials. If agreement was reached, data like that collected in.tge sample-
of units lust described mould also be colleted in the local units thar
were to be the focue of change strategies. Actions intended to change or-
ganizational variablep tould then it'4, taken., pata on these "experimental".
units' environment, organization and performande 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 lighe 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 changes 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

.stretegies are most effective. The knowledge derived about how to make
welfare-employment programs more produc,tive could then be disseminated
and applied generally. More importantly, a mechanism would have,been
established for exploring the potential of important innovationi and for
continuous otganizational improvement.
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APPEND I X A

METHODOLOGY

This appendix addriVses 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.

1. 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:

Systematically collect information that was as
reliable and valid as the state of the art per-
mitted.

Place certain levels of confidence on our findings.

Identify underlying systems of relationships that
were possible determinants of observed phenomena.

Use this knowledge of relationships to predict and
to diagnose.

AB 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 program performance; and
suggest ways of improving tmplementation 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 (5) the choice of
units for observation ahd analysis.

Definition of Terms

Agreement on,the meaning of terms is necessary if ideas are to be
conveyed clearly. If we are to identify organizational and.environmental
factors that systematically differentiate high performilng state (and local)
WIN programs from low performing ones, we must define what "o-rganization,"
"environment" and "Eeiformance" 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 %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. Tp
isolate 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 WINspollicy. The emphasis is on the relative performance of state
and local WINprograms and the causes of performance differences, given
existing legislative,mandates and WIN natiohai 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 wit}lin 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.
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Table 40 presents the phenomena that we identified for study.
It also shows the main categories ("external inftuences," "organization"
and "performance") and subcategories (for example,. "socio-economic" and

11 overall structure") under which these phenomena were classified. These-

categories were the'result of preliminary conceptualization based on our
previous.contact with the WIN prog:am, our work in other employient and

training programs, our'review of WIN and welfarerelated research, and

. our understanding of political4 organizational and economic theory.

Constructs, Hypotheses and Measurement

The above categories and subcategories are the beginnings of

theoretical "constructs." Constructs permitted us to fit categories of
phenomena within systems Of .hypothesized relationships and to identify
ways of measuring those phenomena. Our three major hypo9leses were

Environmentai factors ("external influences")
have a direct and significant ihfluence on the

- way in which state WIN programs are organized.

Environmental factors have a direct-and signifi-
cant influence on program performance. (They

also have an indirect 'influence on perfortance,
acting through the "organization.")

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 hypotheses
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 general* 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 Models

In behavioral sciences the term "model" has a number of meanings.

In our study, models were used to guide fermulation 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
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Table. 40 '

Cate orization of WIN-related Phenomena

EXTERNAL INFLUENCES

Socio-Economic Environment:
Economic Es Labor market conditions
Social & demographic characteristics
Political culture

Policy:

National program goals & priorities
Regional Office priorities

Incentives:
Funding formulas
Fiscal santtions
State budget oversight

Funding:

Federal budget levels
Regional upe of discretionary funds
State funding contributions

.Local subsidies (PSE positions &
free office space) 4

/*

External Bureaucratic Influences:
Regional monitoring & technical
assistance

Civil Service Commission policies
Union contracts & activism
General services

Political Influences:
Policies & priorities c elected
officials & their political
appointees
Patronage
Professional associations
Lobby groups

THE OROMIZATION

Najor Determinants

4wareness & application of
national priorities
SAU & WIN sponsor goals
Incidence of goal displacement

Overall StrUcture:.
Program size
Horizontal differentiaiion
Vertical differentiation

PERFORMANCE

Retention Rate
on Jobs

Job Entry Wage R'ate*

Job Entries per
Staff

Welfare Grant
Reductions

Organizational Leaderjsbip:
Demographics of top administrators
Management functions and the wayk
they are conducted

Delegation of authority
Communication networks

Staff CharacteristiCS:'
Demographics
Work backgrounds
Attitudes and morale

Competence

Work Unit Characteristics
Work Unit Organization:

Structure"of units
Span of control
Client flow

Specialization (division of labor)
Standardization (extent of rules
and regulations)

Coordination/Communication:
within WIN sponsor units
within SAU units
between WIN sponsor & SAU units

Interorganizational Coordination:
WIN sponsor/SAU coordination
with ES, CETA, IMU, Title XX
Voc Rehab & CBO's

Work Unit Management:
Demographics of managers
Management functions and the way
they are conducted

Delegation of Authority
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. delivery systems: However, another set of models wiS more important to

our analysis. These graphically presented systems of relationships and
the implications of these relationships suggested by out data analysis.

These models'accompany the presentation of findings at key.points in ihis

report.

Figure 2 in Chapter 1 presented q 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 eich component of thc general model and

the interactions among components. These constructs are treated individ-

ually in greater detail,in our report.

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 hypothesized might importantly influence both local' operations

and overall program performance. Thus, data on the state as well as local

levels were collected and analyzed.

2. Research Methods

In this section we provide a description 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:

Review.of relevant research studies, program docu-
mentation qnd field memoranda.

Creation of an interview instrument for national
level respondents, conduct of interviews and con-
tent analysis of interview data.

Preparation of a survey instrument for all state
WIN-coordinators and phone interview format for all
regional WIN coordinators. Collection of survey

and interview data, follow-up and analysis.
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Nature of Tasks

EXTERNAL INFLUENCES

ISocio -
Economic
Environ-
ment

Policy

technology

Incentives

Funding

Bureau-
cratic
,Inftuences

Political

Influences,

THE ORGANIZATION

r Goals

[....

Overall
Structure

rLOrganizationaleadership

Staff

Characteristics

Work Unit

Organization

Coordination/
Communication

,within & among
work units

Interorganiza-
tional

Coordination

Work Unit
Management

Figure 14

PERFORMANCE

Retention late
on Jobs

Job Entry
Wage Rate

N1

Job Entries
per Staff

Welfare Grant
Reductions-

Expanded Model of Environment, Organizatibn andiPerformance,
Showing Components of. Each
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Development of key WIN performance measures to
be used in identifying high and low performing,'
prbgrams and selecting state and local programs
for .study.

Development of hypothesized external ipfluences'
'on WIN programs, identification of socio-economic
environmental variables and data sources. An-
.alyses of these data to identify environmental
factors significantly related'to performance.

Selection.of state.WIN programs to be vlsited and
studied.

Development of survey and interView instruments
for use in sta,Mvisited.

Selection of local -WIN units witfiin states to be
visited and studied.

Conduct of field work.

Detailed statistical analysis of data on all local
units within the ten study states. 'Derivation of
path analytic models showing the system of rela-
tionshipi among socio-economic variables, inter-
mediary performance measures (job entries per staff,

"job entry wage.rate and retention rate) and welfare
savings.

Compilation, reduction and analysis of ffeld work
data.

Review of Research Literature Pro ram Documentation and Field Memoranda

As the bibliography to,this study indicatas,,Wre obtained and re-

viewed all available prior WIN-related research. In addition, we iden-
-tified other studies that were conducted on Rrograms that4ealt wifh
populations similar to those-of WIN and etudies 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 tbe
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 refinini
our research design.
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Program documentation and field memoranda were reviewee"to,obtain
an historical perspective on the.program; a'sense of-past and curriWt goals
and priorities; and an understanding of the structure within OWIN, its
linkages with ETA and OHDS, and the lines of authority from the national
,office to.the regional offices and from the regions to the states. These'
documents were important in designing interview instruments for use at
the national and regtonal level, determining the key performance measures
and selecting states fer 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
.to that office. The remaining three respondents were from the Office of
Human Development Services (OHDS) in HEW who had WIN-related responSibil-
itiest These interviews focused on the followinkissues:

structure, imanagement and linkages of the WIN pro-
gram at the national and regional levels;

division of labor among, OWIN staff, their role in
poricy,and decision making, formal.and informal
communication channels.within OWIN, modes of con-
flict resolution, and frequency an4 nature of staff
meetings; , "...

goals and priorities of WIN;

effectiveness criteria used by national office'
staff in evaluating regional and state programsi

state programs that were perceived by national
staff as relativelythigh or low performers;

receptivity and responsiveness of regional.offices
to national office directives;

amOunt of contact between national office and re-
gional, state and.local WIN operations;

history of WIN as perceived by staff--its changes
in.priorities, acceptance within DOL and HEW, etct;

areas of agreement and conflict. over WIN between
DOL and HEW;
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role and influence of the National Coordinating
Comtittee (NCC) in the WIN program;

attitudes of officials and staff in HEW, DOL and
.01415, as well as in Congress, toward WIN and their
influence on the program; and

.

4,-. perceived effectiveness of the DOL and HEW relaa.
tionship in administering and operating the WIN
program.

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 ideneifying
the program cpncerns ol 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 loéal
levels.

State Surveys and ReRional Interviews

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) tbe internal adminOtrative.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 region (ior eitample, welfare departments, or CETA prime
sponsors).

0 a Each state.WIN sponsor coordinator was also surveyed by mail ques-
tionnaire. All 51 coordinators responded to this survey.* The survey
solicite4 information on (1) the structure and governance of.the aponsor
agency, (2) the'specific location bi the WIN program in'this'host agenpy,
(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 pereptions.of WIN goals, prior-
ities ond key performance measures.

*Surveyed programs included those in the 50 states and the Dis
trict of Columbia.
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InfOimation,provided by regional and- state coordinators was used
to develop an overall picture of.how regional and state programs were
organized and to help.seleet states fbr field study. Analysis of this
information also provided ue with prelimigaiy findings'on the relative
priorities of elate WIN programs,ttheir agreenent with national program
priorities, and the association between general,organizational character-
istics and WIN performance levels. aTiese fipdings are presented where
appropriate'in various 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 indicaie the relative effectiveness
of.state and local programs in meeting national WIN goals. The importance
of particular en-ironmental and organizational factors for WIN programs is,
in the final analysis, based on their association with these performance
measures. the four performance measures ueed in this study are retention "

rate.on jobs, job entry iwage rate (relative to prevailing wage rates),
job eni.sries 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 efficials, content
analysis of program documentatidn, and statistical analysis of the dis-

.

cretionary (performance-oriented) portion of the WIN Allocation Formula
for a three-year period.

Socio-economic Environmental Influences on Pxpgram Performance

As any local WIN worker,will tell you, the prevailing conditions
in a job market and the demographic charafteristics of WIN.registrants
have a major impact on-registrants' likelihood of getting jobs andon the
cipality of such jobs measured by how 'long they last and wage rate. It

i4\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. In.addition to examining the effects
of labot market conditions on disadvantaged job seekers, research has also
shown that certain characteristics of individuals are related to welfarp
statue. For example, expected duration on welfare for males is, on aver-.
age, significantly lower than for females. These studies also show that
expected duration on welfare varies considerably by the ethnicity and age
of recipients. "In 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 bther envirdnmental differences among state and local

programs were taken tnto aCcount when we analyzed the relattve effective-

ness of programs. The.procedures we used.are covered in Chapter 2 and are

treated in more'detail in Appendix B. The procedures twvolved: (1)'de4

velopment of hypotheses on the influence of certain environmental factors
on performance; (2) statistical tests of these hypotheses using both state

aggregate and local data; (3) development of path analysis models explain-
ing the socio-economlc influeniee on WIN performance; and (4) statistical
adjustments tO performance for environmental differencel..

lelesLion of.State Programs for Study.

An optimal research design for ascertaining the relative influence-

of different organiza,tional Sactors on program perfdrmance would have in-
volved the random sampling of state programato identify those for study.
Such a sample would have been representative of the universe of state WIN

programs--.those with "high," "average" and "low" performance.

However, budgec limitationé prevented us from drawing such a random
sample of state programs and conducting field research in them. Given

this budget constraint and the focus of ourjresearch effort--identifying
what differentiates high from low performeri--we selected a set of high
performing state programs an& a set of low performers for study. Our se-

, .

lection-processTstatisticalty-adjusted
of state programs. It also sought to createoughly comparable pairs of
programs (one high and one low performer) from.each geographic region of

the country. .

Thus, at the outset there were no "average" performers among our

study statee. However, one df the states that had 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 table's. The perforMance levels of the

other nine states remained relatively stable. a

In addition, we included programs that had shown significant in-

creases or decreases in performance levels during the three year period

for which-we had conducted statisticai analyses. We were hoping to iden-

tify factors that had contributed to these changes in performance. Other

criteria used n this selection process were the different organizational

arrangements found in state programs. We wanted to indlude in our study
iample 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.
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Since state.seleation was closely linked to our...s.naOsis of socio-
4 economic influences on WIN performance,your selection process is discussed-

further in Chapter 2 and, Appendix B. ' . t
,

..-

\
Survey, and Interview IllstrummLllusijball&Latate Visits

Information gathered by survey ind interview instruments both
sunplemented quantitativ4 data from program reporting systeis or other,
data bases an theasured phenomena not previously examined. Program phe-
nomena that survey,and interview instruments addressed were presented
in Tble 40

X survey instrument was administered in those lacal 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 ifi,employment and training
programs and 'that had,undergone extensive validity and reliability
testing.

A semi-structured interview guide was used to elicit information
on phenomena ea 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 interv-iews permitted us -to ask follow-up questions that,clari-
fied and suplstanftated a response. What evidence could a respondent cite
to back up his initial aSsertfon 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 operasi
tio-hZ Was that comparable to the same-response by workers in another.
unitl

Survey and.interview instruments were field-tested and modified
.to improve their accuracy end clarity. Experiented field researehers
were used in,ttle field work:,, They were trained'not,only on interview
techniques but also on the content of the instrumenti, the purposes for
specific 'questions and the future use of the data.

Appendix C contains the outline of the interview guide used ih
the field research phase and the type.of iespondents interviewed in each
state. Respondents were asked different questions depending upon their
organi4ational affiliation,,personal responsibilities and governmentai
level.(federal, state or local). A number of respondents were asked the
same qbestion in each location visited, permitting cross-verification
of responses.
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Selection of Local WIN Units,for Study
,

l '.4
.

Our procedure for selecting iotal study units 448 siillar to bur'

sate selection process. Due to budget constraints, we did nbtb,rlindoply

'sample units. We selected local units that statiitical analysis shoure4

were either high or low performers within their states. i

4

In seven of our ten study states, there were a.sufficient number

oflocal units to perMit meaningful statistical analyeis of local mat'

performance and socio-economic environmental data. This analysis per-

mitted us to statisticaLly adjuse for differences in local socio-economic

eumironment as we assessed relatpe performance of local units.

In selecting among possible study units other criteria came iAto

play. We wanted a set of offiees representative of, metropolltan, 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 sei of

ynits for possible study through our analysis. During the'first day at

the state central offize, we discussed our choicetrwith WZN coordinators

and their staff. In all cases these individuals found lour identification

-of'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 telit occasionally affected

our final selections. Each of the 443 local .offices visited, therefore;

were tigh or low performers relative to othekeoffices in,the same state.

As is discussed in Chapter 2 and Appendix B, however, statistical,analysis

of data from all 214 .local offtces in'the ten states revealed theft some

of the offices that were high Or iow performers..within a .given state, were,

in fact, "average" performers compared to offices across all ten states.
.

I.

14.

Conduct of Field Research.

Table,4i prese0 the total number of local WIN unitsvin each ,

sCudy :state and the numbir we visited. Overall, we conducted field work

in 43 local, WIN units. In most of the dtudy states, terestaff 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 state agency directors to local

service deliverers. If an intermediate area administrative layer existed,
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4*. Table*41
Units in Studx.Stace-Programs

-

f
Studv State

r

,

Total Number of NUmber of Local'
Untie Visited .'

A

$

C.

44.

I

$

t

1

, 2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

's

20

118

26

6

10

27

4

13

34 .

214

5

.

.

5
5
4
4

4c
3

3

4.

a

;

4

..

A3

.

64.

.

area staff with redponsibility for local units we visited were,interv
Where possOle; we also interviewed state.budget officillir legislative
staff famiffar with WIN.. Respondents weere promised that their ide'itity.
arid that'of their site 10.state would be kept confidential. In total,
.1430 individuils were.inekkyiewed:

19 WIN, ETA and 011bS Regional Office staff
125 stafe personnel (state and.area level .

V1N sponsor, SAU, welfare, SESANand CETA
.

\
a staff>

.

o

,22.3 .local-WIN sponsor and SAU staff
63 locaPnon-WIN personn I (ES, IMU, CETA, -

. 0
, 'vocationa1rehabiliJtation and other coml...

..munity based organ nations), : k
430 total a.

Q
-. ,,, . .

Statistical Analysis on.Vocal UriitoEnmAgnmental Land,Proulajata

Our 16-Ca1 uni,t aelectiOn'process resulted in a comprehensive data"
base cn all 214 local, units iA,the ten study .states. 'This data baue in-
cluded WIN and SAU program data, local lel)or market characterisxics, detho-

, graphic and social indicators for the servipe areas covered by WIN Unita,
and demogiaphio data on WIN registrants.

-
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Multiple regression analyses were used on this data base to iderv-
tify possible systems)of relationship among socio-economic environmental
variables and WIN performance measures. Statistical procedures tested
whether the assumptions underlying.the analysis were being violated. These
tests and our atatistical 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 dhow possible
relationships among environmental variables, intermediary performance
measures (retention 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-
ahility and accumtcy 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 alo tested associations between WIN sponsor performance vari-
ables and SAU activity variables and relationehips among the performance
variables themselves.' Findings from this analysis should be useful in
revising planning, evaluation and allocation procedures. They should

;

also help in incorporating SAU data into In overall WIN reporting and
monitoring syatem.

Compilation,'Reduction and Analysis of Field Work Data

By-the vmclusioi. of the field 'work phase, all survey and inter-
view information had. undergine prel,iminary 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.

5imilarly, interview information .had Ween coded byetype orre-
spondent and response-subject.. To ft,cilitate file creation and content
analysis, the response of each interviewee to each question had been re
corded on 5203 index cards. These cards were filed by szate, local unit
and.subject. When more than one subject was covered b7 a response, the
card was cross-coded, and xerox copies,were filed where appropfiate.

The contepts of intervlewe weil analyzed manually by subject area.
rhis information was then examine& to.ilentify categories of responses.
Categorized responses were then compared across units and states. Com-.
parisons were aleo made to state or local performance levels. Patterns
were thus identified. Additional analyses were'conducted.using quantified
program data when available.
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Suivey data were analyzed by looal unit using computer printouts
of individual responses and unweighted and weighted aggregations of re-
sponses. Cross-tabLIations and statistical analyses were conducted.to
test qpotheses and to elucidate patterns that appeared.to exist among
study variables.

In the end, we tiad three different types of informatipn to4nalyze:
(..(1) quantified data from program reportini Systems and-other national and

state sources; (2) pre-categorized measures of local unit characteristids
from survey.,questionnaires; and (3) categorized, qualitative interview
data on a broad variety of state and local organizational, procedural *and
Lunctional variables.

From our analysis of state program and socio-economic quantitative
data, we can make inferendes that told for all state WIN programs. For
example, findings relating to the nfluence of socio-economic environ-
mental factora on state aggregate WIN _performance can be interpreted with
high levets 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
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
about relationships among local environmental and performance variables
in the ten state programs studied, inferences to the universe of local
W-DN units must be modified by the degree lo which our 214 local units are
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 randoiri 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 statemenl:s of Statistical inference at least about the universe
of offices in ten utates. However, funding for this componeut of the
project was not made available.

We believed that the survey and interview data 17eliably and validly
describe phenomena in the offices we visited. While we do not claim that
these units are representative of all offices, data and analyses presented
in 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.
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APPENDIX B

SOCIO-ECONOMIC INFLUENCES ON-WIN nOGRAM PERFORMANCE:-

CONCEPTUALIZATION, STATISlICAL ANALYSIS AND PRkEDURES

This appendix presents in greater detail the general discussion
of environmental influences on WIN. program'performance found in Chapter 2.
It is subdivided into five sections. The first focuses on the conceptual
framework that guided out research.on environmental and organizational
fact9rs influencing WIN program implementation. The second describes how
we identified 'key WIN performance measures--the dependent variables in
our study. Analysis of state-level aggregate data on environmental and.
performance variabls is treated in the third section. This is followed
by a section oh our ahalysis 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 environmental, organizational

/ and performance variables.

1. Conceptual Framework

.Chapter t presented the general,hypot'tetical model that is 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 out
the variables of Literest that made up each of, its component parts. How
this model 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 exploratory research on the otganizatiOnal determinants
of WIN program effectiveness.
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IMMONMENT
THE

ORGANIZAT ION

Figure 15

111111.110

General Model Showing Hypothesized Relationships
Among_Knylronmentals_ArganiZational and

Performance Variables

PERFORMANCE

Immixab

In essence, the model hypothesizes that program performance levels
are determined and moderated by environmental and organizational factors.
The environment encompassed 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,.servicy
delivery procedures, intra-and inter-agency linkages,.staff characteristics
and the like. .

The relationships 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 a vector of socio-demographic characteristics

of the general population and of program
participants

P a 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.
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However, this functional relationship only indicates the; performance (Y)
is determined in some unspecified way by a set of environmental'variables
(L, 8 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 simplicity, the environmentalsvariables (L, S and P) are subsumed
by the variable Z. Organizational and performance indicator factors re-
main defined as X and Y, respectively.

F:11

Figure 16

Simplified Path Model of-Hypothesized Relationships
among Erivironmental (Z), Organizational (X) and

Performance (Y) Variables

Environment (Z) ik.,shown as having a direct effect on the organi-
zational characteristics (X) of the agency impleaenting the WIN program,

a direc't effect on program performance levels (Y), and an indirect effect

on performance through the intermediary' organizational charactdristics.
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 dr more variables on another.-

/ 'A more detar-i discussion of path analysis and its confribution to re-

search of thl., 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 equationse

X PxzZ P Rxuu

Y p X+pZ+pR
Yx yz yv v

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:

Sufficient information on environmental.(Z) and or-
ganizational (X) factors likely to influence WIN
program ef4ctiveness (Y),based on prior research,
field observations and theory so that variables could
be identified for study and reliably and validly
-measured.

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 variablei in diverse settings and reflect as
closely as possible their "real world" variations.

Sufficient number of 'randomly sampled observetions
(state and local WIN operations) upon which parameter
estimates could be made 'atfacceptable levels of reli-
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 organizational
variables could be related.to changes in WIN effec-
tiveness levels. A single poift-in-time (cross-
sectional) analysis does not permit inferences about
causation. A longit44inal approach does.*

*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.
lt can also be inferred by observing naturally occurring changes in
the independent yariables and relating theim to simultaneously measured
changes in the dependent variables.
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Verification that assumptions -underlying multivariate
analysis are not violated. These include tests fot
non-linearity, multicollinearity, heteroskedasticity,
normal distribution of residuals and their nonasso-
ciation with-predictot and dependent variables, and

\ the like.

Ass-AppendixfA indicated, not ill of .the above conditions could
be satisfied at the outset of our study of WIN proglams, 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 eiployment and training programs.w Variables were
yell-defined and comparable data on state and local labor markets and the
socio-demographics of their populations were readily, available from na-

tional and state sources. Thus, we could statistically relate these envi-
ronmental conditions to WIN Oerformance levels,_at least cross-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 yariables

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 sl!:.1) studies are as follows: Curtis C. Aller,

Ramona K. First, Donald Mayan, John Mitchell, and David loberts, "Labor

Market Variables .Affecting Employment Service Productivity," Center for
Applied Manpower Research (CAMR), Berkeley, California, 1974; Charles K.
Fairchild, Develoment_of_Performante Standards for Employment Service,
VolUmes IIA and lIE, E. F. Shelley 6, Co., Washington, D.C., 1975;'Fred

Englander, An Evaluation of the Allocation of Funds Among State Employment
Servite Agencies, New Jersey Department of' Labor and Industry, 1975; "Guide

for Application of Resouice 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 III 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" calculations, Wei:tat, Int., 1978.

267



A

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 waa a lack of Consensus in the literature.,

.
.4)

Different Camps of theorists focused on different aspects of "organiza-
tions," stressed different sets of determinantsi and advocated different
analytic approaches. Furthermore, these theories had undergone few em7
pirical tests, and "testing" was often limited to observations made in
a single firm or a small set of firms. In short, there was little agree-
ment on key organizational variables, and different ways of defining and
measuring these variables existed.

As a consequence, our inquiry on organizational variables influ-
encing WIN program effectiveness was..explork_Itori. 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 en an extensive list of vaiiables describing state and local
programs, tl.) anakterion. refinement of WIN organizational indicators,
(3) categorization of the extent to which they varied in kind and inten-
sity among prokrams 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 local (43) WIN programs rather than.a more cur lly inquiry in
a greater number of sites.. The reault was a more in-depth underlAanding
of state and local WIN organizational characteristics. ImportaaVvariables
were less likely to escape our attention and variations among programs
were identified lin greater detail.

To maximizethe likelihood of identifying organizational 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 performing 'state programs were not selected
for study. -Similarly, we conducted field work in only high and low per-

oforming local operations within each of the study states. Thus, state
and local WIN programs studied were not randomly sampled. Inferential

t
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'rigor was traded.off for.more in-depth,analysis/of two sets of programs--
one 'consisting of high performing programs and the other of low performers.

Our two-fold apprOach--one 'involving statistical analysis of
socio-econOmic environment and performance and the other,a qualitative
exploratory search for.organizaticinal factors differentiating high from
low performing WIN programs--is depicted in Figure 17.

Statistical
Analyses

Qualitative
Cnitent A.14lysei

Figure 17

TwoFold Ap roach--One Statistical, the, Other
ualitative--to.Ex lore Environmental and

Organizational Determinants of
Program Effectiveness
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The top half of the figure presents a model where labor market (iL)
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 l's and s's). This convention is used to\simplify the presentation .

of the approach. Our actual analysis involved tlie regression of these -

measured iariables (the l's and e's) on WIN performance measttres:* Co
variation between labor market and socio-deMographic variables is shown
as (and is asaumed to be) sAuriousand noncausal. The residual (Rw) is
the variation in performance not cUrectly attributable to labor market
or socio-demographic variables. *This "unexplained" variation is assumed
to be due to the indirect effects of ihe'socio-economic environment en
performance, bureaucratic'and political influences, the direct affects
of organizational variabaes, other nonmeasured effects, and random meas-
urement errors. The residual term is shown as-uncorrdlated with predictor
varlables. WIN program performance ia shown as a 'single vector, Y. The

..definition of this dependent variable and its Cicordposition into a numbet
of indicators consistent with national WIN policy is treated in the next
section.

Regression of sociO-economiC variables on WIN performance -indi-
cators took the form of:

Yi = ao
lj
L
ij

+
k=1

b
2k

S
ik

+ e
i

j=1
\

as

a g.

*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 combined influence on performance.
We were also less likely to include variables in our analysis that were
not logically associated with performance or lhat were components (or
endogenoua measures) of thevariables under study rather.than possible
causes. (Otis Dudley Duncan, Path Analysis: Sociological Examples,"
American Journal of Sociology, 72:1, July 1966, pp. 7 and 10.)

4
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where for the ith state (or local) WIN program

Y a' a WIN performance indicator

L
ij

a the jth variable describing the state aggregate

(or local) labor market

S
ik

a the kth yariable identifying socio-demographic
,characteristics of the population in the catch-

ment area and of WIN progrlam registrants (for

statewide or local programs)

e
i

a the residual variation.,

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 Sections 3 and-4 of this appendix.

The bottom hilf of Figure 17 .presents the hypothetical model we

uked 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-

iationa1 cWaracteristics on program performance. Program performance (Y*)

shown in, this'part of the figure was defined as the degree to which actual

perfoxmance apprpached or'eXceeded the performancg level one would expect'

given a program's socio-eConomic setting. Testing this hypothetical model

involved content analysis of interview and questicanaire datai Therefore, .

statistical notations are not incluaed in thi.# portion of the figure.

However, we did use simple bi-variate,carrelationp to simplify the presen

tation of observed associations. Thesecorrelations were supported by ex-
amination of scatter diagrams and by the use of moving 'means (the average

value on the ordinate axis for eac#1 sealer measure on the abscissa). The

results of these analyse's are providod in Parts III and IV of the 'report.

The two separate analvseg pprtrayed fn Figure 17 conVerge at

Y*--the paint whete actual performance is compared to Poi.ential pefform-

ance (the performance one would expect4or a state or local WIN operation
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given its socio-economic environmefit).' Potential performance on a par-
ticular indicator was estimated by a regression equation containing the,
environmental predictor variables developed by the first (statistical)
type of analysis. This "expected" performance le4el 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,.
association found among environmental, organtiational and_performance
indicators. If a particular set of environmenial varlables were directly
related to both organizatiOnal and performance variables, then any assOci-
ations betweeh these organizational and performance variables would be
spurious. In such a situation, one could not suggest that these organi-
zational characteristics influenced the performance levels of. WIN programs.
For example, if population density and,proportion of workers'in low wage
industries were associated with performance,and also related,to certain
organizational characteristics, theil any observed relationship between P
these organizational variables ind.performance could be spUriods.

'Howerer, if certain socio-economic foactors were directlY related
to performance but'ahbwed no association with measures of organizatilnal
structure or behavior and these organizational factors were in turn di,-
reedy related to performance levels, one could suggest their possible '
causal influence on program performance.

For this reason, Chapter 3 examines in considerable detail possible
patterns of apsociation between external'political/hureaudratic conditions
andorganizational characteristics,'and between these political factors and,
program performave. Similarly, Parts III and IV.of the repoM analyze&
organizational factors and their posiible associations with socio-economic ,
variables,and performance levels. In. both cases, our qualitative analysis'
did not identify systematic relationships between environmental variables
(that were W7gnificantly related to performance levels) and organizational
characteristics. Organizational factors and performance did not have a
common set of environmeatal determinants. Theref6re; 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.

4

The exploratory nature of our study and thv way in which sites'
were selected for study does not permit us to identify the combined in-
fluence of organizational factors on performance. Thus, the strength
and NdireCtion of such influences are necessarily described b5ribivairiate
correlationi. Section 5 of this aApendix indicates how one cdUld now,
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address. these Combined inflUinces and ideniify the'relative significance
(as measured by regreasion coefficients) oforganizational 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 basd'on environmental,
organizational and performance variables and their likely interaction that
did not previously exist. This study 4ould assist those interested in
efficient, reliable and valicrquantification and analysis of WIN organize-

, tional characteristic's. Its findings auggest a system of relationahips
that could be furthertested and refined through the use,of randomly se-.
dieted WIN unitb, standardized questionnairei, cross-sectional analysis,
simulations wild experimental manipulation of variables aimed at improving-401

program performance.
.

.
.

.

.

,
.

'2. PerfOrmance Indicators for WIN ,

This section focUses op what is meant by output or performance
_in the WIN program. It describes how we identified the key-performance.
indicators for.WIN(and how they were, utilized in oui study to identify
organizational characteristics tha,t differeniiated high from ow perform- ,

ming state and local WIN programs.
4

'Performance measures have.played central role ai criteZia through-

out this study. They served as the Standards by which organiiational
characteristics weze jtdged 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'basissfor-selecting state prbgrams
for intensive study.

: v.
0 3.0

The results of our analysis of WIN performance measures presented
in Otis section address two questions:'

What indicators are used to measure--and reward--
- performance in the WIN program?

' Which of these indicators or measures are most ,

emphasized and most heavily rewarded?

'Sections .23 Ind 4 of this appendix use these performanCe measures.in iden-
.

tifying the impact'of environmental factors on state'and local WIN pro-
gram performance. they also describe the process by which state and local

programs were selected for field work and analysis.

0

6

a
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. Prolkram Goals. Priorities Sn4 Performance indicators
I k

't t

. The goals of a program can b perationelized'th-rough program
..

P per , mance dr output measlirp'es. 'Th 'goals ma x. then be prioritized by
,-.

# the policy or budget emphases:givqn to the different'indicators.
A a '. 6 ,

A.

Goa.ls and relative priotlties may., be communicated via verba). and
written messages _delivered throUgh planning and budget Aessions, field
memoranda And other r.ogram documents. These channels state the general
emphases.of the program, wha acti tt.ids should receive priority in sepr-
ice delivery, the monitoring should be done. And the kinds of infor-
mation that should be,tcported However, priorities communicated may not
be clear to program-operatoss in the field, or they may Shift frequently,
leading to the perception that:uwe have so many priorities that' we have
none." . . ,..

..

lb

Priorities'can be commun:.cated more Clearly and preasely through
a resource allocation process. Lollars are directly linked to. certain
restilts, such as job placements dr welfare grant reductions. If the alio-

-
cation formula and process are understood, they tell state programs,what
performance measures are important and also'their relative priarRy, in
terms of which pc..formance indicattrs yield the greatest dollar payoff,. -

/
. ,

Both poltcy statements and allocation messages are ubt'd in the WIN
program to establish goals and priorities. Since its inception in 1967: '
the WIN prograth has beeh conperned with providIng employability,servics-''

g

and job opportunities to ellsible.welfare recipients. The-tntention is'
0 !to increase the economic self-4ufficiency of recipients and decrease wel-il .

,fare'costs for feaeral and state governments. In a general sense, these ," , -
...?

are the. objectives .of WIN;sand to the degree that a state'progrUm achieves
thm,, if is either a high or low performer. But which'indidatorsimeastife '- .116 4... .

achievement of these objectives, and what is their rel,ative priority? ---)
. .,

.
_.

. L ,

. .
.

. i

. TO identify the key WIN perforniance measures, we interviewed Nam
tfonal Office WIN administrators and staff, reviewed program documents '

and field memoranda, surveyed regional office and state WIN coordinpepfs, ' '
.

and analyzed the WIN Allocation Formula. In.the failowing subsections ,

. we treat'the allocation messages first, because they are most,suscep-'
,

tible to,lbjective analysis and interpretation. The prioripies'identt- '

fied through analysis (20: the WIN'Allocation Formula are theh compared .
to those expressed in writtP. policy.stitements--National Coordinatini 4 4.

Committee (NCC) operRting Ttemos, the WIN Operational Planning and Review
Systet (OPRS) thekWIN Handbook and the explanatory material Atcompany-
ing the WIN Allocation Formula: ,

.,4

v
SF
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These two sources of eyidence on goals and priorities are then ,

,'compired to two other, less formal but importen,t sourcwof evidWance.
One is the petception'of Din and.HEk adminfstretors and- staff,about pro.

gram goals and their relative importance, es gleanedirom intervieft 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 togethers.these.comparisons
reileal the degree of goal.consensue between the National Officeand proved
oDperators in the field as. well as the degree of consensus between Trogram

administrators' pdrceotions of priorities and those actually opecatiow. *

calized and rewarded by the allogation process.
0

//' Performance Factors in the WIN A location Fo mule "C.
, .

a.
/r4

.11m WIN Allocation Formula is really twa separate formulas--a
mandatory allocation farmula and a discretionary one. As regaireeby
law, the mandatory portion of the formula allocated 0 percent of the

new WIN appropriations to regions and their state prog s onthe basis
.of "need," that is, on the basis of each state's share of'the national

',potential WIN registrant population: This dandatory formula does not'

take into consideration program perfoimance.-Allocatiops under it do

not reflect the relative effectiveness or efficiency of WIN programs.-

'Therefore, our analimis 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 programs the remeining 50 percent of.new ap-
proOriations plus carry7in funds from the previous fiscal year (FY).
Our analysis. was done using theiWIN Allocation Formulas for TY 1976.and

FY 1977. Slight changes were madesin the formula for FY 1978, but it
remained basically the same as in the'previous two years.*

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 discretionarylamount given to each region is the sum of the
4 ,

*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 wae

both feasible and appropriate.
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,coiputed allocations for ail tIte states within the region...The NationalOffice presents the.etate allocations to each regional.office 0 suggit.. .. 1,,,....Alone- Only. Each regional office hae the authority to alter thein.. Ohileresidue do -not have to allocate funds to states on.the basis of the for-Sala., it is an authoritative,stitement of the ,nationai goals and priorities.of the program. 'a,
.

.

.

In theory,'the discretionary portion Of the WIN Allocation Formulatells.regional and state WIN coordinators which objectives and performancemeasures are important in WIN and how they should be ranked by attachingdifferential weights tethe different performanceindicators. .

.%'
-

% ..

Idipractice, regions may alter the.criteria for allocating.fundsto:states. In so dcang,.they also.may be changing ,the message on performa .ance priorities going out to sta,tes. Thus, in some regions state WINprograms-may be maximizing on reeionai performance priorities:that are . Isomewhat different from national prioritieS. HoWever, we were interested, in identifying national performance priorities, just as our overall study.wasiconcerned with- the types of organizations and linkages,that.were as-gociated with the efficient and effeCtive attainment of national goals,.Therefore', our analysis of the WIN Allocation Formula.focUied on the na-tional suggested allocations rather than actual allocations pada by re,.gions.

. Figure 18 presents the discretionary formula in mathematical form.As can be seen, it is ntither straightforward nor, easilrcomprehensible.It is not a linear equation. It contains eight different formula factors.These are the "basic building blOCks" of the discretionary formula. Inother words, these factors cannot be broken down any further'and no otherfactors are used in deriving state discretionary allocations.* Most ofthese factors measure program activity that WIN managers and staff.haveat least Some control over. In a general sense,,these could be called"performance factors:" Other factors are really,"givens," that is, they.describe conditions that the program has little direct influence on. Theytherefore set parameters on what could be expected of a program. Thesewill be referred to as "parametric factors." The eight,formula factorsare as follows:

*Of course, the total congressional appropriation for the WTN
program and carryover funds for each fiscal year are "factors" in determining discretionary allocations to states. In Figure 11.4.these aresubsumed under the variable "X."
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Yi discretionary allocation for each state' WIN,program

X national Aiscrettonary allocation for a particular FY'
r average monthly welfare grant reductions (UNGR) for each state program

Di.0 number of job entries for each program
,

Ci average job fntry wage rate for each program

Di average retention rate on jobs for each program
Et "potential" WIN registrants for each program

Fi average monthly welfare gramPP(WWG) for each state
Gi annual dollar cost of each state program

Nj penalty rite for poor reporting for each program

936 number of hours.in half a working year

Figure 18

Mathematical Depiction of the Discretionary portion of
the WIN Allocation Formula f FY's 1976 and 1977
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Performance
Factors.

. ..,

ParametAc I (1) "potential" WIN registrants
.

Factors A (8) average montfily welfare grant '.
. : , '

,. . , ,

Theii formula'factors_are combieed in different ways to form,six dis--
"

tinct component:Swithin the:discretionary formula. Together the components
determine'the suggested discretionary allocation-for each state WIN program.
These cOmponents are:

-.., .

2:

,.
.

%, A v

(1) a welfare granereduction (WGR) perfoeMans0 component;
(2) a wages performance cemponent;
(3) a WGR-potential .component;
(4) a wages potential component;
.(5) *a WOR achievement of potential component; and

:,-.

(6) a wage's achievement of potential component.
.

.

.

9 6 a

b'

(1) averigt monthly welfare grant reductions (MOOR) :

(2)t,Anumber.of job entries
.

(3) Average Sob'entry wage 'rate . , , .
,

(4) Average retention rate on jobs
(5) 'annual dollar cósi
(6) penalty rate.fpr poor reporting

* c-

di*

11.. ,

-pi

%
As previously stated, each component uses a number oi formdla fac-

tom. For example, the "welfare grant reduction (WGR). performance com-t
ponent" consists of lour performance factors, as shown below.

AMWGR (-12.12AiDiHi)2/Gi

Component
n

. .gl1::tal
Performance

101
z [(12k124.1:Dislii)2/q Allocations for all itates

Where for each state WIN program:
A se average monthly welfare grant reductions
D = average retention rate on jobs
G = annual dollar cost
II le penalty rate for poor reporting

Also no factor is restricted to just one component; each Cactor .

is used in at leas; two components. For example, the parametric factor,
"potential number of WIN registrants," is Utilized in four orthe six
components. This factor acts as a measure of Ootential performance against°
which'actual performance can be compared.
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. -Compliciting matters.even more, combinations of gactors'are. Squared -.
,

and dObed and are used in both the nusierator and,denominatOr of a.number.
Componehte., The reiUlt.te:A'cosplexAlystaSCOf intWirdlitiOnithipti in

which a change in one:faitor can have repercuasionsin many of the for-
components. Table 42 'lists the eightlormula tactors and indicates

inWhich components therare used. 'This coiplexitxmay.well.defeit the
formula's purpose of communitating c/ear goals and.priorities to'regional
And staVe coordinators.- .

to find out whet the prioriiies in the formula actually were, cor-
!relation analysis'and simulations were perfOrmed to determine tbe relative
impact of individual:formuia factors on the diticretionary allocations to

%vstates.,

..-Cortaration Anal sis. A bi-variate.correlation identifies the degree-to" .

which change in one variable, such alit .WIN performance factor, is asso-
ciated with change in another variable, such as state discretionary alio-
cations. It 'provides a statistics.thejoirelation coefficient, Which.
4eacribes.the strength and direCtion'Of this ielationship. The square
of the correlation coefficient (the coefficient of determination) indi-
cates what'proportion of.the variation found in the values sof a'veriable
is issOciatedwith those of another variable.

r

Cdsselation analysis (along with examinatioh of bi-variate scatter
diagrams).ildicates the degree to which a relationahip betwean two vaii-
ables is linear.. However, as iigure 18 show's, the discretiOnaryloirmula
.is not linear. Thus the relationahip it defines between performance fac-._ .

toes and-discretionary allocIttions should also be non-linear." However,
we suspected that anotherpfactor not explicitly includeakin the 'familia--
the .relative size ot state WIN programsWas actually the 4ominat-influ-
ence on diacretionary allocations and that the relationahip belfeen this

. .factor and the allocations was linear. Therefore, we felt that something
-iiportant Auld be.learned from correlations'between the formula factors /

,and allocations.
4

Table A3 presents statistics oethesssociations between formula
indicators andkdiscretionary allocationslin 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 ics welfare grant
reductions(AMWGR), job entries or potential WIN registrante.' 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.

I

-1

IS



Factors.

Performance Component Potential Component .Ackiieviment of Potentiitl44

Component

'2
40.*

lott

0

Table 42

Eight Factors Used in Discretionary Portion Of thi/.WIN

.
.

,Allocafion.Formula for FY's'1976, 1977 and-197/8

4

gio2Ponents JINUJI.JWIMEILINad

WGR Wages, WGR Wages, WGR ;AM
Average monthly.weIfare.* X ' P

grant redUction' .

_ ,
J. Number of job eniries X X

.,
_

...3.. Average jobentry,wage rate I ' X. X
. ,

.e, .

4. ReeentiO rste on jobs X ''. X .11

.

X X.

, . .

4

.

5. "Pofential".WIN registrants* X X ,.

, :
Itz4

i

6. Average monthly grant
. X X.

.

7. Annual dollar eost of
state WIN program -

8. Penaltytrate for poor
reporting

X C.

X

*betermined'by the number of AFDC families in a stat multiplied by the
national proportion of AFDC recipients who are registered for WIN.

.

P0'1;-4 :%)
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Table, 43
,

81-Variate Coirtlations"
Funds and Factors-in

Between State Shares of Disetionary
the FY 1977 YIN Allocation Formula. .

,001 ;t

Factors in Formula

a Pettent:
,

.

.Correlatien ' Standard Error Vatiation,

, Coefficient .of Estimate** EFIlained
...

.

-AMWGR

Job intiies

.

.965*

*

No. of Potential Registranba .900*

Annual Dollar Coat of State MIN .597. V

Program

.

Job Ent* Wage Rate

AMWG S. .431

,
- Retention.Rate -;250

.672

.727

1417

2.00

2:296-

93.2%.

0.0%

81.1%

3.5 7% /.. 6

;

20:0%

.2.317' , ..i8.6%

2.486 6,4%

4
. . 1

*Statistically signifikant at the ,OI level. .

\A
!

.

**The standard error of the estimate is n statintiC'that, describes the ,

AccuracY of the values predicted by the regression equation. The lower the

standard error of the estimate, the more accurate ti predictlye powir of the

regression equation. ,
a

''
Thus, the association between certain performance indicators and .P

discretionary allocations shown in-Table743 s mostly due to the influence.
of program scale. When the scale effect is eliminated, tife correlatibn
.between the measures and diScretionacy allocations decreases drematieally..*
:Ainable 44 shows, state'poputation variation,acCounts for between '60
and 75 percent,of the variation in dincretionary allocations among states

. . .

*The correlation of AMWGR with;allo5ations (Table 43f produces' a
correlation coefficient ok p965. When*each state's AMWGR in' ivideeby
that state's average monthl? cost ofwelfare grants, the correlation co-
efficient drops to -.087. Similarly, the'.correlation of job entries with

allocations is-.99, but the correlations of job entries 'per staff year
with allocations is bnly 8164. . .,
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Si-Variete Correlations lietwe4h State Shares of Discregionary rundp
...., ..
and Measures of MIN Program Scale for FY's.3.976, 1977,.and l978*- . 'm.. .

S.

I

EY 1976
s

Correlation
Coefficient

1

I.

Percent-.

Variation
Explained

S. 71.93%

82.72% .

0

ta

FY 1977
jO

. , Percent

C:rref;1:ti!:: Explained

,..8712

FY 108".
, .

Correption
Coefficient

75.904/. ..7740-

.9280 86.12%

* ,

.. .

.8450 w

4

*Allfcorrelation coefficients aFe statisticatly significant at the .01 level.
0

-4r
. **The decrease in th -. influence of scale on discretionary allocations 4n FY 1978 is,probably due'

to the :change in the definition of "retention rate" for plat year's WIN Allocation Formula.
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major determinant of the diseribution" of diacretionary glOCetions among
the states, 001...program p7rformanca affectAigallacatiois only margimally;

.0,
Z1,

.71c :
.

.

I

0
.

i i \ ' .0" t 40:his finding 'had iniplicatiOns for*.the' kind' of Perflarmafice Mesoluree
0---,--- tnat we used .in our study. of the *IN' PrograM tb 'tsetse' Progrimi seffeatiVe-.

'l

tA.neps and td .determine ttle influence of exagendes factors on program out-.
',..: , puts. 'We fele that the' performance measures we utied. should control for

.. ,

rn.

* scale... They' should focus; iwt 'on the libsOlute level of ,lob entries, .AMWGR's
and job entry 'wages,- but op placement .0.a4uctivitY per.staffl welfar 40-, ...

.
. ings proportion cif welrant caw). and .job, entry .wages

. to preVOlina wages.. In ,this way, we were able to focus ..an . the pro1duc .
014

tio'
tivity :or efficietry of stage WIN programs.. Use . of -theSe" kinds.of:perfori-:
taco indicatorti v ld permit cOdparisona. Of organizational Eharacter1stics .;

in 'highly' produ' e and eff1cient-programs 141th14hose- in less productive .
b . 1

programp.

. Given the,non-linearity of .the discritionary formula, ikorrelation
',ennlyseic coul do little more than point uP the' dominant roli scale .played

. ,in distributi g discretionary:WM dollars amorig .regjoruk and* iiates'.
could nbt sha which formula -factors. when cons.idered .straultancously hitd
the greatest pact. on^a'0..gate's share' of thede resources.. To find 'this
out, we next a alyzed, iii.a-effbcts on discretIonary,allocations 'caused
by a change in ach fit:tor.i.tidependently and within, the csiertext of the

I

Irformula.
e

Formula kimge.tii.m.. pne way- to identif the relative imporeance o4 fac-1
tors in. the sil1o4ation formula is to per rm a compuier simulation of' -

the discretionar 'formula, c.hanging eachjactin individually by a fixed.
percentage and ev luating the imps te of that factor on each, state' s allo-
cstion. The most important factors .wouid ):ip those Whost change on average

/ caused the largest\ phanges in state ellOcations.*. 0..
A
1 . 4

*
n

\

: *We are indebted*to Dr. Charles'H.. Holt of the
formerly with The Urban Institute, for recommendations
identifying,. thd relatie impacsitof factors in the WtN
on state discretionary ellocationst

1.
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Table 45 preiente:data on the Aire-rage change I.;.c state. disavow.
,,.,
.

tionery Itill'ocaiiolle,:duey".Oitiiit.*It'Utisnlivisatoftti;arid the tante 'Oftthe eit"thailitelCi \ tt viN that .perferatince ...ndicatore in the' formule\that
cu4.41.1.beittions tfian thee* that pleasure the nuapttty ,of placements. The ;art:.

anuiunt cif AMWGR's. .The 'reaaining foui factors have conaideribly Levi&

athe greatist inflbencie, !followed by- the number of job entries And the

maim. the enetily, of piaaise*nte hnve a gr,eater,, impact on diantetionery. ,
eat payoff in diectationary &Mars (14.9.7 jaircent) comes fvoe Ithtentio6 - .rates. :The next allocAtionS is caused .bydi three perfoimince f..1c;tois. .0t these Ogee, job antryowage 'rate has; .

i impact on allocationse: . / 4 L '
,a 11 . 0

I .
1

0

;

1

state WIN o-5 , in formula rama. his pat'tern Of ceratiuimpacst t on tilocatiSnedid not ne.cesserily,hold for st

i
. factors on allocations for all. ptg ',T--.i t

.-..j., individual regions and states,' Retention iate: had the most 'effect oin
.

'.

-,/,
5, discretionary. allocati for. 37. state programs, but job entry- wage rateshad. the greatest influences in 14 states and job -entrieetvin one state.

. 80
\

. $
711creevart,#TaVle 45 presents only the larugage..'effepte of changes

. .
?

% '
441 :

.
1 5-...................... .- . . ., *The following procedures were used in this,simulationt .

4

00 -.The accuracy of*the discretionary allocation frMula as pie- , ..sent in ,Figure 18 was first tested by using it to calculate'ailoca- -!..-
.., . tion to states .hased, on the. pesformance den& used by the National Office,

.

,
. .ctor FY 19747 allocations and comearing the results t.o. the aetual. WIN al- '

- I
. ',. ,

.

I
.

*

t.

.." .

,.
,..locations.

o .
--Each performance laclor wail increased by 10 percent for each

,

stite holding SU other 'factors and all other 'stet constant at their. . FY '1977 levels.' For example, the AMOR for Connecticut was iscreased-
. by'10.percént Aire 'the remaining seven performance pectorswere held '-

9 of constant. By also holding ell other states 'constant at their n 1977levels, 'the-implict on eaCh state's allocation is not -confounded by the .. r ., effects di changing a factor in the remaining 51 inr programs. After theca/culation for Cotinecticnt was Compliened, its AMOR value Ws returned .--tto ita'FY 1977 value before\ the next state's AMR value was increased *'and, its impact: on allocations calculated. This processOzas repeatee',for each state WIN program and for each \performance factor.
.

.

. . - --By maintaining a cow:gent total\liscretionary Allocation for
Ithe national program, :changes .0,the, dollar amount of state allocetions

were equal to changes 'in state *hares of 'the national allocation. - , i
.--Afte increas;Eng ach factor independently by 10 peicent for

teach sgency, the average inipact an &tate' discretionary allocations due
e e

N fo these ineeases was determined for each of the eight performatice fac-tith in the WIN Allocation,Formule.
.

,
.

,. ..
5 .

;,
V
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Taskolle 45.

Average,Changes iltiscretiohelryAllocations.Caused by .a 10 Perceni
Increese in Each of Eight rormula Factors, with all

- Other Factors field Constant at FY 1977 Level&

Allocation formula
Factor

Retention, Rate \

WageRate .

Number of Job Entries

,o.

0a
Average"thenge in State aange.of.Changes in State ."7.

,Discretionary Allocations. Discretionary Allocatfons
. Caused,by a 10% . caused by *10%

AMINR

Penalty for Poor Reporting .

. Dollar Cost
A.

A

'Potential WIN Registrants

Average Monthly Welf4e Grint

vr

14.971 .

8.31%

7.537.
C.

-

7.47%

-6.447.

-5.44%

42.2Q%

dr

1.11%

285

2% to 27%

4% to 17%

2% to 207.

0% to 177.

-15% to 07.

-9% to 716

-5% to 9%

-3% to 4%



In no state was AKWGR the most stgnificant factor, but in some it ranked
higher'than its fourth place in the national averages.*

The factors' impacts can be very different in different states.
Thl effect on.discretionary allocations of 10 percent increases in the
four leading performance factors is shown for four. selected states in
Table 46 This.wide variation means that, given the current allocation
formula, a particular state program might or might not maximize its share
of discretionary funds by emphasizing those-performance factors Which
have the greatest average impact on allocations nationally. In the. ex-
ample below, states. A and D would, like most states,. gain most.by im-
proving their job retention rates. However, state B would do better
it emphasized lob entry wages, and state C would 'gain a biggeepayoff'
from improving'job entries than from either retentp.on rates or job entry
'wages.

Table 46
,Percentage Change in Discretionary Allocation Caused by a 10 Percent
iicreass. in Leading Performance Factors for Selected State WIN Programs

/ . State W/N ,Retention
Rate

Job Entry
Wages

No. of
Job Entries

Amount ofy
AMWGR

State A 27% 13% . 17% 10%

. State B '6% 10% 6% 1%

.State C 10'4 . 10% 12% lb%

State D 23% 5% 6% 17%

Furthermote, the simulation shows only how changes in the perform-
ance factors affect discretionarY a/locations, not whether changes in the
'factors are practicable for states.. Retention rates marhave the greatest
averageiinfluence on allocations, but the many states which already have
retention rates in the 90 percent range would probably not,be able to
improve them significantly. They would achieve more payoff by seeking
to Improve performance on other indicators.

More generall the ranking of the indicators,considers only the
potential, benefit allocations of increasing each indicatpr, not the
costs of doing so To improve retention or wage rates may potentially

mw11111104.ir

*See Mitchell et al. (1977a), pp. 17-20.
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yield a state the greateetreturn, but if the staff resources or other
costs required to do this areahigh, 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 discretionary allo-
cations. 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 influende of individual factors, is not isolated.
Tle impact of each measure on .a given state's allocetion affects the im-
pact bf the other measures. Each state's performance on the measures af-

4fects 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 Allocation Formula showed that:

(1) Essentially the same formula was used in FY's 1976,
1977, and 1978 to allocate diacretionary 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 portion of the allocation
lormula is so complicated that determining which
performance meaiures 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 Perfciimance Measutbs

Because the WIN Allocation ForMula was difficult to interpret,
it was probable that many W/N coordinators assigned priorities to pro-
gram goals ahd to performance indicators based primarily on the oral and
written'messages sent out by the NationaL Office.

This pection 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:

.e Are WIN administrators at different leVels aware of
the performance indicators and relative priorities
emphasized in the WIN Allocation Formula?

Do.they see these indicators and priorities as the
most appropriate for WIN? Do they think other ob-
,jectives are more tzportant?

Are the indicators and prioritie stressed in the
WIN Allocation Formula also stres d in directives
the National Office sends to the f ld?

These issnes were addressed through n review of WIN program docu-
ments, intexmleWs with National OfficeWIN staff, lind i survey of state
WIN coordinators.

PrO ram Documentation on Goals and Ob ectives. A review of WIN documents*
showed that National Office policy statements had consistently stressed

' AP

*We reviewed the following program documents for'policy statements
on the WIN program and for indicators to measure regional and state com-
pliance with these national policies:

(1) National Coordinating Committee Operating Memoranda (NCCOM);
(2) Explanatory material accompanying WIN Allocation Formula

computational tables and suggested allocations;
(3) WIN Operational Planning and Review System (OPRS);
(4) WIN Handbooks on regulations,,proceduria and processes;
(5) WIN Financial Management Handbook and Wdance on reporting

systems;
,(6) WIN and ETA guidelines on regional monitoring and review of

state programs;
(7) PreliMinary reports from the management indicators project;

and
(8) Internal program memos on performancelindicators.

288,
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.the a4he multiple objectives during the period 1975 to 1977.* State'
programs were instructed to assikt WIN registrants to find employment--
leading to self...sufficiency and independence. The quality ONipbs, MOAB"'
ured by entry wage rates and retention rates, wae tct be,such that reg-
gistrants would eventuatly leave welfare rolls or at least significantly
decrease their dependence On welfare. The four objectives--job entries,.
welfare.grant reductions; and quality of jobs measured by entrywage rates
and retention'rates-.-vere to be,attained in the most cost=effective manner.

However, the emphasis the National pffice gave to each changed
dUring the..period. For FY 1976 and FY 1977, direct placiment--the nuantity
ofsjob entries--appeared to be given top priority. Maximizing the number .

. of job entrfesywas emphasized as the most-cost-effective way of reducing
welfare grant,copts. The nualitv of jobs in which registrants were placed
was apparently given a lower.relative priority.** States and regions that

*We chodi the three year time frame, 1975 to 1977 because it is.
the most recent. .Thus, it is most relevant to the program.as it now ex-
ists. Also, it is'a period of relatively stable poltcy in WIN.and one in
which the.allocation formula remained unchanged. Prior to 1975, major
emphasis had first been placed on training and supportive aervices (1968 -
1971)snd then on the single objective of direct placement (1971 - 1974)..

**NCC Operating MemOs trarismitting suggested allbcations for .FY's
1976 and 1977 tended it) emphasiZe increasing the number of registrants

being placed. For example, the memo for the FY 1977 allocations gave a
full'array of'objectiveis; bui direct placement and Placement-related ac-
tivities were listed before objectives on improved retention and wage rates
in_the memo's "national objectives,","policy,emphases" and "operational
emphases" sections (NCCOWNo. 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 uniterstand the irade-off results in terms of
WIN dollar§ received from'the allocation formula. Such a trade-off
could be between emphasis owmaking more placements and emphasis
.on'making fewer placements, but in jObs with higher wage rates
or in jobs in which registrants are likely to stay for longer
periods." (p. 3)

. . . the number of jobs is much more important than the wage
rate for allocation." (p. 15)

. . . if a program manager finds that providing an orientation
session oetraining option results 'in doubling the wage rate-for
many.clientd or increases the.retention rate substantially, he
can afford fewer placements." (p.17, emphasis aided),
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followed the verbal directives.of the National Office mould have eipha- .

.'eized number of job'entries. In fact., as we have seenr changing plage-
mentaperformance mas toeless likWly to affect i state's didetetiona0
.allocation under the WIN Allocation Foraula than changing retention
rates.

0

P Ihe.language used in policy statements.for FY 1978 seems to show
a shift.* Job eualitv.was gimen a policy stature at:least equal to number,
of- job entiies. Ibis brought written policy statements in line with.the
fiscal message On prioritiewfound in the WIN Allocation Formula. Now,'

*if states and regions follOwed National'Office policy directives, they'
would stress retention and wage ratesthe factors that do, in fact, yield

.' the largest rewards under the dtscretionary formula._

While this change is partly obscured by the general and varying'
phraseology in some,statements about Program goals and objectives, it is
still discernible., Furthermore, the change was verified by our interviews
with National Office.aaministrators who told us 'that they were moving to
an emphasis on job Quality rather thanIglatiti'of placements, while still
maintaining a*.baranced mission of multiple objectives.

. -AnothAT source of guidance -sre the measures used within'the pro-
gram itself to monitor atid'assess achievement. Program documents mention
dozens of,such indicators.** Some meaeure actual levels of activity apinst

*For example, the NCCOM Oltat accompanied FY 1978 suggested alloca.4.
tions stated:

"Since retention rates have a t*o-4old impact on the allocation
formula, it is in the best interest' of each state and RCC to focus
on improving this activity.", (N.WH410. 20-77, May 31, 1977,

IP. 3.)
1

**The program documents reviewea and the number of indiCatori
suggested by each are as.follows:

Source No. of Indicators
WIN Financial Management Indicators, WIN
'Financial Management Seminar Handbook 16

WIN Program Management Indicators, IMPACT's
"Summary Descriptions of Management'Indi.- 25
catOrs"

-WIN FY '77 Performance Indicators, WIN Opera-
tional Planning and Review Svatem (OPRS) 13

"Three Level Monitoring Concept,"Data Users 5 (level I)
.Guide (Preliminary draft) 0 12 (level II)

51 (level III)
Internal WIN memo recommending the Use of ten
measures as key "analytical indicators" 10

Regional Riview Process Guide 96

S.



planned levels. Some focus on the productivity of WIN service,staff (or
SAU staff), and others are concerned with fiscal accountability and. cost-
effectiveness. Several performance indicators re used to measurees7
sentially the same'phenomenoW.*

DeiPite the bewildering variety, the phenomena Being measured re-
main substancially the same--the quantity and"quality of job entriew, wel-
fare'savings, program and service component costs, mix of services provided,
and the demographic characteristics and status of regietrants. Many of, the
performance indicatore used in the WIN program measuFe in one way or another
the foOr pertormance factors emphasized in the WIN A/location Formulalob ,

retenti n rate, entry wage rate, number of job entries and we/fare grant °.

reducti ns.** .
.

Nationali Office Perce tions on Goals and Performance Priorities. Exiating
performance it\dicators'and documentation about gdumnare necessirybut
not sufficientg-evidence of what prggram'goals and priorities National ,

Office staff eonsider important. Therefore; we also Posed theAuestion
of goals to the National Office directly in the course iikf intensive in-

.

terviews with some 20 officials there.' .4

National Office staff appeared to.agree substantial y about goals.
Air said that WIN's main objective was to help AFDC recipients become self-e
sufficient and/or decrease or eliminate their dependence on welfare. Most
staff thought ihgt the best way to achieve this overall goal,was a program ,

that balanced ihe Specific goals of job quantity, job quality, and reduc-
tions in welfare grants. Within.this'group., the majority gave greater
weight to die quality of jobs; the minority, to quintity of jobs. 'None,
however,iwanted to pursue either quentfty or quality to the complee ex-
clusion of the other. ,The differences were matters of degree only, not
clear...cut disagreements.

9

i *For example, job plaCements may be predented as total entered
employment, full...time entered employment, direct job entries, volunteers
entered employment, entered employment from labor market exposure, etc.
Similarly, placement data can be treated as a benefit-cost,ratio (cost per
entered-employment), a'productivity measure (nnalber of job entries per .

.

staff year), a measure of goal achievement (actual vs. planned placement)
,

or a penetration rate (proportion of registranis that are placed).
'**These four factors play a role.in seven ofgthe 13 OPRS perform-

ance indicators, 32 of the 68 indicators used.in the "three lemel WIN
monitoring system" and,20 of th 25 management indicators developed by

tIMPACT (Institute for Manpower rógram Analysis, Consu;tation and Train-
\ing, Inc.).
\

291

Saw,

0

./



I.

- National Office staff were also asked which indicators they use0
to assess regional and ste,te performance. Here, the donsensua was not
as focused but wasstill cIear. Of those-staff who followed regional and
state performance data (many watched only national trends), the largest
group looked at the same four indicators which we'have found most signifi-
cant in the W/N Allocation Formule--job entries, retention ratesd entry
Wage rates, and AHWGR. They felt tha* these indicators in combination.
'(along with program cost;data) provided the best overview of a regioe,s
or state's performance. Some also reviewed actual against planned activity
levels And expenditure Wes. A smaller group looked only at Pfacement -
indicacors oz gave them priority over other indicators. Overall, once
again, the differences among staff ..2eemed to be more of degree than of
kind.

The statistical and simulation analyses of 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-
that the relative impacts of formula factors.on allocations.reflected I .,

National Office priorities.. There was alao.agreement on themeOf,per-
lormance measures,that we would be using in our study qf the WIN program,
i.e., measures which.reflected.productivity and efficiency, rather than
the'relative size of.state WIN programs.

Three'approachevvere devised for 'tdefihing" WIN performance and
were presented during our second meeting with National Office staff'. The ,

'firliq option simply involved the Selection of-.one of the fdur measures
as the key performahce measure for*assessing state WIN programs. This
option was quitkly disCarded. The'second opticin gave-equal importance
to each of the 'four measured. 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 allodations. The consensus,

7of the.group was to use the.third option.

To sum up, the degree pf goal condensus among National Office staff
seems.high. ,This consensus aXso agrees closely with the objectives em-
phasized in theAWIkAllocation Formula. However, National Office prior-
ities have come to agree with the balanced emphasis in the formula only
recently--earlier, a strees on direct placement was evident.

Therefore, it cannOt be assamea that sta e WIN coordinators hear
cleirly the message coming from the WIN Alloca on Formula and the National
Office, or that they agree with it. Me.tutn ow.to some evidence that was
acciuired.prior to our field work.in ten sa le states about state-level
perceptions of WIN program goals and prio ities.
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, .Stite,WIN.Coordinator'Pereeptions of Program Goals and Priorities. In a vs,
1.

survey. of sta.:.e WIN cooidin,torso.we included'two.questions on the relativI.

impOrtance of WIN PerformanceAndicatoit., The questiotis'and the results
are given in Table 47. ..7:

, ,
.

,
.-:,,.-

!.
..,..

- . One question concerned.the performance measures that state MIN
, coordinators used v.: assess their local service delivery,units and also :

:!N. -asked for a ranking by iMportance of these measures. The other question
., .

., sought what they perOei4ed to be the peiformince measures used by:federal ..

., program managers in aseessing state programs and What Uecieral officials'. -.t IP.
S

* .
'

4
. relative priority was,

1- .

....

.

1 .. .

. I Generally? state WIN coordinators ranked performance goals in:the
same order as they.felt federal WIti managers ranked them. They gave Op

. . ilriority to the nutber of placements made, followed by welfare savings-an4 , .?!

job retention rateq. This is probably donsistent with policy statements
,on priorities given by the National Office prior to the release of FY 1978,. . ,

, i< planning and allOcation. materlals. la

c

Houtever, as Table 48 shows, important differences.exist between
.what state MIN coordinators.saw as perforiance priorities and .what factors
,are most heavily rewarded tn the WIN,Allocation Formulaoo

Standardized Performance Measures

Four measures were identified as the key indicators of WIN program
performance through our analysis of,theMIN Allocation Formula, interviews
with National Office staff, a revies$ of program documents and a :Survey of

, ,state WIN coordinators. ,

.

D

. These findings were important to our institutional analysis of the.-
WIN prograirt. The imlicators made possible an agreed.definition of per-'
formince by which tly compare state WIN programs. These measures Were usgd

. .to.identiey the organizatIonal and.managerial features of state and local,
programs which seemea Coaducive to high'and low performance. As mentioned
above, National Office staff.eupported a Composite performance4ndicator

2for state piograms based on-our findings.

4.
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COOperison cipPriovity Rankiiigol'ofyerfOrmance MealUtes.
. by D011ar'PayaftvtAVIN ALlotation'leorMula.and

byl-State WIN;Coordinatora

Performance
Indicators iGoals).,6

Job Reten4on Rath ''

Entry Wage Rate

Number of. Job-Entri6s,

Average Monthly Welfare
Reductions (AMM):

G.reint*-

,

V.

Dollar Cost of State Progratm,..,.

Ranking by
Dolgar Payoff

,in wni Allocation
FOrmula.

-. 'Ranking by
.:Perceived Priority

of Itate WIN
Coordinators

5

3 -

,.5

1

°

Two operations Were hecessary to dwelop ecomposite measure._
First, the ihdicators used had tb.be standardized to4eliminatethe
effec" in the allocation formula factors.as they existed. Stlate prograMs
'with large numbers of registrants woup necesiarily More had large nUmbers
of job entries and welfare'grant reductions compared'to,statee witICemaller
registrant populations. Differences among states in prevailing wage levels

1 Mind the amount ofavekage welfare grants 'also 'bad to be conttolled for.
,We standardized job entry wage by dividing-each state's or Local opera-
,tion's figure by its prevailing average wage Tate. Similarly, the numbek,
of 'job diaries for each state or local program %its divided/by its number ,

of paid staff positions, and the,average' monthly welfare grant reduction
'(A44WGR)-of each state or °local OperatiOn was divided by its average monthly
welfare grant coste.laverage.welfate grant. m4ltip1ied by number of regis-
trants). Retention rates required no standardization.

p.

4
p.

l

4
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Table 47
6

,,
.

.

. .
. .

Itate WIN Coordinators Ii4Oang;pf Pr,oirum Performance, Mkalmsres

.;,

.
,.; 9: As a state WIN coOrdinitor, what maaSuxe(s) of WIN
,.,.

. parformance do you use to.evaluateAocal unit

.01491

4

performance? Please rank the' folldwing performance
, et

measures frbm 1 (mon* important) to 6° (least .

..,s.

--!?,

-.
. 6 .

, . importantl.
.

/6

. ,

t
. v.

le

.

..

k_

.

A

0
Average raftking ..

/
Average rank

. scores by-52-state .order by 52 state
coorditators coordihatrs

-1-

--
' E,

.

.number of job entries r-
. 1.10 -

.

.
(1)

$
..% welfare savings

. -

2.70 ,(2)
p.

retention rates
.

2.74 (3) ..
job

.cost effectiveness 4.26 (4)
' .:

-wage at job entry 4.62 (5)

°number of AFDC employables served '.5.06 1 (6)

.

.1

,.,

Q: What do ycu.see Iv be the impottant performance
measures'by which Federal administrators
currently asseas your state WIN program?
Please rink the.following,in order of
importance.

.4

'Average ranking
scores by 52 state

coordinators

Average rank
order by 52 state.
coordinators

number of job entries
1.:

job retention rates

1.24

.3.00

(1)

(2).

9

-6 'welfare Savings 3.16 (3)4(

.

cost.effectiveness.. 4.27 (4)

wage at Sob entry . 4.43 (5)

number of AFDC eaployables served 5.02 , (6)
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analysis _showed the.relative eclat ofe-statt 'WIN ptag Ams to be 'almes.01.8-. f
nificant'performance measure in the.WIN AilecatiOn Formula tad in ilational . -,;.o,;

-Office Imrceptioikaihan Jot; enWies, job::ritietion, job entry.wages,,or
''. .- ...;:,

''.'AMWOR. .HOweile,i,_thii factor wa6 still vital to' National Office.ht&Wwith 0 -"'0.. . ::!...4scel ond,..fieaeci#1 thanagete# respondtbilities4 1014'Oroxy fet.prO0uc- .1..',._._,..,
tivity, staff reitources also could bi measured without coniideration or`

.. . .. .

%differences in. puhric,employee wages:aiong statesa'factor.beyoud the..: --
.control of WIN, managere.

.
. .

'Second, the standardized factors had to be weighted to produce a ;

composite. measure. As our simulation analysis shqwed, the factors had
different relative impacts;on state discretionary allocations.. The dif-
ferent weiglits reflected the policy prioriiies.of National Office WiN
administrators. We have used these same relative weights to ptoduee.the

,composite indicatOr. ,

A
.

Table 49 'presents the standardized performance measures that we
used in our institutionalaanalysis of the WIN program and the weights
used for each. The table also gilles the data sources"for each measure.
Some of these standardized miasures are identical tq pdrformance indi-.
cators found.in WIN program,documents and used by sqmeyWrepoatng or
monitoring systems.

Two qualifitatAons sh4ad .he emphasized.' First, the indicators
chosen were these stiressed'as most important in the WIN Allocation For-
mula and in National'Office. pr,onouncementS and perceptions. They were
-not.policy judgments which'we made.

SeCond;.performance criteria other than the four indicators were
not ignorad in the course of field research. For example; we attempted to
identify and examine data on SAU perfoikance, such as,the number of regis-
'trants'certified per SAU staff and the availability of supportive servaes.
Prqblems associated with such.SAU measures of effectiveness were dealt with

. .4
. in detail in the'main body orour report. .

3. S cio-econo e Influences'On State , ! -

, . . WIN Perfo mance Levels ,

,.
..

fhis section resents fiedings of our'analysis of data on'state

. .

socio-economic envirnments and their relationships to state WIN'perform-
ance deveis. .It ad resses and tests a basic .hypothesia of this dtudy;

. anamely, are some s ate aocio-economic settingS more conducive to meeting,.i

"I&

I
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laws+set:*

4

Standardized WIN:Performance Measures Data Sources for ResOurde and Wei hts
Derived froi Analysis of WIN Allocation Formula.4

10i:tent/on ate

2. sntiy Wage Rate
r

fievelling.Wsge Rate

3. Number of Job Entrive

Fold

4. Average Monthly Welfare

AvecasseMonthly Welfare

I.
ea

11

8

I

%

. WIN Allocition Formula Table 6.3hAveran
WiSurly geoikeirningS of production
workers on manufacturing payrolls

(Tmployment &Wheaton, SLS)

Date Sourtes
titr Measures,

.
-a

MIN Allocattin Formula Table LI/ .

\WIN.Alloiation Formula Table 3, Col. 721/Cost
AccowntingimImpepoet.96 .

Grant Reductions WIN\Allocetioa Formula Table 3, Col. 3..i//WIN
Grant Costs AlOcation.Foroula-Tabla 6, Col. 6 a Table.1,

Col. 3.1./

a.

;)! '

Weight* Derived' lion
.Analyais of WISC -

,.4;locatIon Formula
\its

Absolute Fauna of al
, Total Weithts3A,4

14.9/

6.31. .21.71S

e

7.33 19.611 I

7147 19.112

1. Col.'? tar FT'76, Col. 11 tar FT'77 and Col. 3 tor 11174.
.4)

2. "True" weighted average twins Cols. 3, 4, 6 and 7 tor FT's '16 and '77; Table 4, Col. 4 tot 11126.
3. Table 4,'Col. 3 for.11'78.
4.a Table 3, Col. MO. I tor FT'71.
3. 4Table 7, Ca. 3 a Table 1, Col., 1 tor ry174.
4. Absolute weights total to 36.26,'Ins that 1447 te 39.11S of total.,

3 1 AA
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AL WIN pqcformance 'objectives than others? And if this is the case, what
iocioJeconomic indicators best describe.differences among state environ-

:' cents? Which of these are most syStematically associated with perform-
ance differences among state WIN programs?.

.o
N

0
4

If state WIN programs in certain-kinds of settings tena to attain
higher leVtls of performance than programs in other types of environments,
then the environment in a very real sense defines theitlmtential.output.

"To varying degrees.it hinders or facilitates the movement of WIN regis-
trants into eMployment. It similarly influences the types of jObi avail-
able, tht hiring criteria.of etiplOyers, likely wage rates and the duiaiion
of jobs. Thelgtorepi as environments differ.among states, so too dn their
potential performanceilevels. These .environmental,differences thus,Should
be considered in some gaY in evaluating state programs.and identifying
organizational factors that might'differentiate the more."ef6ctiye" WIN
tirograms from the less "effective" ones..

Comparing state WIN program structurea, resource management and
grocesses Idithout taking account of environmental diferences would be
similar to comparing the harvest of a farmer on rich delta land to that
of a farmer on rocky hill country. One would naturally expect differences
in their production. But would the farmer on fertile land be any better.
4 farmerbe more effectively operating his farm--than the one facing
less favorable soil conditions? The. Sams holds for state WIN programs.
Officials and staff in state programs facing more difficult labor markets
could be operating their programs more effectively thanthose in more fa-
vorable enviironments. 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 section

.is meant to minimize the'distOrtion of our perceptions of relative program
performance caused by environmental differences so that we can examine or-
ganizational characteristica for their possible associations with program
performance.

This section 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

,clOne using these data to test which of the factors are individually and
in combirsttion most closely associated with WIN performance as defined
in the previous section. Lastly we describe how we used these results,

.

.plus Aualitative information, to identify a sample of high and low per-
forming. state programs for our field research.

t=i).

.5
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. 'pevetopiniVvpothesia and Data Bases

,

The first step in our analysis was to identify economic or labor
market conditions and dem?graphic characteristics of WIN registrants that
'might have a sdgnificant effeitt on Program performance and thus might be
related to tome'of the variation in performance among the states. Pre-
vious researcH on WIN was reViewed tolind Which exogenous factors* had

' been suigested in these studies as possilqy affecting WIN activities
and performance.;

Since the focus of'os.t oi.those studies was the impact of .tikrt
WIN program on participants, they yielded some suggestions about theAlOs-
siblerelationship between registrant demographics, WIN services provided,
and progiai performance. However,°few were concerned with the effect of
economic and.labor market conditions on program performance. Thus, we
developed hypotheses'ourse/ves about how WIN performance might be affected
by'conditions,such as unemployment rate,prevailing wage levels and union-
ization: Hypothes4s were also developed about the fikely impact Of a few
relatively fixed program characteristics for which reliable data could
be obtained, such as-entry level salaries of interviewers and counselors.

.The hypotheses rand data sources presented in Table 50 identify
the sobio-economic indicators used in this analysis. Footnotes to this
'table indicate previous studies that suggested some of these hypotheses.

For each fattof Cie data peed were aggregated at the state level.
If comparable data.were not available for at least 49 states and the Dia-

.

trict of Columbia, the factor was dropped from the analysis. For example,
II

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

411.

*Exogenousifactors 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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Table 50

Socio-Economic Factors Hypothesized to Affect Performance of WIN Programs

I. General Economic and Labe.
Market.Factors

Labor force participation
ratea

- Total

- By sax

'By race

Rate of growth in non-agri-

cultural employment

Proportion of non-agricultural
employment unionized

Population density
(population per square mile)

Rationale or'Hypothesis

-High laborforce participation

indicates a strong demand for
labor. In inch an area, WIN
registrants are more likely to
be placed into fobs.
-Participation rates reflect
social norms in the community,
the state, and the region.

-Growth means a; increase in
jobs and demand for labor.
Increased demand leads to a
lowering of job entry qualifi-
cations, more OJT opportunitiea,
and probably increased job'
entries for WIN.

-A high degree of unionization
means that many openings--
especially at higher wages--
are filled through union channels,
not through the ES or WIN.

-Greater density means a bigger pool
of potential workers, a,higher
skilled work iorce and thua fewer
WIN placements into high wage jobs.

Yeas data
Source of Data collected

Geoaraphic"Profile of , 1976 -

Employment and -4. -975
Unemployment, BLS; ,. 1974

Press Releases from
, DLS

Employment'and Earn- 1976
info. States'and' Areas, 1975
1939-1974;, 1974

Employment and Earn- 1973,
info, monthly for
1976 and 1977 ..''

U.S. Statistical 1974
Abstract. 1976, 1972
Table 619

U.S. Statistical
Abstract. 1975,
Table 608

U.S, Statistical
Abstract. 1976,
Table 10

U.S. Statistical
Abstract 1975,

Table 11
U.S. Statistical
Abstract. 1974,
Table 11

1975
1974

1973

3 1

a



Table 50

Socio-Economic Factors Hypothesized to Affect Performance of WIN Programs
(continued)

Proportion of state population'in
large metropolitan areas:

(1) places over 250,000.
(2) places between 100,000 and

250,000 population

Prevailing wage datel/
(1) Average hourly gross

earnings of production, -

workers on manufacturing
payrolls

(2) Average iseekly gross earn-
ings of production workers
on Manufacturing payrolls

Unemployment rate
(1) Total number of persohe

unemployed in a state, as
a proportion Of total
number unemployed
nationally

(2) Official unemployment rata
for each state

The labor exchange function will be
. more difiicult 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
s4ccessfuA in penetrating 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.

-High unemployment rates reflect a
decreased demand for labor and
increased competitfion'for job
openings. Job entry qualifications
will be higher, and placements for

1 WIN will be more difTicult.

Source of Data
Years data
collected

Currant Population 1975
feports, 1974
."Population 1973

, Estimates," Series
2-26, Numbers 75

Employment and Earnings, 1916
monthly for 1976 and 1975
1977;. 1974

BLS Handbot*. 1975

....2---.UIEmlorMILJBA1011021 1976
Report of the 1975
President 1976; data 1974
from BLS press relase

1. 'To insure current and comparable data, average wage in manufacturing was used rather than average wage
in employment covered by unemployment compensation. The most current figures available for UI-covered employment
are for CY 1974, while manufacturing wages ware available for CY 1976,

1
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Table 50 I.

Socio-Economic Factors Hypothesized to Affect Performance of WIN Programs
(continued)

Average employer size
(employer unite reporting under

,s.tate unemployment.insuranca
programa)

Proportion of non-Sgricultural,,

employment,tn low-wage
industrieal/

.Rationale or Hypdthesis.

-States with small average employer
lige probably heVe little unionize-
tion and fair/y low prevailing wage.
Thui more entry level positiohs may
be available to WIN at wages close
to average.for the area.

-The higher the proportion of employ-
ment in low wage industries themore
nearly competitive WIN registrants
will be with the non-WIN.job seekers.
WIN registrants will get only entry
positions, or perhapi return to jobs
similar to those held in the past, .

rathnr than high paying jobs.
-757. of female welfare recipients who
wozk and non-welfare poor are
employed in personal services or
wholesale and retail trade. Over
507. of males (welfare and non-welfare
poor) are employed in low-wage non-durable
goods manufacturing. '-(Millor atd
Ferman, Welfare Careers and Low-Wage

Emlgunta, 1972.)

Source of Data

Employment and Wagee,
Quarterly

'EMPloyment end Earn-
ings. States and
Areas 1939-1974

t

Years.data
collected

1974

1973

1974

1973

1972. .

2. This factor's possible relationship to WIN performance was,also suggestedAn Hausman, 1969; Miller and
man, 1972; Friedman and Hausman, 1972; and Thompson and Miles, 1972.

) im
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Tap le '50

Socio-Economic Factors Hypothesised to Affect Performance7of WINRrograms.
tcontiaued)

-

ae.

Proportion Of population at or below
povertyk

(1)Below',1975. official poverty
U111; below 1257. of official

.

poverty level; below 507. of,
4-person family median income.

(2) Below 1975 "alternate" poverty
levelt-below 125% of alternate,
poverty'lqvil; below 507. of
4-persom family median income.

(all measures included totals as
mall as number of persons°in
families headed by females)

Ii

II. Registrant Demographic Factors -

Average level of educational
attainment of WIN registrants21

3. This

4. This
1972; Thompson

4yryTh
.1 1-10

..

Rationale or Ikpothesi(

- The highee,3the proportion of poorr,

thiA greater tits competition for

jobs in low-skilled, emitry level,
positions. t-

- If mare people are at or below
poverty, AFDC caseloilds.and numbers '

of WIN registrants mill be groper:
-As the'size of the WIN prograegrows,
the more difficult it may become to
place registrants.
-A bigger-AFDC caseload means high
-stite social services costs and
peThaps less funds for supportive. .

services and training.in WIN,.

° Years:data
SOurce of Data vollected

,

Survey of Income and 1976 " 4.

Echicationi% .

. U.S. Bureau of tits
.

.

Census end Department 4

of HEW

.1

-The higher the registrant's level of ESARS, Table 30
educational attainment,. themore "job ,

ready" hc, or she"is.. -

'-Those reislatrants with loss than'a 4
high school equivalency may require
more 'costly services--counseling,
training, etc...-and will qualify only.
for lower paying joi)s.

t
factor's possible relationship to.WLN performance was,also ouggested in Wiseman, 1976.

,

-

I

cr

FY 1977
Fy 1976 and
TQ

FY 1975.

factor's possible relationship to WIN performance mas also suggested in Levinson, 1970; Feldman,
and Miles, 1972; Schiller, 1972; and Miller and Ferman, 1172.

0
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. Table 50

' .,.

Socio-Economic Factor's. Hypothesized to Affeet Performince of WIN PrOgrams
(continued)

.1
'Ratkonale or Mypotheip

I
Percentage el total number of WIN. -Malps centinue,to 'receive higherregistrants that are.malel/

paying jobs in tte emOloyment
.

market than do women..
-State WIN.programs with a high

.
.

.

proportion of male registrants,
(presumably those states with

.

APDC-U programa) will make more
.

Tlacementp in jobs with relativOY
higher Joh en5ry wage ramie.

.Percettage of total number of WIN -Racial inequall0 still exists inoregistrants that are non-whits)), ther employment market.
-State WIN programa:141th *high
proportion of ulnority registrants
will heve more 'difficulty making
Oality job placements (Le., high
wag, jobs with long retention).

.

.

III. 1)roerom facAors

Entrylevel salary-of employment
counselors and interviewers,
relative to prevailing wage in
the state

eIn states where staff salaries are
competitive With private industry,
-WIN is more likely to have.better
qualified personnel, which should
contribute to higher performance.

NuMber of WIN staff ("positions
4 -A high ratio of staff to registrants

means more time spent on each
registrant.

-QIN piograms with low caseloads per

paid") per 100 registrants

staff may'ppend more'time working
toward,placements in quality jobs.

+.

- Source of Data

ESARS, Table 30
. .

,

ESAU, Iatole 30,

p.

s

ft

Years data
collect!d

FY 1977.
,FY 1976 and
TQ
FY t9;5

4.

FY 1977
FY 1916 aid
TQ

FY 1075

State Salary Surveys, 1976
U.S. Civil Service 1975
Commission

Cost Account ipg System, FY 1978
Report 96 FY 1977 and

TQ

5. The possible relationship otthese factors to WIN performance was also suggested in Wiseman, 1976;Levinson, 1970; Feldman, 1972; Thompson and Miles,-1972; Schiller, 1972; and Miller,and Ferman, 1972.
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.,- WIN.registrants° or "i440.rage . amount a time WIN registrants Orrent4y.

- .on.weitare, Final variables:are listed -in. Table 51. °..
. .

f ,

1 .1 1 .

-..I't -. . i .

Mita On the foUtsperformen461mil4regi were obtainsefrom tables
e:- ... ,--,

in the WIN Allotation Formula used to compute aiscretionaty dollar &lifter.
tions to states for FY 1976; 1977, and 1978.- Those"program-data-covered

.-,..,- .carendstrAears°(CY) 1974, 1975, an4 19761 respectively.-Therefors, demo-
graphiC and labor market dataliere:collected for tWdee three years. If

,;-.'!,--ihfOrmatiOn was not available for thoft. -three-years, data.forcthe clos&st. :.

'.H.-". year were'used. The information on regiitrant demographics 4/4 taken from
.',..-' 'the_Emplolyment.Sgrvice A4tomated Reporting SystemAEWS) reports aVail-

-al?le in-the WIN Nationalt Office. Data .oP WIN staffing levels werCac-
iluired- from $he Cost Accouotini Systemi(CAS).

. .

.,...
,

.1

.,. Hypothesis Tektin

rl 1 ,

1

,

.
.

The yeetheses givefi in Table .50 assert that some consistent pat-
ter& max exist between environmedtal Variables and performance indicatops
across 'state WIN programs. To test these hypotheses, we first examined .

. . the-relationship.between individual environmental variablei and individual
I performalice meadures for eaCh of the three time periods (CY 1974, CY 1975, .

ii, CY 1976). This simply compared the values of two variables for each state
.program--one an environmental variable and the other a performdnce measure.

'.4..'Ir.showed Whether, across.all state.programs, there wad a discernible and
significahi** relationship between any two variables.

, . .

e

.Although individual enVironmental factors were correlate4 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 Amber of factors would simultaneously affect each'
,performafte measure and,each.other in a compleX interaction.

)

*A relationship between these factors and WIN performince was
-hypotlafsized in Pacific/Camil/Ketron0976, and in Wiseman, 1976.

1***"Significance",was defined inoterms of a 90 percent confidente
level. That is, we would believe the association between an environmental
varilible and a performance measure shown by the correlexion analysis if
the6 was aw 10 percent chance or less that the association was, in fact,
zero.
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Table 51'
.

e,.._gg1. gess`,

. - .." .
.

Variable
,,%- Number .---ESE2,14E-DIEWLEAtinil.49.

,

Or , . .NUmber of WIN.job ent,ries per.sponsor.staii foetwelvemaths

1

02 0 Average monthly werfare grant.reductions, ski a.propor- .

tion of average monthly-grant costs for WIN registrant);.

03 ...Average retention rate of WIN job. entries

04 AvS'rage WA job entry hourly wage rate, as a proportion
,.

' of prevailing hourly wage-.

.95 . Labor force parttcipation.ratt .

:
. 06* Female leborforce participation rate

..
.

0 * *.. 6,07 Non-white labor force participation rate
.

,

, -,
. 08 Percene,penon-agricultural employment unionized.

,

4

a.

Population density (per square mile)

10". Percent of population in meii.opolitan areas FAO% popula-.

tion between 100000 and 250,000

11 percent.of population ,in metropolitan areas with poptila-
tiOn over 250,000%

,

12 Average hourly earnings Of production'workers on manufactur-
'

ing payrolls 4
4

.
13 \ Average weekly earnings of voduction workers'on marafictur-,

ing payrolls
'N.

.111,abor market ailddemdgraphic data werp collecteefor three years(CY 1974, 1975.and 1976). Progiam data were collected lot FY 1976, 1977 .-and 1978. g.
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Table 51 (ocatimed)

.

Variable
Number ',Complete Variable Definition

15

Number of individuals unemployed, as a percentage of total
-numberiunemployed in'the nation

Official unemployment rate

'16 Percent of pogulation below official poverty level

17 Percent of population below 125% of official poverty level

18 Percent of population beluw 50% of official median
family income

19- Percent of persons in female-headed families below
official poverty level

20 Percent of persons in female-headed families below
25% of official poverty. level

'21 Percent of persons in female-headed families below
507. of official median family 4ncome

22- Percent of population below alternate poverty level

23 Percent of,poeulation below 1252 of alternate poVerty,
level

24 Percent ot population below 50% of alternate median
family Income

25 Percent oi persons in female-headed families below
alternate poverty level

26 Percent of persons in female-headed families below
125% 'of alternate pov ty level.

27
.

Percent of persons in ..:emale-headed families below
50% of alternate median income
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Table 51 kxxitimee0

Variable
Number Complete Variable Definition

28 Average size of employer units reporting understate
unemployment insurance programs

29 Percentage change in total number of employees on non-
aEricultural payrolls from one year ta\the next

39. Percent of non-agricultural employment in lowwage
industries

31 Number of WIN Sponsor staff per 100 WIN registrants

32 Percent of WIN,registrants who are males

33 , Percent of WIN registrants who are minority

34 Percent of WIN rigistrants with 12 or more years Of school

35 Entry level weekly salary of "Employment Security Inter-
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 nexttested.our hypotheses uSing.step-wile multiple

regression. Each of the four performance measures'was vegreased against
several environmental factors to discover Which group of factors best "ex-
planed" variation in this measure among statd WIN programs. Only en--
vironmental factors Which had fitst paseed.the correlation test mentioned
*above were'included,in this analysis. The question. was Which of the facso
tors would continue to show a significant association with each performance
measure when combined with other factors.*

I.

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) Cr 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 wo..

This WIN analysis differed from the employment service studies in
several 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 were examined. Also,

*Conventional F-tests were used to judge the significance of the
overall equations and regression coefficients for the individual variables.

**For a detailed discussion 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, Develonment of4Performance
Standards for. ES, which considered two years' data.
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our analysis used 110 re exacting statistical tests/than were aplied inp
the'ES studies.* .

The follow.' g subsections describe our correlation land regression
analysis in detail.

Bivariate Correlati n Anal sis. Correlat n analysis vas performed to
test the strength a d direction of the r ationships.amOngiall the ex=
ogenous variables a d'all four performa ce measures. Scatter diagran
printouts were also generated to indi te the form of thes'e relationships,
that is, whether th y were .totally,u elated, linear or c 'rvilinear.**
bata were analyzed separately for't ree twelve-month time periods. These.
time periods were (1) CY 1974, (2), CY 1975, and (3) Apri1.1976 through
March 1977. The cbtresponded to/the three reporting periods used for

allocations(for FY 1976, FY/1977, and FY 1978, respectively. The
correlation between indivAdualienvironmental variables and individuil

/-
. 1..

'

*$e state-level,analysis discussed in this section was accom-
plished under.tight deadlines and with limited resdurces. Its major ('
purpose waS to assistois 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 havp such tight time and
resource constraipts. Therefore, it invsaved more thorough univariate,
bivariate" and muitivariate analysis, and data,examin'ation and testing of
the assumptions underlying the statistical analysis. State-level analysis
involved initially distribUtional statistics and graphics on variables
and examinations of scatter diagrams to detect outlying values and poly-
nomial relitionships among independent and dependent vaitiables. In our

' bivariate and multiliariate 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 describing a single
'litteite 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 allocation 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' perio4s,
based on data for 51 state programs.* The purpose of this analysis was °

to identify Which environmental variables were significantly correlated
(at the .1 levelor greater) with each of the perforMance measures. This
was-used in tnitial decisions on variables to be included in the mmlti-
variate regression analysis.

For the 'sake of simplicity, we had-hoped that ihe same exogenous.,
factors would prove eignificant eiplainers of each of the four performance

. measures. Thefresults of the correlation analysis revealed a much more
complex picture. Each of the four performance measures was associated
with a different group of environmental factors.

-Table 2 (Chapter 2) Showed those factort that proved to be sig-
nificantly correleted'with each performadce indicator at.the state level
and whether the relationship was positive (4.) or negative (-). As that .

table shows, each of the four measures was associated with different en-
vikonmental.factors. This had implications for our multivariate analysis
that is discussed below. Only one factorprevailing wageappeared.re-
lated to all the measures, and this provided insight into the comnlexity
involved. Prevailing wage was positively related to the number of job
entries per staff and to welfare'grant reductions. But it was negatively
related to retention rate and WIN job entry wage rate.**

Too much importance should not be attached to the relative stiengths
of correlation coefficients presented. They measure the associations be-
tween.one environmental.variable and a performance totasure in the absence,
of other en1;;Ironmental factors. When other, explanatory factois are Added,
as in multiple regression analysis, somt

. of therierformance variation
attributable to.a factor could insteadbe associated more strongly with'
'obers.

In short, by itielf correlation analysis can'tend to exaggerate
the importance of individual variables. Analysis associating more than
one factor with a performance measure is more realistid. 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 (1918).

**In fact the correlation with WIN job entry wage is.spurious since
the independent variable, prevaiiing wage, appears in the denominator of
the dependent variable (WIN job entry wage rate). Ii does' not, therefore,
appear on Table 2 For further discussion of the WIN performance meas-
ures (quality vs. vantity), see Mitchell et al. (1977b).
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we viewed the correlation analysis primarily-as a test to identify.imr
portant environmental factors for the multivariate analysis discusited.°
next and to identify interrelationships amen& independent'variablea that
would have to .be considered in. our.mUltiple-regressions.

Multivariate Analysis. While bi-variate correlation analysis is useful as ,

a preliminary step in identifying the type.and direction 'of relationships
ibetween two variables, it does not provide an understanding of the multiple
environmental.influenceson WIN performance found in real world operations.
The values of one environmental variable might be confounded,with those ef
other environmental Variables. Therefore, as stated. in Section 1 of this'
appendix, we next used multiple regression analysis to estimate the cdm-
binecreffect of socio-economic environmental factors on measures of short-
Fun 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 fotm presented on page 270.

For each of ihree yeara multiple regression was used to analyze
the.relationship between performance and environment. Since these WIN
performance tndicators did not have equal policy weights according to
national WIN officials and odr analysis of the discretionary portion of
the allocation formula, we conducted separate regression analyses for-
each of the four keasures. Each performance measure was regressed agaidst
several environmental factors to discoVerthe combination of factors that
beat explained variation in performance at fhe state level for each meas-
ure and each year.'- We used a stepwise deletion procedure to eltainate
sequentially those independent variables that were not statistically sig-
nificant at the .05 level or less.*

the resulting regression equations served,two closely related pur-
poses. Each equatiomestimated 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 fdr individual factors to have been included in final equa-
tions. lable 50 showed that we had specifie expectations about the di-.

rection of relationship (positiVe or negative). tfiat would show'up between
many ofipur environmental factors 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 influencel.(in technical terms, a "one-
tail" rather than "two-tail" test). However, we.required thatsa variable.
pass.the more exacting form of test used when there is'no expectation
of direction (the "two-tail" test) for at least one of the three years
under examination.
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staff. These, equationa also provided us wriih a way of."contraling for"
environmental influences.on performance 4ifferentials and in so dolng
ideatifying and selecting for study state WIN prOgrimethat were ignifi-
cantly high or /ow performers given-their environment. RegresSions pro-.
vided us with a measure-(the coefficient of determination--Rf) of, the
cmmulative capability of a set of environmental variables best able to

.

predict variation in retention rates, job entry-wage:rates, job entries
per.staff and welfare savings.

The results'of this'analysis were.presented.ln Table 3 (Chap-
ter 2). The environmental factora shown best explained variation in per-
formance at.the state level for each measure and each year. For example,
two variables taken together--propoition of employment in low-if/age indus-
tries and proportion of WIN registrants that Ire male--explained 32 percent
and 23.4 percent of.the variatiwn (adjusted R ) in the average WINlob
entry wage rate in FY 1971 and FY 1978, respectively.:

Several important results are readily apparent. First, the same
sets of factors showed up ai 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 mostvart,
coniistent 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 indicators seem most influenced by labor
market conditions, while others are more sensitive 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, environmental
factors explain up to 44 percent of the.performance variation among state
programs* .

*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 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.

3
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I en if it_t_t_x, HI h and 1_2...g.State Protrams

The main objective of our research.efiori was to examine the orii.
ganizational and.institutional difference& in high and low.perf9rMing
programs. Thus, wanted toselect a group of states in those.two per-
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 final tegreIsiOn equation for each measure was used to eptim te
the expected level of perform'ance for each state, given the,economic and
social conditions in that state.. Each regression aluation7 posited a linear
relationship between one of the four performance measures and two or three
environmental factors in each of the.years 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 perfOrm-
.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 leiel was termed the
state's "expected" performance.

. '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 influencp of program variables, such as organizational structure and
location, the way in which program resources were managed and the nature
of WIN sponsor.and SAU linkages.*

States 'that had performed significantly boter than would have
been expected given tfieir environments were assumed to have done so be-
cause their WIN programs had been well organized and run. States which
had performed significantly below what bad been expected, were assumed to

4
*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, leasurement and sampling errors were pre-
sumably contributing to the proportion of performance variation that had
not been associated with environmental differences among state programs.
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*be less effectively orga4seq and oierated. The point of field research -.
'was to study the programs'in these states and discovek' the structural and
behavioral reasbas why perfgrmApco acceded Or fell short'of expectations.

t
... .

0

. 1

In picking states for study, however, caution was needed. The
estimates of expected performance generated byr.thp, regession.equations-
Were only approximations; subject to the.limitationp of our aseumptione
and statistical-procedures. The equations were bevy:4 on a limited. amber

- of observations.(51A4N programs) and the data used were subject to. error.
We could only'staie with 'a relativeli high level of confidence that the
"expected" performance of a gtven state fell within a certain range of

'°values provided by our analysis.. Only-statie whose actual performance was
outside this range could besaid 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
more than the range we termed "low performers.",

0

We'found that no single state was a high or low performer on all
four performance measures. In fact, very few proved to be either'high or
-low on more than one measure.. Many of the states that performed better
than expecied on job entries per staff were lower than expected on reten.-_
tion rate and job entry wage--and vice versa.**

Of

*The range was defined.using the standard error of the estimate:
- A regression equation defines a linear relatLinshii between same set of
f independent variables and the dependent variable. Because of statistical-
' uncertainty, the actual regression line may differ somewhat from tilat
defined by the equation. The standard error of the estimate defines an
error band around the line within which the "real" line Can be assured
'to lie, at a certain level of confidence.,

In our analysis, we requited' 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-
former."

**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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.Ihese results:, re not surpriiing. The four meaisures--reten-
.

tion rate, job entry wag rate, number td job, eqtries and welfare grant
r.ductioni'u.rs to v. 4 degree* nowicomplemintary. Hrhe noupet df job ,

entries wis largely a teas e of 'quantity. Retehtion rates and job. entry
wage rates described the u it of.the jobs in Which WIN registrants
were placed.- Welfare grant r uctionemeasured welfare Savings and re-
sulted from both the ndmbez 'an quality of placements..

Therefore, we hypothesiz d that the quantity and,quality placement
of objedtives of WIN might work a inst each other. Increasing the number
of WIN registrants placed could lea to emphasizing "quick and easy" job
entries--relatively'low.paid Jobe in secondary laboi markets with high
tuznover rates and low job security. This ran counter to.a 4Uality-of-
placement goal Conversely, emphasizi g quality--making the placements
that al'e likely to last 30 or more.days and at relatively high wage rates--
required a more fabor-intensive placemen effort. This extFa effort meant
fewer total job entries, contrary to the uantity.:mof-placement goal. With
the qualitative and quantitative objectives 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 statee 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 question was resolved in clime consultation,
with officials of the WIN National Office. /t was agreed that we should
weight the four meaaures,according to their relative importance in deter-
mining discretionary.allocations.to states; as was revealectin our analysis
of the WIN Allocation Formula.* We therefore defined the'overall effec-

.

tiveness of a WIN operation as follows:

*One of the optionsrejected by National Office administrators
involved weighting all four imlicators equally. Such a strategy of equal
policy weightings would.have permitted us ,to have statistically clmbined
these four performance measures into a single unmeasured, scalar perforM-.
ance indicator. This option was foreclosed-by national officials and
staff. In addition to policy wiighting complications, program staff at
all levels 'would have had greater difficulty relating to some "abstract"
scalar score of perfotmance rather than the'much more familiar job entry-

,related measures.
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.:- OVtralt 4 ,.%(Retentil)._ L. (Job entries Standardize() ) Standardised
: -

T., tifectiveneee "PP, rata v %*) VMS Stiff ) * wi(job entity VW * (0) weltigr4 11.14134
.,,..,

..;.q4 4

, 4 V .4, . .

.. g

,. The constants A, 8, C ahd D are the approximate policy weights .'. ,,,,,,. ,I,

4 tt '
,

assigned to each indicator as derived from our analysis Of the WIN alio- ,

catiOn formula and from consultatidn.with the national WIN officia4.#
.-..

.

A lis 15.0
..

;
.,

'8 7.5 -

.

.
:. .

b
- C 8.3 ,

. D 7.5 .. .

't
;

I

The ratio of actual'performance (based on national program report-
. ing data) to expected performance (based, on the regression,equation) de-

scribed to what extent programs exceeded or fell below estimated l'vels.
AO obtain a weighted performance score for each state, these.ratios were
then multiplied by the policy weights. Thus, the overall' Performance
index, based on the weighted ritiosyould be:

fectivenne (A) Expected retention * (81 Expected job entries per staff * (CI Expected job entry. wage * (0) Expected fers savings .

t. tun L Ac tuailob etudes per eta f ( Actual welfare savintoActual job entry wage (
loaIf

Overa I 1

We* .

.

.; 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.

*SeeTable 1
simulation analyses of
formula is, in effect,
orities.

(Chapter 2) for the policy weights as derived by
the WIN Allocation Formula. This part,of the
a statement of durrent national performance pci-
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The composite scdres for all statee'vere.then tasked fot each of

thethree years. In a given year, states which were In the-top 25 pertent .

of the.range of, all acorei were deemed to be "high,perfOriets". in terms. 4
of the aomposite.scores, wjile. staieslin the bottom 25 percent were deemed'

$ .to te "low performers."*

..
..

. The final selection of sample states considered the rankings for
. all three years. States were identified which were coOsistently high 'or

. low performers. -Others.ceulckbe. seen to tiesrising into the high perform-
' . ance,xange, or dropping into the low_performance'range, although they wete.

P*., lg notsin these. rangevail three years. Aigh and low performers defined in
these terms $rovided the pool of states_from ,which the sample was drawn.

.

.

The quantitative analysisowas the main, but not the :only, basis
for selecting the.satiole states.',We wanted%our sample to include states
that were clearly high\and low Performers inthe above bense, since con-

, nectiong'betweed perforaace and institut.tonal struCture and behavior '

were mure likely,to be peteekible in_programs,tbiard these extremes.
In addition, two other criteria efifered in,:both.wor4ng.to ensure that
the sample Weilld be broadly representative of WIN progt ms natiohwide.

One was that pairs oE high and low, perforting stet s should be
drawn, if ,possible, from the same regions:'. There were reg nal and cul-
tural differences which we 11pothesized might affect WIN p rformance and
which were not captutecrfully in our'analysis of economic.and demographic

.influences. One example was variation in attitudes toward welfare from
region to region. -The "clustering" of high and.low performers.regionally
gaye us a rough way to control for these influiaces, since performance.

-differences among states in the same region would be less likely to be
due to geographic or cultural differences,.

The second Considetation was that-the sample states should exhibit
a wide range of organizational arrangements in their WIN programs. ldenti-
fication of associations between instituttonal characteristics and

#

*The methdd used for indexing ind selecting is only one of sev-,

eral possible ways of presenting this data. The standardization could
be scalar, to better measure the "distance" from ohe state's score to
another. Similarly, we originally planned to define high performers as
those states which were more than one.standard errorunit above expected,
but since there were two or three 'programs way above the range, thus
pushing the standard error up, we decided io'use the 25 percent method
described above.

I.
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performance was more probable_if states at the extremes'of performinde were.
examined. Similarly, connedtions between structure and performance would
be clearer .if the sample contained, a lot of variation in Institutional
*features: Henc,' we sought states that were not only hith or low performers
but represehtative of nationwide differences in program size, Organizational
structure, "spOnsoring" agency, degree of collocation And integration, arid

. service delivery approach (team, caseload, etc.). Information on structural
differences Was gleaned from three sourcesour mail survey of all etate .

WIN sponsor coordinators,.A telephone survey of all WIN regional'coordinatOrs,
And our National 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 geographi'cally clustered ind representative. Eight of, the statei
were matched in pairs of high and'low,performers covering four different
regioristtie Industrial East, the.IndlstFial-Midwestl the South, and,the.
West4* .

The states were also diverse and representative in terie of size
..an'd structural variation. Three were "megastates". with big WIN prog4ms,
while four were smal/ states, Several with populations,thinly dispersed

, over rural areas. Wide ranges of organizationel arrangements, degrees .

of,collocation or inte6ration, and service delivery approachwere coveted.

Our'state coordinator survevshowed that 41 of the 52 WIN programs
Were sponsored by state departmentg'of labor =employment security Agen-
cies and.eight by umbrella (often "human resources") agepcies. Two were
housed, in governores manpower office's that had statelevel tETA responsi-

.

biliti*es, and one delivered servicgs.through the state welfare departtent.
Reflecting this variety, our satOle.included three umbrella agencies, and
the welfare-run program.as well_as five,SESA-operated piograms. In addl.,.

tion, provipion had been made to examine the only two sites in the nation
where WIN had been operated by local CETApkime sponsors.

Definitiohal differences clouded the accuracy of data in'ourbsurve,'
on collocation and integration' of ES-WIN and SAU staff. However, responses
indicated that, despite federal encouragement,- only seven of 52 programs
were collocated at the state central office level. Two of these were in-
cluded in our sample.

*To encourage respOndents to speak freely, names of the states
studied were'not publicly disclosed.
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Only about 15 buttes indicated that aja of.their local units weAre
both collocated and Integrated.6 Most of thesiindidated that fewer than
40 percent of their unita weriffully-comhined. However, six repopted that
between SO percent and 100 percent of ifieir lOgal mita were collocated
and,integrated. Our sample included two statesthat.reported many unified
local 4erations and several others that were extcneively collocated but'.
not fully integrated.

Despite federal directives to drdpethe "team" approadh to service
delivery,.sur4ey, responses indicated that a pubstantial minority of,pro-
grams stsill'relied heavily on it. Twelve staies indicatid that half or .=

more of the local units were structured this way: Our sample included
three of these, is well as stateir that appeared to use various mixes_of'
the functional or caseload approaches. a

Our analysis of WIN performance indicators ptovided a standard
by which to compare state WIN Tirograms. The analysis reported in this
section showed the association between variations in thgse performance .

levels among states and differences in their socio-economic environments.
The-next section addresses such relati.cinships at a.more disaggregated
level-einfluences of local environmental factors on_the;petformance of
214 local WIN units ih our study sample of ten states..

. .

4. Effect of Socio-Economic Environment
on Local WIN ProdUctivity

Analysip similar to that jUst described was cdndActed with local.
levP1 data. .The purpose wai (1).to identify high and low performinwloCal'.
WIN units within out study, states, And 2) to verify and further explore
the relationships between environmenttand progrp performaffce indicated
by the %tate level analysis. .A'his°section discusseh the local level sia-.
tistical analysis. .

.
, .

.
Local Data Collection

.

Performance, demographic-and,economic inrforMation. was Obtained
for all 214 localyiN; units in the ten study states.' Within each' state, .

we cOlIected data 60the same variables for comparable time periods (CY .

'1977.or FY 1978 for most variab'es). The local data basi therefore con-
talued performance and exogenous variables for all local units in the
ten states.and was similar to that used in the.dtate level analysip de-.
scribed ih thepreeeding section.

.

The local data basefdid differ from the.eArlier date, however,
In two taportant ways. Xinst, the unit'of analysis wag 214 local pro-
grams rather than 51 state programs. Theincreased number of dbaerva-i
tions makes-StatistICal analysis'and redults more-reliable. Sec.ond,

a

:3 4
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state level data were obtained from national labor market information
sources ind aggregated reporting data. The local labor maket data were
only available through the states, usually the SESA reseaich 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 lists 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:

Identify exogenous factors associated,at the local
level with each o.f the four program performance
measures.

. Determine overall weighted effectiVeness indices.for
.

214 local units:

Categorize by performance level the 43 local pro-
grams that were visited and inOnsively exami.ned.

Develop a preliminary path analysis model, based-on
the results of the detailed statistical analysis, de-.

scabing relationships gmong socio:eConomic, organi-
zational and performance variables in WIN.

Relationships between Socio-economic Factors and Local WIN Performance

9.
The initial step in, identifying associations between exogenous

variables and local WIN performance was correlation analysis. Table 53
presents the cbrrelations 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 vVidity tests on correlation and later re-
gression statigtics repeatedly identified the local observations in this
state as-"outliers" in the analysis. The, data fkOm that state were not
comparable to data from the &her nine states, fo two.reasOns:

(1) Industrial confidentiality ip the employment and
wage reports, resulted in incomplete or enavailable
wage, etployment and industriar profile data foi
several counties. This affected two independent
variables (prevailing wage and lowwage employ-
ment) and one performance measure (job entry wage/
prevailing wage)..

:3



Variable
Number

Table 52

Local'Level Variables
.

Variable Definition

.L01 Average employer size

LO2 Proportion of non-agricultural employment in low-vage.industries

L03 ;Average prevailing hourly wage
jS?

L04 .Population density

LO5 Labor force partici atiOn rate

L0,6 Unemployment rat

L01 Number of sponsor staff for 100 WIN registrants

L08 Proportion of WIN registrants that are minority

L'09 Proportion of WIN registrants that are male

L10 Proportion of WIN registran,ts with 12 or more years of schooling .

Lll Percent average annual growth in non-agricultural employment

L12 Percene of families below low-income level 1970

L13 'Average hourly WIN job entry wage

L14 Number of SAU staff positions per 100 WIN registrants

L15 Number of certifications made per SAU staff

L16 Proportion of WIN registrants aged 45 or *more

L17 Total numnber of WIN s'ponsor staff

L18 Average WIN job entry hourly wage as a proportion of
prevailing hourly wage

L19 Number of job entries per WIN sponsor staff

L20 WIN job entry retention rate

L21 Average monthly welfare grant reductions as a proportion of
average monthly welfare grant costs
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Associations between local WIN Performance and
Sbcio-economic Factors (Correlation Coefficients)

Performance Measures

Inde endent Factor
Job entries Per
S onsor Staff

Welfare Grant
'Reductions

Retention
Rate

Job Entry Waie/

PrevaLWAII
Employer.Size

.261* .194 -.036Low-wage Industries -.234* . -.484* -.088 .474*Prevailing Wage 4385* .505* .150 -.753*Population Density -.125 -.151 -.179 -.172Labor 'Force Participation Rate 466 -.136 .-.087 .018Unemployment Rate .123 .188. .202* .072Minority Registrants -.278* -.593* ....194* .062Male Registrants .302* .498* .112 -.041High Education Registrants .326* .261* .138 -.213Oon-agricul. Employment Growth -.138 -.132 -.072 .281*Poverty Population -.404* -.073 -
.426*Sponsor Staff/100 Registrants -.354* .227* -.144 .264*SAU Staff/100 Registrants -.157 .295* .137 -.025,...-Rumber Sponsor Staff -.241* -.162 -.182 -.22631aer Registrants -.246* -.466* -057 .038Job Entries Per staff

.622* :192* -.229*Welfare Grant Reduction .622* -- .430* -.446Retention Rate .192 .430* -_ -.111Job Entry Wage/Prevatling Wage -..446* :..111 --

(n - 188. Coefficients marked with asterisk were significant at the .01
level or better.)
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(2) *The state had just begun using ESARS,reports for
all local projects.. Our research schedule coincided
wit-41-the transition period from manual transaction
reporting (TWX) to.ESARS. Since only three months
of ESARS data was available, the program informa-

,

tion for this state was not comparableto the
other nine'states. This Affected the registrant

, demographic variables, number of job entries and
retention rate.

As Table 4 in Chapter 2,showed, many of the same relationshipa
that appeared significant at the state level were also observed at the
local level. That is, relationships that were observed with-atate level
data also appealed wtlen data ou lbcal 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 numbers df males or high school graduates
in their regiptrant pool.achieved high levels on three performance meas-,
ures. Similarly, offices with high proportions of older workers or minor-
ities had lower jab '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 IA each
measure at the lodal level., Two types of list-wisJ regressions were con-
ducted for each performance pleasure. First, all the sqcio-economic vari-
ables were tegressed against each perfprmgnce measure. Then, restricted
regressions weie 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 rocess of identifying the equations that best explained
tperformance vari ion, certain critical assumptions were tested at every,
step in the regression analysis. tafielatiou matrices and scatter diagrams

*Significant explainers were those variables that had regression
coefficients with F-ratio values greater than the critical values for
a two-tail 5 percent F-distribution test for.significancee A variable
was not included if it was correlated above .30 with any other independent
variable in the equation.

324



I.

were examined to, identify any possible curvilinearity in associations
among variables of pignificant interrelationships among predictor-
variables. 'In addition, since the existence ofpolynomial and'inter-
active elationshipS among variables would have important implications
for ourianallsis in general'and for path apalysis in particular, we
included such terms in test regredsion rund. InclubiOns 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 foi noxmal 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 heteroskedasticity were built into Our analysis in the de-
sign phase 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 between the erroi terms and variables, a Bartlett
test was conducted to determine whether the level of hetetoskedacity was
significant enough to warrant data transformation, standardization or
eliminatiodit

4

Finally, 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 bilieriate correlation statistics.

All of these assumptions were tested for each ol'-the fin4 re-
gression equations. The best predictive equations for each of the\four
performance measures appeared in,Table 5 (Chapter 2).

t,

*This assumption ensures the validity of tests of hypotheses
(e.g.. 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 th t. 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.

4
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The results in Table 5 show that-the predictive power-(adjusted
R
2
) is higher at the local level than had been found at the state level

(Table 3 in-Chapter 2), With the exception of retention rate. Further
validity and reliability tests of the.data revealed the eeverity of the
retention rate reporting problem which was mentioned earlier in Chapter 2.
The problem was traced and identified as Seing inconsistent reporting (or
correction) of the items in ESARS used to cotpute retention rate. This
problem had not been as obvious in the statetlevel analysis, since the
data was more aggregated, thOs somewhat canceling out Aocal 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 it.s-reli-
ability was tenuous. These two modifications are discussed in the fol-
lowing.sections.on local Performance indiceaand preliminary path models.

The local regression results (Table 5 ) show that labor market
and demographic conditions 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 standardize& welfare grant reductions.. '

Furthermore,,there was subetantial 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.

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 enlries 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 difficultt 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-
ling for the local environment.
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. Performance Ranking_of Local Programs in Ten States,

.
.. 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. TheiBe icores were,
...

.again, based on the ratio of actual performance to estimated expected per-
formance-and weighted by the policY falters.,

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 visited 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 categatized
according to their actual performance levels and to their ranking within
the state, since within state the data and analyses were compnrable. These
classifications were then used in the qualitative andlysis reported.in
Part IV of this report.. Our sample of 41 local units were categorized as

. follows:
t

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 18.8 spores)

Models of Socio-economic Influences on WIN Performance

This section synthesizes our findings on socio-economic environ-
mehtal factors that have an influence on indiv.idual performance' measures
into:a gendral 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 effeet 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 relationships among environmental and per-
formance variables.

*As already mentioned, two sets of composite scores were used at
the local level, one excluding the questionable retention rate measured
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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Path. Analysis

Path.afialysisilas been increasingly used in the social sciences to
construct ant assess causal models.* Our system of relationships among
emmironmental and WIN performance variablei was suiceptible to such_causal_
model interpretations. Various modI ëëdé'iil didèidse
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. Our data on.socio-economic and performance variables is cross-,.

sectional, calpturing circumstances in 214 local WIN units at only one
point in time. However, a better test woUld exahine 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 bie impose upon a system of observed relationships.**-.

1
Hypothesized Model

We began our path analysis by first constrUcting a general model
that showed hypothesized causal relationships among enVironmental and per-
formance variables. This model-is preaented in Figure 19.

r

Socio-Econoeic
Environsent

Retention
PACO

Job Entry
Wage Rate

Job Entries
per Staft

Welfare
Savings

Figure 19.
Hypothesized Model of Causal Relationships

Among Environmental and Performance Variables

*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 an&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 Oath coefficients is not intended to accomplish the impos-
sible task of deducing causal relations from.the.values of the correlation
coefficients 1(1934), p. 193). . . . (However) in cases in which the causal -

relations are uncertain, the method can be used to find the logical conse-
wences of any par.ticular hypothesis-in regard to them [(1921), P. 557)."
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In developing this model, we made a number of assumptions., First,
.we assumed that environmental variables Aight have,ati effect on the inter-
mediary performance measures tretention rate, job entry wage rate and job
entries per staff), but that these intermediary 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 program.

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-
terdependence found among variable's in the model. We also developed a set
of regression equations to obtain-information on the significance Aitd mag-
nitude of causal relationships suggested by the model.

Path Analytic Findings

Statistical tests"were conducted on the data at different phases
of 'bur analysis to guarantee that assumptions underlying this analysis
were not being violated. In addition, a number of competing causal models
were considered and eibaluated. 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-variables than did other.models.

Thd 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 dxplainet of variations' in welfare savings.*** Improvementa
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.

1
*this type of assumption is-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-.
4

gether explained 49 percent of the variation in welfare savings. Exclud-
ing retention ,,rate, 46 percent of the variation is explained:

4

329



.Crouth in non-Agri-
cultural employment

),

trovortIon louwage
r.InJustrtue

'

0111.111.111aaksaariladalglamalabaaallalaeladiallh

sillrommelawkwimmemo.......grooiw

Averagu

uiza

.493

lye. Vonthly

'tlfarc.Cront

VI:Auctions
(n2 .4561

a

SOMINIIMMINalladhanpane.M.NOMSMISIMINIMEMA.

Prep6rtion populatiot
tkabw pol.wrty A A

Vvo.portIon of

tetjtarantu Lulu

Job Entries
per sponsor stafi

.(g2... .304)

roollation donetty

!i tut. forcu

vartAcipatIun vat+)

Figure 20

Path Analytic Model of Socio7economic Impacts on WIN Performance
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The numbers on the vectbrs Or arrows in Figure 20 are path c.o.
efficients.* -They indicate.the relative effect independelit variables.
lave on dependent variables.. For example, a Oange of one unit (meAsured .

by.one standard deviation) in the "proportionl lowwsge industries" variable
.0would cauiie a .493 unit change in job entry wage rats. Similarly a one
unit change in "joboentries per staff" would increase welfare grant reduc-
tions by-.551 units. All path coefficients in the model are significrt
at the .41 1.e4el Or greater. -

I

The values E E
2

and E are the variations in performance left
unexplained by their respective

3
tegression2equations. That is, 80C10-

economic variables explain 30.4 percent (R ) of the variation in job en-
tries per staff. Thus, 69.6 ilercent of the variation on.that measure '

among local units Is left unexplained. The cOmparable unexplained vari-
ation for job'entry wage rate was 47.0 percent. Analysis of job entries
per staff and job entry wage rate on welfare Savings left 54.4 percent
of the .variation in monthly welfare reduction4 unexplained. The values
assigned to the curved bi-directional liries indicate that ehe'residual
values for ihe three measures used in the model are uncorrelated.

The negative path coefficien fbr the relationship 'between job
entry wage rate and welfare saliings requires clarifiCation. The jib entry
wage rate measure was a standardized.one, using job entry wage rlittes relar
tive to local prevailing wage rates. Thus, in communities where prevailing
wages were relatively low, the average WIN mage.might approach or surpass
the prevailing wage...Rut that entry wage was.still low, although it ap-
proximated the area' prevailing wage. Jobs with low entry wages would not
generate enough additional income to cause significant reductions in wel-
fare gtlants. Conversely, in communities with relatively high prevailing
wage rates, it would be more unlikeiy forWIN average wage rates to ap-
.proximate prevailing rates. However, WIN entry wages probably would still
be absolutely higher than in low wage arees,*even though the standardized
measure-might be lower. These higher job entry wageb (measured in absolute
vil1ue0) would generate larger incomes and larger commensurate welfare grant
reductions. Ais a consequence, the analysis shows an inverse relationship
between standardized job entry wage rate and welfare savings.

*We chose in our an4ysis to define t)th coefficients as stand-
ardized regressioh coefficients or beta weights.
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5.. .pcjmai_41_,A32p_L...an.s.tEtsandimrovements

previous sections have addressed how we conducted our anahsis of
state and local data on WIN performance indicators and their assoilation
with socio-economic environmental variables. They showed how this analyNis
linked up with dur content analysis of mostly qualttative information on .

organizational.and process variables. This section focuses on what could
naw he done, based on this study., to provide more.definitive statements
About causa/ ordering among environmental and organizational variables
and about expected iiifluehces of induced changes.in these variables on

. program perfOrmance.

I.

The specific approach we usea was necessitated by the exploratornature of our'study. Little was known about WIN organizational character-.
istics or their likely influence, and that.d1 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 etddied, and to develop hy
potheses for testing. Analysis was aimed at identifying'systematic associ-
ations among these variablea. 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 soció-

' economic factors and performance indieators with content analysis of mostly
qualitative information on the organizational characteristics'of selectedAstate and local.WIN programs.

This section presents a-statistica design that would simultane-
ously analyze longitudinal data'on environir4ental, organizational.and per-
formance variables. This design would perinlit inferences about causation
among these.variables and could be used.in the analysis recommended in
Chapter 14. That 'chaipter proposed a stretegy for im4ementing-4ecommenda-
tions based on our research findings.. Part of this strategy-for improving'
WIN(program performance invoived the development of a longitudlnal data
base for a stratified random sample of local WIN programs and rigorous,
comprehensive analyses of these data. Both the data base development
an4 the analqtic design are premised on knowledge acquired through this
exploratory.studp.

The proposed sample of local WIN units would .be stratified by
variables that are not likely to change significantly during a one-year
period or during the short-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 identified as significantly related
'r to WIN petfbrmarice, as prepented' in Section 4 of this appendix. Data on'.

organizational characteristics (including state central office influences -

.on.local operations) would'be.obiained throUgh standardized instruments.'
. Ibis stuily has proVided us with knowledge on what variables and what scalar

measurements-Ito use in.these inIttruments.

Findings'frbm analysis of these longitudinal data could satisfy
a number of WIN program needs. rirst, they could provide afore objective

,

data on what could be expected of local.M1N operations in particular kinds.
of°environments: This could assise state program coordinators and local
unit staff in their joint determination of activity and performance goals:*
Regression analysep wOulid.provide them with.a "prediction° eqUation. The
getieral form of this regression equation would be iimilar to that presented
in Sectioll i sy assigning local unit values 6 the predictor variables,
program officials 'could obtain a range of valj rS.r activity and perform-
-Lance indicators,that could be.msed during g setting negotiations..*

, 4

Such analysis could also have evaluative and allocativeortility.'
Local units whose.overall performanceo(or performance on particular Andi-

'cators) fell within one standard deViation plus or minus their eXpected
'values could be viewed a's approximating effectiveness levels,consistent
with what one would expect given their particular socio-4Conomic environr
ments.**uThose kiiith actual vafues in excess of one standard error-of es7
timate....yould be considered relatively high performing operations.. Those .

below one standard error of the eetimate 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 planning process. Those

*. local units with performance problems might be singled out for in-deptft
review and diagdosis by regional and state WIN officials and for joint

al

. .

.*Regression,coeflialents and standard errors should be obtained
through the "jackknife" tectinique which involves construction of equally .,

sized random simples of observations, sequefitial omiasion of one of the
sample lats and comwation of statistics., and "averaging" of statistics
derived.from these compuiations. See TukeyA(1977)..

**Depending upon national policy, data on-performance or activity
indicators could be individually analyzed with enVironmental data; or
°overall effectiveness" scaled scores could be obtained through canonical

-corselations oi,factor analysis and these regressed on similarly aggre-1'
6,

gated measures of sftvironmental conditions. -

OP,
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state/local deTeloOMent of plans for corrective action. Thus, ?tate-level .)

staff, resources cduld be targeted on fhose units requiring attention, and
local staft and Xraining resources could be ailaica;ed on a.More objective

* basis:

co

Since loigitudinal data collection wovld occur for both-sionsoe 1

And) SAU units, the above suggesaons for'planning) evaluation and resource
allodhtion -are,not restricted just to-WIN sponsor mhits..,' They could also

. apply independently 'to SAU upits, or to some form of_loint, asseismentbf'
local SAU/sponsor units..

.. ..

; t

The second use of this longitudinal data base on a representative
°sample of local WIN unite would be for "control".or,comparison purposes. .3

,during WIN experimentation or demonstration projects. tocal WIN unite
involved in such projects couldlmt matched to-local units in the sample. .

The basis forsuch matches would' be environmental and.organizational'dati
collected on demonstration sites ahd-their historical performande levels.
Thebe would.be matched with those of units in ttle sample on a one-toone ,.

( 'basis.. ThA number of saftpid units used far compariion sited,woUld.be de-,
,pendent on'the inferentia/ powic desired and design/cosi considerations-
associated with a particular stUdy.''EXamples of experimentation. where .

such controlswould be*desirabIe are'the WINIabs, Job Search Training .

experiniental siteS.; and performance improvemeht demonstrations prOpOied
'by,.this study, -

. . .
S.

1

e

o.

A

a

* :Thicdly, this longitudinal data base would provide federal and.
state WIN administrators With (1) informatiod on "natural".changes occur-
'ring over time in local WIN units, (2),data on the effects on.local pro-
grams of changes in federal WIN.policy and procedures.,,add (3) a more

- definitive statement on the cauAe and effect relati,onshiis°that exist'
among environmental factors; organizational characteristics, and per-
formance levels.* State and federal administrators could use the first
two types of information to respond to changing realities in the field
or to fine tune policy directives toliore precisely bring about' desired
changes in their program. ',The remaining portions of this appendix ad-

, . dress the third\ype of knOwledge and its utility to program managers.

As stated.?n Section 1, the exploratory nature of thl:s study'pre-
cluded 'definitive statements' about cause and effect relationships within
State and local'WIN programs. Howeimr,.such statements'could be made--
causation could be inferr_J at relatively high levels of confidence--with

.011
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analysis of longitudinal data on variables for which definitions and
parameters, can be created AZ a result of our exploratory research.
Such analysis would permit one to identify the determinants- of perfOrmance
in the WIN program and to predict the direction and magnitude of changes
in performance levels that would result from measurable and induced cl,anges
in organizational variables that are within the contror of WIN managers and
,staff. In effect., a program manager could institute change in an operation
and be able to realize predictable levels of performance improvement.
However, experimentation would be required to develop a set of feasible,
appropriate and efficient ways of initiating and sustaining such structural,
managerial and procedural changes.

The statistical design presented here presupposes the development
of a stratified ra.om.sample of local WIN units, the periodic acquisition
.of socio-economic data on service areas covered by these offices, the use
of standardized data collection instruments to measure political environ-

,

mental phenomena and organizational factors for the same time periods, and
the collection of program activity and performance data for both local sponsor
and SAU operations:. The analytic design addreSses the "spuriousness" problem
discussed in Section 1 of thi. s appendix and permits the differentiation of

. direct and indirect effects of environmental and organizational factors on
WIN performance.

The statistical design* involves a two stage regression analysis .

of the following form:

1st stage Y = a +b L +N. b S P + R
regression la 1 ia U lk ka wa

= y + R
n.a wa

A
2nd stage Y, a2 + b 21y1(1 1b2. xma+ Rva
regression -(

whete for the ath local WIN program:

Y = Y = a composite, standardized performance measure or
1=1 201

indicator for overall WIN effectiveness

the ith variable describing the local labor market

*We are indebted to Dr. Timothy Ling, formerly of The Urban Institute
and currently with JWK International Inc., for his consultations and'sugges-
tions on this design.
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Sla = the jth variable identifying socio-demographic

characteristics of the population in the program's
catchmeut area and of the program's registrants

F
ka the kth variable describing local and state political

conditions

R - residual variation for the first stage regressionwoi

A
.

1

,
Y
la = estimated effectiveness level as predicted by environ-

mental independent variables in first stage regression.

X = the mth variable describing organizational character-ma
istics of program

R
va residual variation for the second stage regression

The first stage regression is similar to the one presented in Sec-
tion 1 and used in our analysis of state and local environmental influences
on program performance (Sections 3 and 4, respectively). It differs in
its inclusion of,political factors (P), data upon which would be obtaine4
through standardized datacollection instruments. The second .stage regres-
sion would use estimates from the- first stage enr organizational descriptors
to identify the combined influence of environmental and organizational fac-
tors On WIN perfarmance. Quantified organizational variables describing
a random sample of local units would permit regression of these variables
upon environmental variables as had been previously done with performance
measures. In effect, it would permit the regression of the residual of
organizational determinants (R1,--the residual of the regression of or-
ganizational factors on environmental variables) on the residual of per-
formance (R

w--the residual of the regression of a composite performance
measure on environmental variables). Such a regression wonld provide
unbiased regression coefficients. That is, possible spurious 6orrelations
existing between performance and organizational variables due to their
common environmental determinants would no longer be at issue. Figure 21
gives a graphical presentation of this general approach.
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Figure 21 .

General Analytic Design for Unbiased Estimation of Environmental
and Organizational Influences on Local WIN Performance

1.

While the above is a general analytic schema for addressing the in
' fluences of environment and organizational characteristics on WIN perform

ance, specific procedures are required to (1) identify primary variables
for analysis and for use in (2) the development of composite measures for
environment, organization and performance so that (3) the direct effect and'
indirect effect of environment on performance and tWe diiect effect of
organizational characteristics on performance can bd identified. Composite
measures (the upper case P, , L, Z and X in Figure 22 ) would be derived
using regression coefficients (the b's in Figure 22)'and a composite per
formance indicator would be formulated taking an average of standardized
Variates.* The patg coefficients (P's in Figure 22) indicate the relative
importance 'of a composite measurethe strength and direction of association
between composite measures and between composite meaaures and residualsk**

*Figure 22 regression .coefficients with "d" subscripts would have
d = y when the performance-composite measure was regressed on environmental
factors and d = x when organizational factors were regressed on these en
vironmental variables.

**A composite path"coefficient is the ratio of the standard devi
ation of the composite dependent variable attributable to primary independ
ent variables within a composite, such as, X, with other composites, such
as L, S and P (and thus Z), in the regression held constant to t4 standard
ized deviation of that dependent variable (for example, P = 0(1 )/0(Y).

yx x
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Figure 22

. Graphical Depiction of Two Stage Regression
Analysis for Determinants of Perfocmance
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Sequentidlly, this analysis would involve:

(1) a first steige regression of the performance measure on all
primary variables (lower case 1, s, p and x) selected for'
analysis;

(2) estimation of expected performance based on environmental ,

influences ( i) ahd that are attributable to organitational fac-
tors ( 4? );* ,

(3) calculation of path coefficients, P and P , and residual
path coefficient .' **

yz YX
yv

(4) a second stage regression of on the primary environmental
variables;

x

(5) estimation of eipected performance ) due.to direct effect
of environment oh organizations impleanting program;***

(6) calculation of composite path coefficient P and residual
xz

path coefficient Pxu;**** and

(7) derivation of a path analytic model for inferring causal
ordering among variables and their relative importance as
detvrminants of WIN performance.

A A 4

211 Y and lb x = Y
*yz z yx x

**P = S1)(41° )/SD(Y); P = SD(4? )/S1)(Y); and
zyz yx x

P a li(l-R
2

of first iegression)
yv

A
***lb z s Y

xz x,z

****P
xz

a SD( )/SI)( ); P = 11(1-R 2 of second regression)
x,z . x xu
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As shoWn in.Figure 23 , all direct and indirect effects of environmental/
organizational variables on WIN,performance are assessed in units of ex-
pected performance (as 'predicted by relevant primary variibles). The
square of a composite path coefficient provides a measure 'of the direct
determination of that path (proportion of variation attributable to the
direct effect of independent variables). The sum of these path coeffi-
cients squared is the variation in performance among local units attri-.
butable to, all the composite measures included in the model (and thus
their primary* variables). The square of the residual path coefficient
(P ) is a measure of nondetermination (proportion of variation not
acnunted for by variables included in the model).

10101.1111111.1.111101111101111M

F.

a Figure 23

Path Analytic Composite Regression Model of
WIN Performance Determinants
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APPENDIX C

FfELD INTERVIEW GUIDE AND RESPONDENT LIST

This appendix contains an outline of the guide used to conduct interviews
At the regional office, state and local levels, as well is a list of types
of respondents intervihwed at each level. Material included for cueing and
coding purposes in the guides used in the field have been deleted. 'Subject
items under each heading were coded to be asked of specified types of respond
ents. The field researchers were instructed to modify same items as necessary,
to fit different respondent types and to probe vague or unclear responses.

. Respondents were promised confidentiality as to their identityl organization
and location.

OUtline of Interview,Guide

A. Personal Characteristics
1. .Education

2. Work experience
3. Job tenure
4. Training

B. Formal Or anization
1. OrganiAation chartb
2. Staff rosters
3. Reporting patterns

C. Goal Structure
I. Unit goals
2. Superiors' goals
3. Perceived impact of goals

D. Allocation Formula
1. Distribution of information on the formula
2. Perceilied priorities
3. Changes in priorities
4. Influence of formula
S. Regional distribution of.discretionary funds
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E. Unit Tasks and Functioning
1. Unit tasks
2. Individual tasks.
'3. Intra-unit work flow patterns
4. Task time allocations
5. Suggested changes in task.time allocations

F. Inqa-Unit Interaction
1. Co-worker interaction patterns
2. Supervisor interaction patterns
3...Intra-unit meetings
4. Non-work interactions

G. Managerial:Behavior
1. Delegation of authority
2. Response to staff suggestions AmA change
3. Approieh to staff management
4. Sources and frequency of conflict

. 5. Modes of conflict resolution

H. Service Delivery.L_Inies,k_mectdProcedures
1. Client flow .

2. Staff-client activities
3. Treatment of vOluntary participants
4. Changes In service delivery procedures, client floWs and service.mix

I. OJT and Private Sector Placement
I. Use of OJT contracte
i. Employer response to OJT and.tax credit
3.. Perceived WIN OJT-CETA OJT interaction
4. Types of private sector openings avUlable/utilized-for clients
5. Emploler receptivity to hiring WIN registrants

J. Inter-unit Interaction
I. Substance, freqUency and character of interaction with other units
2. Office-wide meeiings
3. Non-work interactions

K. ES-WIN Relations
1. ES-WIN unit differentiation
2. ES-WIN task interehanges
3. WIN adcess to ES job orders
4. Perceived usefulness to WIN of Job Bank
5. Cooperation and coordination with employer relations representatives

and with Job Information System (JIS)
6. Attitudes of ES staff to WIN (and visa versa)
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7. Perceived impact of WIN presence on ES "
8. Extent of ES-WILrivalry or tension
9.. Mode of ES-WIN conflict resolution

C

L., Sponsor-SAU Linkages
1...Character of coordinating mechanism or procedures
2. Coordination problems'and solutions
3. Sponsor-SAU task interchanges
4. Formal and informal contacts and interactions
5. Changea over time
6 . Collocation (and'integration) and its perceived affect.on operations

a.

M. IMU-WIN Linkages
1

1. Items similar to mL" above.

N. CETA Linkages
1. Substance and frequency of Contact
2. CETA intake and referral mechanism r,

3. PropOrtion of WIN (AFDC) in CETA Training and PSE components
4. Prime sponsonpriority for welfare recipients
5. Kinds of CETA training
6. Sources of WIN-CETA conflict and modes of resolution
7. WIN attitudes toward and Opinion of CETA (and visa liersa)
8. Constraints on WIN participation in CETA PSE.
9. CETA funding of WIN atiff positions'

10. Substance, ,frequency and quality of information exchange

O. Vocational Education Linkages
1. Frequency and subject of contacts
2.. Referral procedures
3.. °Types of training
4. WIN staff involvement in Voc Ed curriculum development
5.. WIN attitude toward,and opinioh of Voo Ed (and visa versa)

. Vocational Rehabilitation Linkages
1. Items similar to "0" above
2. Specialized or'joint caseload management
3. Staff cross-training
4. Rehab attitudes toward welfare clients

Q. Other Agency Linkages
1. Frequency, substance and recency of other service agency contacts.
2. Referral procedures

' 3. Perceived benefits.
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R. Personnel Systems ?.,

1: Hiring and promoVion prqcediares
2. Political influences.
3. Salary level competitiveness
4. Affirmative action policies and mechanisms
5. Vetetans preferences

.4
6. Degree and effects ofunionization
7. Perceived characteristics of WIN personnel
8. Perceived.impacts of personnel.system on prograM

S. 'Facilitiee and E ui mente
.

1. Office.location decisionmaking
2. Perceived quality of.WIN.unit office space and location
3. Perceived effect of administrative support agencies on program

,operations

T. Aggional Office
1. Role and functioning of RCC
2. Role and functioning of regional WIN unit
3. Rerformance of specific tasks (resource allocation, monitoring,

. site visiting,t-techniCal assistance, etc.)
,4. Federalstate conflicts and mode of resolution
5. Federal influences on state and locat program operations

'

U. Written and Oral Communication
1. Nature, frequency and flow of communications
2. Authority to modify or stop written communications
3. Use of meetinga, institutes, training sessions
4. Compliance and disagieement
5. lee0ack mechanism and attitudes

V. Political Influences
4

1. Perceived in4uences of the political appointees in charge of thePagency
2. Perceived influences of other state level political officials
3. Perceived influences of local level political officials
4: Politicians: public positions on WIN and welfare
5. Perceived influence of various lobbies and special interest

organizations

W. Technical Assistance
1. TA received
2. TA usefulness, competence, limitations
3. Unfilled needs.and. suggested improvements

344



X. Federal Fundins(
1. .Changes in funding levele, delays,'etc.
2. Perceived impact on program operation

Y. State Funding
1. Matching grants-
2. Allocating Title XX funds
3. .Special initidtives

. 4. General austerity programs :

-5. LOcal coatributions or in-kind subsidies

- Z. MIS
1. Aceuracy, timeliness, Credibility of ESARS, CAS, other MIS
2. Managerial utilization
3. Staff EDP capacity
4.. WIN-welfare reporting interface

1
5. Problems, innovations and suggestions.

A-A-:)lanning
1. Planning and aCtivity target setting processes,
2. Rdalism and usetulndss of plans -

3. .Sponsor-SAU unified budgeting and planning

BB. Budget Review'
1. State budget review
2. State program analysis or oversight

CC. Community Attitudes and Percepaoaa
1. General awareness of'WIN
2. Attitudes toward WIN, welfare and work.

DD. Assessmeht and Welfare Reform
1. Perceived strengths and weakness of their WIN program
2. Suggested improvements
3. Expectations about welfare reform

Respondent Categories

Re ional Level

Assistant Regional Director for Employment and Training (DOL-ETA)
Regional Commissioner of Human Development'Services (HEW-OHDS)
Regional WIN Director
WIN`unit staff
OPTS staff
.ETI staff
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State Level
- .

Stat'e WIN Sponsor Coordinator
Other WIN Sponsor Central Office staff
WIN Spodsor Coordinator's supervisor
State SAU CooFdinator
Other SAU C4dtral Office staff
SAU Coordinatoei supetvisor
SEBA Research and Statistecs staff
SESA Evaluation and Monitoring staff
SESA Chief of Field Operations
'Key manpower,aide in governorts office
CETA balance-of-state official
"Wirt examiner for_ WIN program
tiember,of legislature or stiff familiar with WIN
Officials from departtent of,education, vocational education, or-vocational

rehabilitation
Public Service employees' union represeniative.

41,

'

.4 I

WIN Sponsor superveisor
ES supervisor ,

-'SAU Supervisor

a

" .District/Area Level

Local Level

-;

wIN sponsor unit supervisor
0

..Intermediaie supervisor in local WIN spesor office
ES office tanager

-Welfare administrator
SAU supervisor
IMU supervisor
SAU staff
IMU staff
Job Bank superyisor
CETA prime sponsor administrator or staff
Vocational education administrator or staff
Vocational rehabilitation administrator or staff
Representatives of community-based organizations
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