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PREFACE

This report cuylminates a research program undertaken by
InterStudy for the Employment and Training and Administration of
the Department of Labor under Grant Numher 51-27-73-09. The
intent of the research was to identifyvy and measure various employ-
ment-related incentives and disincentives in the Work Incentive
Program. The study .unsidered both the original WIN I Program
implemented in 1969, and the revised WIN TT Program commenced in
1972,

The study procedure collected information through personal
interviews with over 800 former and current WIN participants in
Ramsey County (St., Paul), Minnesota. The results of the analysis

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

This research sought to identify and measure incentives and
disincentives in the Work Incentive (WIN) Program; and, to measure
and explain the impact of WIN upon its desired or intended goals
of increased employment and self-sufficiency for that portion of
the welfare population supported by the Aid to Families with
Dependent GChildren (AFDC) Program.

While the study focused on the impact of WIN and its various
components on the employment of current and former AFDC recipients,
the inquiry could not be limited to a consideration of the WIN
Program features in isolation. Rather, it was important to con-
sider, to measure and control for, the influence of a variety of
other things which impact upon employment. Therefore, this study
considered the importance of the socio-economic and demographic
characteristics of WIN recipients, the attitudes of WIN recipients
towards work and welfare, and the knowledge and understanding of
WIN clients Yegarding penalties and rewards associated with WIN
and related AFDC policies and programs.

We believe this study is unique in the breadth of the various
possible influence: on emplovment behavior of WIN clients con-
sidered here. It is also important to understand that this study
from its inception and initial design has been limited to WIN
clients. The entire sample studied here has participated, at
lease to some extent, in the WI¥ Program. The goal of this study,
from its beginning, has been to identify the differences, and the
relative importance of those differences, between successful and
unsuccessful participants in the WIN Program —-—- in terms of both
successful employment at termination from WIN and emplovment after
WIN participation.

The policy or programmatic purposes and implications of such

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

ity of the establishment and maintenance of an employment-related

8
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program such as WIN bv contrasting the employment syccess of WIN
clients vis-a-vis the general AFDC population. Rather, we
accepted the existence of such a program. The purpose of this
study, accepting and assuming the existence of the WIN Program,
was to determine the most efficient and effective manner in which
such a program can operate by determining the types of clients
and the tvpes of services best alligned with tbhe achievement of
the WIN Program goals of increased emplovment and increased self-
sufficiency for AFDC recipients.

Therefore, we sought to identify &nd measure the relative
impact cf all the various perscnal characteristics, program experi-
ences, and exogenous influences upon eventual employment success,
or lack of success, for a WIN client. The findings and conclusions
of this study present WIN policy makers and program administrators
with three general recommendations or alternatives.

First, they may choose, through the WIN Proéram, to develop
in WIN clients those capabilities which apParently significantly
impact upon current and future success in the world of work, For
example, they may chooge to concentrate upon the development of
work experience, job placements, self-confidence, etc., which
appear to relate to eventual employment success.

Second, decision makers may choose to concentrate the WIN
Program on individuals already possessing the requisite quantity
of the needed attributes to achieve emplovment success. This
latter process essentiallv amounts to what has been termed
"creaming', or selecting into the program those people most likely
to succeed with the assistance of the services provided through
the program.

Third, as we will explain in a moment, decision makers
should choose to concentrate on activities which result in actuyal
job placements for WIN participants.

The purpose of this study was not to make value judgments
regarding which of these paths to choose. Rather, the purpose of

this study was to provide information and analysis which will

0
2

InterStudy / 123 East Grant Street/ Minneapolis, Minnesota 55403




assist decision makers in their choice. With these provisos im
mind, we now turn to & summary of the substantive findings, con~
clusions, and policy implications of this study.

The substantive results of this study have two important
aspects. Some findings and conclusions relate to specific inde-
pendent variables which seemed to show an important impact upon
employment outcomes either at WIN termination or at follow-up.
Other findings and conclusions, perhaps of more intriguing
interest, seemed to indicate that the success of the clieat in
WIN itself, as measured by employment at termination from WIN,
related very stromgly to future employment success at.follow-up.
In general, our conclusiom is that somehow, the whole is more
than the sum of its parts im that, besides the various ohjective
characterictics which we identified as relating to employment,
there was something important in the wery success of a client in
che WIN Program in terms of predicting his evenutal emplovment
success at follow-up. In this summary we deal with this latter
finding first.

People with successful WIN termination outcomes were signif~

icantly more successful at follow-up in Several measures:

® Seventy-eight percent of the successful WIN terminees
were employed at follow-up;

® One-half of the successful WIN T c¢clients were still
employed in their WIN jobs two to four years after
termination; 73% of the successful WIN TI females and
807 of the successfui WIN II males were emploved on
their WIN jobs a vear after termination;

e 1If employed at follow-up, the earnings of successful
terminees were larger tham those of unsuccessful
clients employed at follow-up;

® Successful terminees who were emploved at follow-up
experienced earnings increases between emnlovment prior
to WIY and follow-up which were larger, in both absolute

and relative terms, Fhan those of the unsuccessful WIN
-+
1
4 0
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terminees emploved at follow-up;

¢ Successful WIN terminees were about two times more
likely to be off AFDC at follow-up than unsuccessful
téerminees, A

The reason we nention these particular findings toward the
beginning of rhis summary is that we believe that this particular
aspect of our research into the WIN Program has significant policy
implications. Assuming that the program does not devise a system
of accomplishing very superficially successful outcomes by placing
people‘in short-term jobs, one of our general conclusions is that
whatever the WIN Program does to influence success at termination
positively affects employment success at follow-up and, tﬂetefore,
should be encouraged.

The possible reasons for this success, seeming to influence
future success, are several. As we will note in a moment, the
impact of a previously successful employment history was in itself
a good indicator of future employment success. The very fact of
having a job was a substantial practical advantage related to
future employment success. That is, having 2 job at WIN termina-~
tion eased the problem of finding a job sometime between WIN
termination and follow-up significantly since many of the success-
ful WIN terminees held the same job until the time of our follow-
up interview.

We can only speculate on cother reasons for this relation-
ship between successful terminations and successful follow-ups.
Perhaps the individual level of personal efficacy and/or self-
confidence increased along with successful development of an
employment history; or, perhaps, those who fail to get johs in
the WIN Program have feelings of inadequacy reinforced.

In sum, whatever it was that the WIN Program accepted or
generated in individual clients leading to job success at WIN
termination seemed to bear a strong relationship to the employment
success of WIN clients at follow-up. The policy lesson thus

prescribed is that the WIN Program should follow through with

11
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clients, as much as possible, to achieve successful terminations.

These findings indicate something more than a restatement

of the obvious, and declared, goal of the WIN Program --- to get
people into jobs —-~—— or a simplistic conclusion that '"success
breeds success.” As noted earlier, the potential here is three-

fold: first, the WIN Program can work to develop successful
terminations through the development of those characteristics in
WIN clients that seem to be related to employment success; second,
the program can operate by focusing upon clients and potential
clients already possessing the greatest quantities of the requisite
abilities which seem to relate to employment; third, the WIN
Program can more comsciously, or "operationally", focus on the
goal of getting people into jobs by keeping clients in the pro-
gram until actually employed, by emphasizing job placement, and
seeking greater knowledge and understanding of the job market to
facilitate finding (and, possibly, creating) jobs and matching
clients with jobs. 0f course, the program can simultaneously
focus on all of these possibilities.

Now we turn to 2 brief description of the variables in our
study which related,  either Positively or negatively, to employ-
ment success either at termination or at follow-up. In this
discussion we follow the general outline of the more detailed
explanation of our ‘study results in the main report by presenting
in sequence: personcl socio-economic and demographic characteris-
tics, WIN experience, understanding of incentives and disincentives
in WIN and related AFDC policies, personal attitudes toward work
and welfare while noting that the sequence is out of step only in
that we have already related the apparent importance of the tran-
sition status of WIN success in relation to future employment
success., The reader must turn to the detailed explanation of our
substantive results for an in-depth analvsis of the findings and
conclusions of this study.

Several items appeared to be significantly related to em-

ployment success in terms of the personal socio-economic and

12
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demographic characteristics of ¢lients. The major elements
connected with successful employment outcomes were: a prior
successful work history; the absence of a child under three years
of age for female~headed households; the absence of a significant
perceived health problem; and, the presence of a spouse in the
home. Most of these impacts are self-explanatory. We have
assumed that a prior work history related to the acquisition of a
variety of abilities and traits which, in turn, generally related
to employment success. The once-assumed distinction of the pre-
sence of a chi’d of pre-school age, under six, seems to have been
replaced by the impact of the presence of a child under three
years of age, apparently representing an age when child care is,
relatively, easier to obtain. This finding suggests that an
appropriate WIN exemption from work registration would be for
mothers with a child under three years of age --— in terms of
program success and, perhaps, in consideration of what will best
serve mothers and children. While a health c¢riterion was not
terribly significant, generally, perceived health problems related
to less employment. We assume that the presence of another adult
in the home, as represented by marital status, represents a poten-
tial for the eliminafion of certain employment-related problems
such as child care and the need to accomplish a certain minimal
amount of '""homework'" --- and, therefore, is consistent with
greater employment.

Interestingly, the results of our studvy show little in the
way of impact of most WIN Program components. The major impact
we found resulting exXclusively from the WIN Program irself was in
the area of vocational education. This particular aspect of WIN
participation related very significantly in all groups to eventual
employnent success either at termination or at follow-up. The

policy or program implication here, consistent with earlier state-

ments, 18 that this program component deserved emphasis because

it very directly related to the princinal goal of getting people

inte jobs. 1 3

f
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The adult basic education component of WIN showed less
influence. We assume that this result relates to the fact that
people in need of basic adult education are representative of a
group in need of a substantial amount of additional assistance to
overcome their employment barriers. Our, obvious, conclusion is
that the adult education program cannot, in itself, overcome the
basic deficiencies for these individuals in regard to emplovment-
related abilities, but is most likely a necessary program compo-
nent working toward greater job potential.

Another AFDC policy directly related to the WIN Program is
the positive financial incentive to work, represented by what is
known as the "$30 + 1/3" income disregard provision of the AFDC
program. While the specific focus of this study was not upon the
"$30 + 1/3" disregard, we paid substantial attention to this AFDC
provision because of its obvious relatiomship to the impact of
another employment~related policy =-- the WIN Program.

In general, WIN clients were aware of the "'§30 + 1/3" income
disregard in terms of its general impact of allowing work and
earned income to influence the total amount of dollars available
to the AFDC vecipient. On the other hand, WIN clients were con-
fused about the specifics of the influence of the "$30 + 1/3"
income disregard provision. 1In addition, those who were aware
and who did undefstand the "$30 + 1/3" income disregard provision
generally suggested that it had 1little to 4o with their incentive
to work.

While most of the males were aware of the fact that they
could work and that earned income would increase their general
level of spendable income, they were not aware of the specifics of
the "$30 + 1/3" disregard, nor were they aware of the fact of the
one hundred hour maximum work rule which limited the amount of
work males could undertake while still benefiting from the "$30 +
1/3" income disregard provision.

Thus, awareness of the income disregard was limited. 1In
addition, those WIN clients who were aware of the disregard

i4
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considered it to be either too complicated to influence their work
decision or too little, in the way of a financial incentive, to
have a substantial impact upon their decision to seek employment.

This study does not purport to definitively analvze the im=~
pact or the effectiveness of the "$30 + 1/3" income disregard.
However, it seems apparent that a greater knowledge and understand~
ing among AFDC and WIN clients is required if the policy is to
have a chance of achieving its intended goals related to greater
employment and self-sufficiency for AFDC families.

The obvious policy or program implication is that more stress
should be placed upon informing the AFDC population about this
policy and its potential benefits for them. This function cén be
accomplished partially through the WIN Program, even though that
program does not reach all AFDC clients. Further consideration by
policy makers should be given to more adequate study of the actual
impact of the income disregard in terms of its adequacy in light
of the substantial response from WIN clients that the "$30 + 1/3"
formula was insufficient to influence their work behavior.

Another aspect of this study which concentrated upon the
impact of the WIN Program related to the attitudes of WIN clients
toward working in general, the WIN Program in particular, and wel-
fare status. Of particular interest in this regard were the
mandatory aspects of the WIN IT Program in contrast to the volun~
tary aspects of the WIN I Program. One of the major new concepts
in the WIN II Program was mandatory WIN registration as a pre~
requisite to entitlement of AFDC benefits.

Qur results showed that this mandatory registration require=-
ment had little, if any, impact. Our analysis of the lack of any
impact in this area indicated several reasons.

In fact, other than the particular emphasis upon unemploved
fathers, the priorities in the WIN II Program essentially prefer
volunteers. In addition, our study results found that 85% of the
entire WIN II population indicated that they either did or would

have volunteered for the program. Hence, it was not surprising
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to find that the perceived voluntary nature of the commitment to
WIN differed little between WIN I and WIN II clients.

We algo considered various other attitudinal aspects of
participation in and positive regults from the WIN Program.
Several attitudinal variables turned out to be interesting. First,
we found that such items as the willingness to overcome the hassles
or barriers to emplovment were significant i{ndicators of future
employment success. We also discovered that a person's feelings
of personal efficacy, in the sense of their perceptions of their
abilities to control their liv’s by their own actions, were
significant in terms of their willingness and ability to find work
and move toward self-sufficiency.

In addition, we discovered that the attitudes of families
and friends towards their work and/or welfare status, more impor-
tantly than their own feelings about the stigma of being on
welfare, were related to the ability to achieve employment either
at WIN termination or at the time of our follow-up interviews.
None of these results are surprising and, indeed, fulfill our
general expectations regarding the psychological motivations of
individuals toward employment, whether or not they be AFDC recip-
ients.

Generally, we found that people were relatively evenly dis-
tributed in terms of their work ethic regardless of whether they
were successful or unsuccessful in eventual employment outcomes.
We also found that those people who were generally dissatisfied
with the welfare program tended to be those people who were
generally dissatisfied with work prospects and thelr individual
potential, economically. The stigma of being on welfare was also
closely related to the perceived problems with the welfare program.
In general, these findings indicate that while most WIN clients
were possessed with a relatively strong york ethic, there was
a certain portion of the WIN population which was dissatisfied
with the whole range of prospects available on the work/welfare

16
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The policy implications of these findings regarding the
attitudes of WIN clients are several. In a couple of important
ways, the WIN I and the WIN II Programs tended to attract a rather
homogeneous group.

The wvast majority of participants consider themselves to be
volunteers for the work program. The vast majority of the partici-
pants expressed a strong work ethic, whether or not they eventually
succeeded in the program and future employment. Thus, the manda-
tory requirements of the WIN II Program had little visible impact.
The high level of work ethic among both successful and unsuccess-
ful WIN clients reinforces our conclusion that little return will
result from forcing AFDC recipients to register for work programs
or take employment opportunities. However, to the extent rhese
mandatory provisions do not consume resources which could be better
used in the program, the mandatory registration requirement may
provide a useful tool to program operators working occasionally
with recalcitrant WIN participants.

Another finding with important policy implication was that
those people with positive attitudes towards themselves and their
abilities, as well as those indicating a willingness to overcome
the barriers and hassles of employment, have greater employment
success. To some extent, a program can be focused to.do something
about these attitudes, such as instilling self confidence and
feelings of personal efficacy in individuals. Consistent with
our previous statements of policy implications or recommendations,
we conclude that the best way of fastilling this confidence and a
feeling of greater control over ones own life in relation ro
emplovment is through actual work experience itself, hence the
need once again to accomplish actual job placements for WIN clients.
We suggest that consideration be given to further study of pro-
grams in which clients themselves play a greater role in determin-
ing their own future. Perhaps such an approach is a key to
instilling feelings of personal efficacy and perceptions of an
ability to better control ones own life by ones own actions, which
have appeared to be significant indicators of eventual employment
success in this study.

10 17
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
PURPOSE AND CONTENT OF THIS REPORT

The report is the culmination of more than two years of
research effort encompassed by this pfoject. The function of
this document is two-fold: to describe the study and its find-
ings, conclusions, and recommendations in a summary fashion for
the non-technical readers; and, to present a comprehensive tech-
nicalftreatment of the study data for readers interested in a
more in-depth understanding of the project and its findings. To
achieve this goal, the main text of the report contains a descrip-
tion of the major substantive results, as well as the process of
the study while more detailed information and all statistical
tables are located in the Appendizx.

Chapter I focuses on objectives of the study in terms of
relevant policy issues addressed, the conceptual and empirical
framework underlying the research, and a description in most
general terms of the methodology employed in the research.

Chapter IT reports the findings and conclusions of the study.

18
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THE {SSUES AND OBJECTIVES OF TH!S STUDY

The Work Incentive Program (WIN), enacted by Congress in
1968, established a program of work incentives and earnings ex-
emptions aimed specifically at the AFDC population. Some legis-
lative history pertaining to the enactment of the WIN I and WIN
IT Programs is presented in the Appendix. The original WIN
Program focused on referral to skill training and supportive
services for any welfare client who volunteered to participate.
WIN T attempted to decrease welfare dependency through employment.
The implicit assumption in the program was that proper monetary
and fiscal policies would provide employment opportunities and
wages for welfare clients who were gble to work, while education
and training programs would assist others in their effort to
become employable.

The Talmadge amendments of December, 1971, enacted what is
currently known as WIN II, adding another dimension to the policy
geared toward employment of the yelfare population. WIN IT re-
quires that a significant portion of the welfare population
register for work and training as a condition of their receipt of
welfare benefits. As we will note in our findings, both WIN I
and WIN II principally served AFDC recipients desiring or volun-
teering to work or to prepare themselves for employment.

Both WIN I and WIN IT have existed within the context of a
positive monetary work incentive which allows AFDC women to retain
thé first 830 of their monthly earnings plus one third of the
remainder without reduction in AFDC benefits. (Men with fulltime
jobs were taxed 100% of earnings in Minnesota where this study
took place).

Within the limitations placed on the WIN Program by the
nature of the economy¥ and joir demand, WIN seeks to aid its clients
in achieving greater quantity and quality of employment. Finan-
cial incentives have been built into the Program to increase

program effectiveness but there are other non=financial incentives

i9
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which have an effect on & participant’s attitudes toward WIN
and employnent.

The objective of this study has been to identify and
measure the Impact of important employment related incentives
and disincentives in the WIN Program. We focused upon elements
of WIN but also sought to measure the relative impact of other
variables, such as persomal characteristics or attitudes that
might also explain employment behavior. We sought to measure
the relative importance to employment outcomes that various WIN
Program components and features seem to have in relation to the
personal characteristics of the AFDC population -- over which
policymakers have less, if any, control. Finally, we attempted
to translate our findings into policy relevant statements, des-—
cribing the impacts of various aspects of the WIN Program upon
various types of clients, and suggesting various alternatives

policymakers may wish to consider to improve the program.

20
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SUMMARY QOF COMCEPTUAL AMD EMPIRICAL MoDEL

This section is designed to introduce the model of WIN
employment underlying this study and to present the major con-
cepts of the theoretical framework in general terms. A summary
of the relationships between elements of the WIN Program and
the conceptual variables is pfesented in the Appendix along with

a detailed presentation of the WIN employment model.

The Conceptual Model

At the most general level we can think of the WIN particiQ
pant as having to decide on an allocation of his available time
between three types of activities: 1) market work; 2) home work;
and 3) leisure. The individual will choose 'to engage in an
activity because it yields utility ~— utility being defined as
the value or gatisfaction of the final product of performing an
activity, as perceived by the individual. An activity may yield
utility either because the activity itself satisfies needs of
the individual or becaunse the activity vields income which per-
mits the consumption of goods and services that yield utility.
Market work, for example, may yield utility because the person
gets satisfaction from performing a job and because of the income
from the job yhich permits greater consumption of goods and
services that also yield satisfaction.

Qur basic behavioral assumption is that WIN participants,
like =21l other people, seek to maximize their utility in allocat-

ing their time between market work, home work and leisure. In

21
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this context the WIN participant makes a commitment to market
work when employment on a job will yield greater utility for
those hours than ejther home work or leisure.

The total utility a person can gain depends on his liking
(or tastes) for activities and goods and services as well as
the quantity that he can obtain.* In a world with no constraints
the individual would maximize utility by engaging in each activity
and consuming goods and services until their marginal utility
(the utility of one more unit) was zero. Decisions are not made
in such an unconstrained world, however. Thus the individual
rnust seek to maximize utility taking into account his owm tastes
and his own "budget consgtraint.” The budget constraint is the
total amownt of real income that the individual can obtain by
alternative allocations of his time; the budget constraint
includes both earned income and unearned income, such as the
welfare grant. The budget constraint actually incorporates
both time and income as factors which impinge on the decision
making process.

Tﬁus, at the conceptual lével our model has the individual
maximizing utility by allocating his time between market work,
home work and leisure. This allocation is accompanied by taking
into 2ccount his tastes for these activities as well as tastes
for goods and services and is subject to his budget constraint.
The end result of this maximization process is the allocation of
time between market work, home work and leisure. Since our
particular concern in this project is with the allocation of
time to market work, we solve the system for the hours devoted

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

*It is convenient conceptually to think of activities and goods
and services as Separate. In reality the consumption of goods
and services occurs ih conjunction with the performance of
activities over time. 2{)

ol
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Conceptual and Empirical Relationships

Solving the model in this manner establishes hours devoted
to market work as a dependent variable that is influenced by
the other (independent) variables in the system. It is possible
at the conceptual level to treat market work as though it were
a continuum of hours and that persons could choose the exact
number of hours they want to work. 1In the real world institutional
arrangements do not allow such a wide choice. Thus, ocur major
empirical dependent variable for the model is whether the person
is employed or not employved at various points in time and the
duration of employment during the time intervals we are studying.
Since we had the advantage of conducting personal interviews in
this study we also obtained other measures closely related to
employment status that were utilized as dependent variables,
the main ones being earnings and completion of WIN. Wwhile these
other outcome variables were important and provided depth to
our analysis, our focus was on employment, explaining why some
WIN clients become successfullv emploved and why some do not.

Qur dependent variable of employment is, at the most
general level, a function of the budget constraint and tastes
of the individual. The explanation of employment in market
work outcomes, then, depends on the budget constraint and
tastes. In our model we subdivided these two concepts into
a series of more detailed conceptual variables that are
measurable in principle.

The budget constraint depends on the following three
variables; )

1. Expected income from market work;

2. Expected income from home work;

3. Expected income if no work is performed.

The essence of these three variables is that they will
tell the individual what his total available budget will be for

any poasible allgcation of his time. We would expect these
16
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PREFACE

This report culminates a research program undertaken by
InterStudy for the Employment and Training and Administration of
the Department’ of Lahor under Grant Number 51-27-73-09. The
intent of the research was to identify and measure various employ-
ment~related incentives and disincentives in the Work Incentive
Program. The study considered both the original WIN I Program
implemented in 1969, and the revised WIN II Program commenced in
1972,

The study procedure collected information through personal
interviews with over 800 former and cuyrrent WIN particivants in
Ramsey County (St. Paul), Minnesota. The results of the analysis

of the data thus obtained are presented in this final rePort.
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HIGHLIGHTS OF FINDINGS AND
STATEMENT OF POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

This research sought to identify and measure incentives and
disincentives in the Work Incentive (WIN) Program; and, to measure
and explain the impact of WIN upon its desired or intended goals
of increased employment and self-sufficiency for that portion of
the welfare population supported by the Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC) Program.

While the study focused on the impact of WIN and its various
components on the employment of current and former AFDC recipients,
the inquiry could not be limited to a consideration of the WIN
Program features in isolation. Rather, it was important to con-
sider, to measure and control for, the influence of a variety of
other things which impact upon employment. Therefore, this study
considered the importance of the socio-economic and demographic
characteristics of WIN recipients, the attitudes of WIN recipients
towards work and welfare, and the knowledge and understanding of
WIN clients régarding penalties and rewards associated with WIN
and related AFDC pelicies and programs.

We believe this study 3is unigue in the breadth of the various
possible influences on employment behavior of WIN clients con-
sidered here. It is also important to understand that this study
from its inception and initial design has been limited to WIN
clients. The entire sample studied here has participated, at
lease to some extent, in the WIN Program. The goal of this study,
from its beginning, has been to identify the differences, and the
relative importance of those differences, between successful and
unsuccessful participants in the WIN Program --- in terms of both
successful employment at termination from WIN and emplovment after
WIN participation.

The policy or programmatic purposes and implications of such
an apprﬁach are clear. We did not seek to evaluate the advisabil-
ity of the establishment and maintenance of an employment-related

30
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program such as WIN by contrasting the employment success of WIN
clients vis—a-vis the general AFnC population. Rather, we
accepted the existence of such a program. The purpose of this
study, accepting and assuming the existence of the WIN Program,
was to determine the most efficient and effective manner in which
such a program can operate by determining the types of clients
and the types of services best alligned with the achievement of
the WIN Program goals of increased emplovment and increased self-
sufficiency for AFDC recipients.

Therefore, we sought to identify and measure the relative
impact of all the various personal characteristics, program experi-
ences, and exogenous influences upon eventual emplovment success,
or lack of success, for a WIN client. The findings and conclusions
of this study present WIN policy makers and program administrators
with three general recommendations or alternatives.

First, they may choose, through the WIN Program, to develop
in WIN clients those capabilities which apparently significantly
impact upon current and future success in the world of work. For
example, they may choose to concentrate upon the development of
work experience, job placements, self-confidence, etc., which
appear to relate to eventual employment success.

Second, decision makers may choose to concentrate the WIN
Program on individuals already possessing the requisite quantity
of the needed attributes to achieve emplovment Success. This
latter process essentially amounts to yhat has been termed
“"creaming', or selecting into the program those people most likely
to succeed with the assistance of the services provided through
the program.

Third, as we will explain in a moment, decision makers
should choose to concentrate on activities which result in actual
job placements for WIN participants.

The purpose of this study was not to make value judgments
regarding which of these paths to choose. Rather, the purpose of

this study was to provide information and analysis which will
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assist decision makers in their choice. With these provisos in
mind, we now turn to a summar¥ of the gubstantive findings, con-
clusions, and policy implications of this study.

The substantive results of this study have two important
aspects. Some findings and conclusions relate to specific inde-
pendent variables which seemed to show an important impact upon
employment outcomes either at WIN termination or at follow-up.
Other findings and conclusions, perhaps of more intriguing
interest, seemed to indicate that the success of the client in
WIN itself, as measured by employment at termination from WIN,
related very strongly to future employment success at follow-up.
In general, our conclusion is that somehow, the whole is more
than the sum of its parts in that, besides the various ohjective
characteristics which we identified as relating to employment,
there was something important in the very success of a client in
the WIN Program in terms of predicting his evenutal emplovment
success at follow-up. In this summary we deal with this latter
finding first.

People with successful WIN termination outcomes were signif-

icantly more successful at follow-up in Several measures:

e Seventy-eight percent of the siccessful WIN terminees
were employed at follow-up;

® One-half of the successful WIN I clients were still
emploved in their WIN jobs two to four years after
termination; 73% of the successful WIN II females and
80% of the successful WIN II males were emploved on
their WIN jobs a vear after termination;

e If employed at follow-up, the earnings of successful
rerminees were larger than those of unsuccessful
<lients emploved at follow-up;

® ‘uccessful terminees who were emploved at follow-up
experienced earnings increases between emolovment prior
to WIN and follow-up which were larfer, in both absolute
and relative terms, than those of the unsuccessful WIN

32
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terminees emploved at foilow—up;

¢ Successful WIN terminees were about two times more
likely to be off AFDC at follow-up than unsuccessful
terminees,

The reagson we mention these particular findings toward the
beginning of this summary is that we believe that this particular
aspect of our research into the WIN Program has significant policy
implications. Assuming that the program does not devise a system
of accomplishing very superficially successful outcomes by placing
people In short-term jobs, one of our general conclusions is that
whatever the WIN Program does to influence success at termination
positively affects employment success at follow~up and, therefore,
should be encouraged.

The possible reasons for this success, seeming to influence
future success, are several. As we will note in 2 moment, the
impact of a previously successful employment historyY was in itself
a good indicator of future employment success. The very fact of
having a job was a substantial practical advantage related to
future employment success. That is, having a job at WIN termina-
tion eased the problem of finding a job sometime between WIN
termination and follow-up significantly since many of the success-
ful WIN terminees held the same job until the time of our follow-
up Interview.

We can only speculate on other reasons for this relation-
ship between successful terminations and successful follow-ups.
Perhaps the individual level of personal efficacv and/or self-
confidence increased along with successful development of an
employment history; or, perhaps, those who fail to get jobs in
the WIN Program have feelings of inadequacy reinforced.

In sum, whatever it was that the WIN Program accepted or
generated in individual clients leading to job success at WIN
termination seemed to bear a strong relationship to the employment
success of WIN clients at follow-up. The policy lesson thus

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

These findings indicate something more than a restatement

of the obvious, and declared, gecal of the WIN Program --- to get
people into jobs --- or a simplistie conclusion that "success
breeds success." As noted earlier, the potential here ig three-

fold: first, the WIN Program can work to develop successful
terminations through the development of those characteristics in
WIN clients that seem to be related to employment success; second,
the program can operate by focusing upon clients and potential
clients already possessing the greatest quantities of the requisite
abilities which sSeem to relate to employment; third, the WIN

" Program can more consciously, or "operationally", focus on the
goal of getting people into jobs by keeping clients in the pro-
gram until actually empleyed, by emphasizing job placement, and
seeking greater knowledge and understanding of the job market to
facilitate finding (and, possibly, creating) jobs and matching
clients with jobs. Of course, the program can simultaneously
focus on all of these possibilities.

Now we turn to a brief description of the variables in our
study which related,- either positively or negatively, to employ-
ment success either at termination or at follow-up. 1In this
discussion we follow the general outline of the more detailed
explanation of our study results in the main report by presenting
in sequence: perscnal socio-economic and demographic characteris-
tics, WIN experience, understanding of incentives and disincentives
in WIN and related AFDC policies, persconal attitudes toward work
and welfare while noting that the sequence is oyt of step only in
that we have already related the apparent importance of the tran-
sition status of WIN success in relation to future employment
success. The peader must turn to the detailed explanation of our
substantive results for an in-depth analysis of the findings and
conclusions of this study.

Several items appeared to be significantly related to em—

ployment suyccess in terms of the personal socio—economic and
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demographic characteristics of clients. The major elements
connected with successful employment outcomes were: a prior
successful work history; the absence of a child under three years
of age for female-headed households; the absence of a significant
perceived health problem; and, the presence of a spouse in the
home. Most of these impacts are self-explanatory. We have
assumed that a prior work history related to the acquisition of a
variety of abilities and traits which, in turn, generally related
to employment success. The once-assumed distinction of the pre-
sence of a child of pre~school age, under six, seems to have been
replaced by the impact of the presence of a child under three
years of age, apparently representing an age when child care is,
relatively, easier to obtain. This finding suggests that an
appropriate WIN exemption from work registration would be for
mothers with a child under three vears of age —--- in terms of
program success and, perhaps, in consideration of what will best
serve mothers and children. While a health criterion was not
terribly significant, generally, perceived health problems related
to less employment. We assume that the presence of another adult
in the home, as represented by marital status, represents a poten-
tial for the elimination of certain employment-related problems
such as child care and the need to accomplish a certain minimal
amount of ‘homework" --- and, therefore, is consistent with
greater employment.

Interestingly, the results of our studv show little in the
way of impact of most WIN Program components. The major iImpact
we found resulting exclusively from the WIN Program itself was in
the area of vocational education. This particular aspect of WIN
participation related very significantly in all groups to eventual
employment success either at terminatiom or at follow-up. The
policy or program implication here, consistent with earlier state-
ments, is that this program component deserved emphasis because
it very directly related to the princinal goal of getting people
inte jobs.
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The adult basic education component of WIN showed less
influence. We assume that this result relates to the fact that
people in need of basic adult educatlon are representative of a
group in need of a substantial amount of additional assistance to
overcome their employmént barriers. Our, obvious, conclusion is
that the adult education program cannot, in itself, overcome the
basic deficiencies for these individuals in regard to emplovment-
related abilities, but is most likely a necessary program compo-
nent working toward greater job potential.

Another AFDC policy directly related to the WIN Program is
the positive financial incentive to work, represented by what is
known as the "$30 + 1/3" income disregard provision of the AFDC
program. While the specific focus of this study was not upon the
"$30 + 1/3" disregard, we paid substantial attention to this AFDC
provision because of its obvious relationship to the impact of
another empioyment-related policy —--- the WIN Program.

In general, WIN clients were aware of the "$30 + 1/3" income
disregard in terms of its general impact of allowing work and
earned income to influence the total amount of dollars available
to the AFDC recipient. On the other hand, WIN clients were con-
fused about the specifics of the influence of the ''$30 + 1/3"
income disregard provision. In addition, those who were aware
and who did understand the "$30 + 1/3" income disregard provision
generally suggested that 1t had little to do with their incentive
te work.

While most of the males were aware of the fact that they
could work and that earned income would increase their general
level of spendable income, they were not aware of the specifics of
the "$30 + 1/3" disregard, nor were theY aware of the fact of the
one hundred hour maXimum work rule which limited the amount of
work males could undertake while still benefiting from the "$30 +
1/3" income disregard provision.

Thus, awareness of the income disregard was limited. In

addition, those WIN clients who were aware of the disregard
.". '
, 39

InlerStudy /123 tast Grant Street/ Minoeapolis, Minnesota 55403




considered it to be either too complicated to influence their work
decision or too little, in the way of a fimancial incentive, to
have a substantial impact upon their decision to seek employment.

This study does not purport to definitively analvze the im-
pact or the effectiveness of the "$30 + 1/3" income disregard.
However, it seems apparent that a greater knowledge and understand-
ing among AFDC and WIN clients is redquired if the policy is to
have a chance of achieving its intended goals related to greater
employment and self-sufficiency for AFDC families.

The obvious policy or program implication is that more stress
should be placed upon informing the AFDC population about this
policy and its potential benefits for them. This function can be
acc.mplished partially through the WIN Program, even though that
program does not reach all AFDC cliemts. Further comsideratiom by
policy makers should be given to more adeduate study of the actual
impact of the income disregard in terms of its adeduacy in light
of the substantial response from WIN clients that the "$30 + 1/3"
formula was insufficient to influence their work behavior.

Another aspect of this study which concentvated upon the
impact of the WIN Program related to the attitudes of WIN clients
toward working in general, the WIN Program in particular, and wel-
fare status. Of particular interest im this regard were the
mandatory aspects of the WIN Il Program in contrast to the volun-
tary aspects of the WIN 1 Program. One of the major new concepts
in the WIN II Program was mandatory WIN registration as a pre-
requisite to entitlement of AFDC benefits.

Our results showed that this mandatory registration reauire-
ment had little, #f any, impact. Our analysis of the lack of any
impact in this area indicated several reasons.

In fact, other than the particular emphasis upon unemploved
fathers, the priorities in the WIN II Program essentially prefer
volunteers. In addition, our study results found that 85% of the
entire WIN II population indicated that they either did or would

have volunteered for the program. Hence, it was not surprising
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to fipd that the perceived voluntary mature of the commitment to
WIN differed little between WIN I and WIN II clients.

We alsc considered various other attitudinal aspects of
participation in and positive results from the WIN Program.
Several attitudinal variables turned out to be interesting. First,
we found that such items as the willimngness to overcome the hassles
or barriers to emplovment were significant indicators of future
employment success. We also discovered that a person’s feelings
of personal efficacy, in the sense of their perceptions of their
abilities to control their lives by their own actions, were
significant in terms of their willingness and ability to find work
and move toward self-sufificiency.

In addition, we discovered that the attitudes of families
and friends towards their work and/or welfare status, more impor-
tantly than their own feelings about the stigma of being on
welfare, were related to the ability to achieve employment either
at WIN termimation or at the time of ocur follow-up interviews.
None of these results are surprising and, indeed, fulfill our
general expectations regarding the psychological motivations of
individuals toward employment, whether or not the¥ be AFDC recip-
ients.

Generally, we found that people were relatively evenly dis-
tributed in terms of their work ethic regardless of whether they
were successful or unsuccessful in eventual employment outcomes.
We also found that those people who were generally dissatisfied
with the welfare program tended to be thoge People who were
generally dissatisfied with work prospects and their individual
potential, economically. The stigma of being om weifare was also
closely related to the perceived problems with the welfare program.
In general, these findings indicate that while most WIN clients
were possessed with a relatively stropg work ethic, there was
a certain portion of the WIN population which was dissatisfied

with the whole range of prospects available on the work/welfare
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The policy implications of these findings regarding the
attitudes of WIN clients are several. In a couple of important
ways, the WIN I and the WIN II Programs tended to attract a rather
homogeneous group.

The vast majority of participants consider themselves to be
volunteers for the work program. The vast majority of the partici-
pants expressed a strong work ethic, whether or not they eventually
succeeded in the program and future emplovment. Thus, the manda-
tory requirements of the WIN II Program had little visible impact.
The high level of work ethic among both successful and unsuccess-
ful WIN clients reinforces our conclusion that little return will
result from forcing AFDC recipients to register for work programs
or take employment opportunities. However, to the extent these
mandatory provisions do not consume resources which could be better
used in the program, the mandatory registration requirement may
provide a useful tool to program operators working occasionally
with recalcitrant WIN participants.

Another finding with important policy implication was that
those people with positive attitudes towards themselves and their
abilities, as well as those indicating a willingness to overcome
the barfiers and hassles of employment, have greater employment
success. To some extent, a program can be focused to.do something
about these attitudes, such as instilling self confidence and
feelings of personal efficacy in individuals. Consistent with
our previous statements of policy implications or recommendations,
we conclude that the best way gf instilling this confidence and a
feeling of greater control over ones own life in relation to
employment ig through actual work experience itself, hence the
need once again to accomplish actual job placements for WIN clients.
We suggest that consideration be given to further study of pro-
grams in which clients themselves play a greater role in determin-
ing their own future. Perhaps such an approach is a key to
instilling feelings of personal efficacy and perceptions of an
ability to better control ones own life by ones own actions, which
have appeared to be significant indicators of eventual employment

success in this study. .
10 E}g
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
PURPOSE AND CONTENT OF THIS REPORT

The report is the culmination of more than two years of
research effort encompassed by this project. The function of
this document is two~fold: to0 describe the study and its find-
ings, conclusions, and recommendations in a summary fashion for
the non-technical readers; and, to present a comprehensive tech=-
nicalltreatment of the study data for readers interested in a
more in-depth understanding of the project and its findings. To
achieve this goal, the main text of the report contains a descrip~
tion of the major substantive results, as well as the process of
the study while more detailed information and a2ll statistical
tables are located in the Appendix.

Chapter I focuses on objectives of the study in terms of
relevant policy issueg addressed, the conceptual and empirical *
framework underlying the research, and a description in most
general terms of the methodology employed in the research.

Chapter II reports the findings and conclusions of the study.
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THE ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES OF THIS STUDY

The Work Incentive Program (WIN), enacted by Congress in
1968, established a program of work incentives and earnings ex-
emptions aimed specifically at the AFDC population. Some legis-
lative history pertaining to the enactment of the WIN I and WIN
II Programs is presented in the Appendix. The original WIN
Program focused on referral to skill training and supportive
services for any welfare client who volunteered to participate.
WIN I attempted to decrease welfare dependency through employment.
The implicit assumption in the program yas that proper monetary
and fiscal policies would provide employment opportunities and
wages for welfare clients who were able to work, while education
and training programs would assist others in their effort to
become employable.

The Talmadge amendments of December, 1971, enacted what is
currently known as WIN 11, adding another dimension to the policy
geared toward employment of the welfare population. WIN II re-
quires that a significant portion of the welfare population
register for work and training as a condition of their receipt of
welfare benefits. As we will note in our findings, both WIN I
and WIN IT principally served AFDC recipients desiring or volun-
teering to work or to prepare themselves for employment.

Both WIN I and WIN II have existed within the context of a
positive monetary work incentive which allows AFDC women to retain
the first $30 of their monthly earniﬁgs plus one third of the
remainder without reduction in AFDC benefits. (Men with fulltime
jobs were taxed 100% of earnings in Minnesota where this study
toock place).

Within the limitations placed on the WIN Program by the
nature of the economy and job demand, WIN seeks to aid its clients
in achieving greater quantity and quality of employment. Finan-—
cial incentives have been built into the program to increase

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

The objective of this study has been to identify and
measure the impact of important employment related incentives
and disincentives in the WIN Program. We focused upon elements
of WIN but also sought to measure the relative impact of other
variables, such as personal characteristics or attitudes that
might also explain employment behavior. We sought to measure
the relative importance to employment outcomes that various WIN
Program components and features seem tO have in relation to the
personal characteristics of the AFDC population -— over which
policymakers have legs, if any, control. Finally, we attempted
to translate our findings into policy relevaut statements, des-
cribing the impacts of various aspects of the WIN Program upon
various types of clients, and suggesting various alternatives

policymakers may wish to consider to improve the program.

42

13

InterStudy /123 East Grant Street/ Minneapolis, Minnesota 55403




SUMMARY OF CONCEPTUAL AND EMPIRICAL MNDEL

This section is designed to introduce the model of WIN
employment underlying this study and to present the major con-
cepts of the theoretical framework in general terms. A summary
of the relationships between elements of the WIN Program and
the conceptual variables is presented in the Appendix along with

a detailed presentation of the WIN employment model.

The Conceptual Model

At the most general level we can think of the WIN partici-
pant as having to decide on an allocation of his available time
between three types of activities: 1) market work; 2) home work;
and 3) leisure. The individual will choose 'to engage in an
activity because it yields utility -~ utility being defined as
the value or satisfaction of the final product of performing an
activity, as perceived by the individual. An activity may yield
utility either because the activity itself satisfies needs of
the individual or because the activity yields income which per-
mits the consumption of goods énd services that yield utility.
Market work, for example, may yield utility because the person
gets satisfaction from performing a job and because of the income
from the job which permits greater consumption of goods and
services that also yield satisfaction.

Our basic behavioral assumption is that WIN participants,
1ike all other people, seek to maximize their utility in allocat-

ing their time between market work, home work and leisure. In
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this context the WIN participant makes 2 commitment to market
work when employment on a job will yield greater utility for
those hours than either home work or leisure.

The total utility a person can gain depends on his liking
(or tastes) for activities and goods and services as well as
the quantity that he can obtain.* In a world with no constrainrs
the individual would maximize utility by engaging in each activity
and consuming goods and services until their marginal utility
(the utility of one more unit) was zero. Decisions are not made
in such an unconstrained world, however. Thus the individual
must seek to maximize utility taking into account his own tastes
and his own "budget constraint_ " The budget constraint is the
total amount of real income& that the individual can obtain by
alternative aliocations of his time; the budget constraint
includes both earned income and unearned income, such as the
welfare grant. The budget comstraint actually incorporates
both time and income as factors which impinge on the decision
making process.

Thus, at the conceptual lével our model has the individual
maximizing utility by allocating his time between market work,
home work and leisure. This allocation is accompanied by taking
into account his tastes for these activities as well as tastes
for goods and services and is subject to his budget constraint.
The end result of this maximization process is the allocation of
time between market work, home work and leisure. 8Since our
particular concern in this project is with the allocation of
time to market work, we solve the system for the hours devoted

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

*T¢t is convenient concepti ally to think of activities and goods
and services as Separate., In reality the consumption of goods
and services occurs in conjunction with the performance of
activities over time. 4l
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Conceptual and Empirical Relationships

Solving the model im this manner establishes hours devoted
to market work as a dependent variable that is influenced by
the other (independent) variables in the system. It is possible
at the conceptual level to treat market work as though it were
a continuum of hours and that persons could choose the exact
number of hours they want to work. In the real world imnstitutional
arrangements do not allow such a wide choice. Thug, our major
empirical dependent variable for the model is whether the persom
is employed or not employed at various points in time and the
duration of employment during the time intervals we are studying.
Since we had the advantage of conducting personal interviews in
this study we also obtained other measures closely related to
employment status that were utilized as dependent variables,
the main ones being earnings and completion of WIN, While these
other outcome variables were important and provided depth to
our analysis, our focus was on employment, explaining why some
WIN clients become successfullv emmloved and why some do not.

Our dependent variable of employment is, at the most
general level, a function of the budget constraint and tastes
of the individual. The explanation of employment in market
work outcomes, then, depends on the budget comstraint and
tastes. In our model we subdivided these two concepts into
a series of more detailed conceptual variables that are
measurable in principle.

The budget comstraint depends on the following three
variables:

1. Expected income from market worl;

2. Expected income from home work;

3. Expected income if no work is performed.

The essence of these three variables is that they will
tell the individual what his total available budget will be for
any poasible allocation of his time. We would expect these

45

16

InterStuey @ 123 Last Granl Streel ! Minneapolis, Ainnesota 55403




three variables to affect the time allocated to market work

in the following way. The greater the expected wage from market
work, the greater the time allocated to market work. The greater
the expected return from home work, the less the time allocated
to market work. And, the greater the unearned income (income if
no work is performed) the less time will be allocated to market
work.

The tastes of the individual determine the utility that he’
can receive From goods and services or activities.* Total
utility, of course, depends not only on his tastes but also the
quantity of goods and services or activities the individual has
avaliable to him. Thus we define four separate taste variables
upon which utility will depend.

l. Taste for goods and services.

2. Taste for market work.

3. Taste for home work.

4. Taste for leisure.

These taste variables tell the individual that his ntility
will be with any given combination of activities and goods and
services., It must be remembered that the taste variables for
the three activities, market work, home work, and leisure refer
to the utility of performing the activity and not to the income
that can be derived from the activity. The income that can be
derived from activities has already been accounted for in the
budget constraint.*#*

We would expect the four taste variables to affect the
allocation of time to market work in the following ways. The
greater the taste for goods and services and the greater the
taste for market work, the greater the allocation of time to

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

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

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

While these budget constraint variables and taste variables
are measurable in principle, they cannot, in fact, be measured
empirically. Thus, we specified empirical variables as proxies
for these concepts. In most cases we used several empirical
variables that we believe measure separate dimensions of a
concept and are important explanatory variahles of employment
outcomes. All of these empirical variables are detailed in
our full model development. In this summary we emphasize how

~ the WIN-related independent variables fit into our overall

model framework.

The WIN Program

The employment model which we utilized in this project
could actually be manipulated to study segments of the population
other than the WIN population. What is different about the WIN
population is the fact that they are receiving a 3pecificltype
of unearned income, the welfare grant, and they enter the WIN
Program as an intermediate step between being unemployed and,
hopefully, becoming employed. Thus, the WIN Program can be
viewed on a general level as a "bridging" variable that affects
employment outcomes of clients. Our objective in this study was
to determine what incentives or disincentives exist in the WIN
Program thac affect employment outcomes and what changes in
these incentives might increase the number of successful out-
comes of WIN clients. Rather than treat the WIN Program as a
completely separate "black box" affecting employment, we related
specific incentive features of the WIN Program to the major con-

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

*2s noted, the specific WIN elements considered in this study, a
as well as other conceptual and empirical variables of this study's
model, are discussed in the Appendix to this report.
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It is useful to define the term incentive operationally
for this project. The definition of incentives presented here
expresses a refinement from those used in related studies which
we reviewed and which formed the basis of the definition ex-
pressed in our proposal preceding this study. Many definitions
of any concept, 0f course, are always possible. From these
possibilities we selected the particular definition set forth in
this report because it most closely sarisfies the operational
needs of this study.

We define a WIN incentive as any policy or act of the WIN
Program which tends to enhance for a participant the perceived
desirability of employment as a means of satisfying his particu-
lar package of needs.* This definition has comprehensive appli-
cation in that it describes both program elements which provide
a positive pull towards employment, such as the prospect of
increased earnings due to an income disregard, and program ele-
ments designed to overcome negative bharriers to employment, such
as Jjob interview training designed to overcome the fear and
anxiety that an individual might experience in job interviews.
The definition also includes acts of policies which decrease the
desirability of the alternatives of "home work" or leisure.

Note the inclusion of the phrase "tends to" in our defini-
tion. We defined incentives as those policy wvariables or program
features which would "tend to" increase the employment of WIN
participants as a group -- though some incentives are significant
for only some of the WIN participants. This phrase "tends to"
indicates our awareness that a given incentive may be insuffi-
cient in some situations. TFor example, a $100 reward for per-
forming a particular act may be insufficient to motivate a

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

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

One purpose of our study is to understand the adequacy of
incentives In various situations. Indeed, some of the WIN Pro-
gram features which we identified for study as "incentives'" may
not affect employment at all or, conceivably, may have a negative
impact. Nevertheless, it is fundamental to a conceptual study
design of "incentives" that an a priori selection be made of
those program features and policies which are "supposed" to be or
could be incentives toward employment.¥

Our definition also includes the qualifier "perceived".
The inclusion of this term indicates acknowledgment that an
activity is motivated by the perceived consequences of the activ-
ity, and that such perceptions may or may not accord with reality,
Employment outcomes can be substantially altered, in either
positive or negative directions, by affecting these perceptioﬁs.
Thus, our approach to this study dealt not only with the actual
program features and their impacts, but also with the client's
perceptions of these features which finally determine the nature
of the client’'s motivation. In sum, this research sought to
analyze the relative importance of variables related to WIN
Program features, related welfare program features, and sersonal

characteristies in explaining employment related nehatrior,

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

This study was based upon data collected through interviews
with a sample of AFDC clients enrolled in the WIN T and WIN ITY
Programs in Ramsey County (St. Paul) Minnesota. The data collec-
tion portion of this project consisted of two parts: a first
wave of interviews with a sample of WIN I and WIN II clients was
conducted in Spring 1974; a second wave of interviews with WIN II
clients selected for follow-up from the first wave of WIN II
interviews was conducted in Spring 1975.

This section describes the sampling procedure, including a
definition of the sampling stratification between successful and
unsuccessful groups and enumeration of the sampling universe.
Other phases of the field work, such as interviewing, question-
naire pretesting, supervision, quality control, and data

collection statistics are detailed in the Appendix.

Sample Selection

The selection of persons to be interviewed in this project
can be thought of a series of logical steps, some of which had
been accomplished in Phase I of the project, and some of which
it was necessary to do as data collection began. As the project
proposal and Phase I Report had already indicated, the sample
would consist of both WIN I and WIN II clients.

For the WIN I Program sample we defined employment success
as a client who was employed at the time of termination from the
WIN Program. TFor the WIN IT Program, employment success was
defined as a client who was employed at termination from WIN or
who was employed when "recycled" back to the registrant pool.
Persons Who became employed and earned sufficient income to leave
the AFDC rolls were teirminated from WIN and de-registered.
Persons who became employed but did not earn enough to leave the

AFDC rolls were 'recycled" to the registrant poot after the
2 D0
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job-entry follow-up was complete. These persons remained in the
registrant pool, even though employed, because all AFDC payment
recipients were required to be registered for WIN II unless they
fell into one of the exempt categories.

These definitions were reasonable and workable. They were
reasonable because clients who became employed and stayed employ~
ed through the WIN follow-~up period were regarded as employment
successes from the point of view of the program; thus, our pro-
cedure was designed to select these clients into our sample of
employment successes. The definitions were workable for sampling
purposes because there were official records to record the
clients' status at these points in time. This approach allowed
us to utilize official records to prepare sampling frames from
which the actual samples were selected.

To enumerate the WIN I universe, we used the Ramsey County
WIN files containing records for all of their clients terminated
since the beglnning of the WIN Program. Each record was checked
and those terminated within the study's proposed two-year time
frame (July 1970 to June 1972) were included in our WIN I sampl~
ing universe.®* Information from individual case records was
recorded on cards with pre-assigned code numbers (see the
Appendix). Copies of the Applicant Information Record {MA-101),
Individual TErmination Record (MA-104), and WIN Termination
Summary, with names removed, were also made for all of these
individuals. The Individual Termination Record was used to
determine whether WIN I clients had been successfully employed
when terminated from the Program, and this information was

included on our cards.
To enumerate the WIN II universe, we used a card file of

current WIN clients maintained by the Ramsey County WIN staff.

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

*Because of the relatively small number of males in the Program
in 1970 and 197!, it was necessary to include males who termi-
nated through Cctober, 1972. 51
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and case worker's name for each current client. Oqcasionally,
the address or case number was missing. Because we did not want
to go through current case files that were largely in the posses-
sion of various case workers, we supplemented the information
available from the card file with information from current Ramsey
County Welfare Department records and recorded it or our card

for each current WIN client.*

The sample for WIN II, Wave II was selected from among
those WIN II clients we had interviewed during the first wave of
interviews. Ramsey County WIN case records were checked just
prior to the second wave of interviews for each client interview-
ed to ascertain either their employment status at termination or
their current WIN status. Clients who had terminated WIN employ-
ed or those who had not yet been terminated but were currently
in the WIN 90-day employment follow-up period, were in an on-the-
job-tréining (0JT) contract job, or had a public service employ-
ment (PSE) job were selected into our "successful’ group.

Clients not employed who were either terminated from WIN, or had
not been terminated and were still either active participants or
recycled, to the registrant pool were selected into our
"unsuccessful” group.

It was determined from case records that some WIN II
clients we had interviewed during the first wave of interviews
had moved from the area, and they were not selected into our
Wave II sample. A number of other people were eliminated from
possible selection into our sample because they had never receiv-
ed any WIN services. These people had been registered in WIN but
never actively participated because! some women married or re-
married and were either no longer eligible or not required to
participate in WIN; some clients were exempted because of health

reasons; a few began receiving unemployment compensation benefits

*Ramsey County Welfare Department gave InterStudy permission to
use its on-line computer information system to verify or update
addresses and other data on all clients in the sample.
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and were no longer eligible; some volunteers requested deregis-
tration; and, a few others were transferred from WIN to the
Department of Vocational Rehabilitation.

All client cards, prepared as described above, were divided
into six groups for Wave I. The four WIN I groups were: (1) male
successful, (2) male unsuccessful, (3) female successful, and
(4) female unsuccessful. The two WIN II groups were: (1) male,
and (2) female. Fach card in each group was numbered, and a
table of random numbers was used to select the sample. A master
file, containing only name, address, sex, and termination date,
and alphabetized within the six groups, was created from this
selection. A separate card file was created and maintained for
the four WIN II, Wave II groups: (1) male successful, (2) male
unsuccessful, (3) female successful, and (4) female unsuccessful .
The master file card for WIN clients, thus included in our sam-
ples, provided a basis for either quick checking on the status
of any one person selected into our sample, or for a summary of
our entire field work progress. The status of individual cases
was noted by using color-coded cellugraf tabs that represented

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

This section introduces the reader to the remainder of this
report which discusses the substantive findings and conclusions
of this study. Up to this point, this report has focussed on
the conceptual and procedural approaches to our research. We
now turn to the results of the application of those procedu:es.

But, before commencing the discussion of our findings and
conclusions, we want to introduce, or re-introduce, the reader
to some of the intentions, as well as some of the limitations,
of this study. The matters discussed here should assist the
reader in better understanding and interpreting the findings and
conclusions which follow, as well as understanding the particu-
lar ways chosen for the presentation of these study results.

It is very important to note what this study is designed
to do and what it is not designed to do. Our samples consist
entirely of persons who participated, to some extent, in the
WIN Program. Thus, we do not have a control or comparison
group of non-WIN AFDC (lients, or other individuals, against
which we can compare WIN clients in terms of their employment-
related behavior and eXperience. Rather,{from its very incep-
tion, this study has been focused upon differences in personal
characteristics, attitudes, and program experiences among
clients participating in WIN in the attempt to explain why, on
the basis of identifiable differences, some people succeed in
the WIN Program and subsequent employment while others fail.

The policy impact of this apProach is clear. We seek to
identify those variables -- personal characteristics, program
features, etc. -~ which correlate with desired employment out-
comes. Policy makers or program administrators then have, at
the simple basic level, two choices in dealing with these

identified correlates: first, the program can he structured
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to develop clients' capabilities in important areas leading to
eventual employment success, such as, for instance, self-confi-
dence, education, etc,}; second, the program can focus on individ-
uals already possessing the largest quantities of the desired
attributes -- essentially engaging in a2 "creaming" process based
on scientifically determined correlates of probable success in
the work world. Of course, only certain variables can be altered
by any program. Such personal characteristics as age, sex, race,
etc. cannot be influenced. Therefore, in the results which
follow this introduction, to the extent possible, we focus on

the things which it might be possible for policies or programs

to alter in a desired direction.

The majer focus of this study is upon the impact of the
WIN Program in itself on emplovment. Therefore, our focus is
upon employment-related behavior of WIN clients as that behavior
relates to their WIN experience. However, in recognition of the
fact that other events and circumstances influence the impact of
the WIN Program and employment behavior in general, we have in
our conceptual and empirical approaches sought to understand the
impertance of other influences, such as socic-economic and demo-
graphic characteristics, personal attitudes toward work and
welfare, etc.

With these kinds of background cons{aerations established,
we turn to a description of the general analytical procedures
undertaken in this study. The analysis is two-fold.

The first approach can be characterized as principally
descriptive in nature. This analysis describes the relationship
of each of the various items considered in this study to the out-
come variable of employment.

Since our major focus, again, in this study is upon the
incentives and disincentives in the WIN Program, our major con-
centration is on the relationship between empioyment outcomes
and the variables we have designated as WIN Program components.

Within this category, we look first at the specific program

el
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features, -such as orientation, training, job placement, counsel-
ing, etc, In addition, we inquire into some more subjective:
features of the program impacting on clients such as their know-
ledge of penalties and rewards for participation in the program.
Further, in regard to client knowledge and understanding, we
look at such things as their understanding of the impact of
related financial incentives to the WIN Program, most specifi-
cally the general AFDC income disregard provision.

We also look at a variety of personal characteristics
ranging from the traditional socio-economic and demographic
variables such as age, race, sex, and employment history to con-
sideration of more subjective variables such as attitudes toward
work and welfare and eXpectations in regard to entrvy into the
world of work,

In this first phase of our analysis, we identify which of
these independent, and possibly casual, variables relate in a
significant fashion to the outcome measure of employment. We
can determine the statistical significance of these relationships
and we can determine the logical significance of these relation-
ships and, thereby, logically, or hypothetically, begin to
explain the important determinants of employment behavior. (@yt,
to this point, we examine the impact of these independent vari-
ables only in isolation from each other,

In the following discussions, the results pertain to the
employment status of WIN recipients at two points in time, The
"successful"/"unsuccessful™ classification, in all instances,
refers to employment status at termination from the WIN Program.,
The "employed", "unemployed", 'not employed" classification, in
all instances, refers to'employment status at the time of follow-
up after terminating from the WIN Program. The distinction
between '"unemployed’ and "not employed" contrasts those people
seéking work {i.e., unsuccessfully looking for a job) and those
not seeking work (i.e., not participating in the labor force at
all). These classifications are used consistently throughout

the analysis sections of this report,
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The following sections of this chapter present the sub-
stantive findings of this study. The existance of systematic
relationships, or the abserce of such relationships, between an
independent variable and employment outcomes is identified and
discussed in relation to the overall objective of explaining the
determinants of employment behavior. The supporting statistical
evidence of the analysis is contained in the Appendix and the
tables are ordered to correspond to their discussion in the text.

The second phase of the analysis, which is multi-variate
in nature, addresses the question of the relative and combined
impact of the important independent variables which we had pre-
viously considered more or less in isolation. Through the
specific technique of regression analysis, we épproach the more
complex goal of the study which is to analyze the relative
impacts of various WIN Program and policy features while control-
ling for other possible influences on employment behavior. Of
course, we also wish to exXplore and measure relative importance
of non-WIN variables as well. The regression phase of the analy-
sis is presented in its entirety in the Appéndix.

In the highlights of the findings and conclusions of this
study, presenced earlier, we synthesized the findings and con-
clusions of the descriptive portions of our analysis and the
multi-variate portion of our analysis, as tempered by our under-
standing of the realities of the operation of the WIN Program.
That summary also contains a statement of the policy implications
drawn from the findings and conclusions set forth in the remain-

der of this report.

o
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PERSOMNAL AND FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS

The major focus of our conceptual and empirical approach
to this study was to isolate the impact of components of the WIN
Program, and related AFDC policies designed to increase employ-
ment in the welfare population. To achieve this focus, we
controlled for other factors which may influence employment
behavior.

Through the use of multi-~variate analysis, we measured the
impact of personal characteristics relative to the impact of WIN
components and AFDC policies. In the final analysis we sought
to understand, principally, how WIN can help pedple -- and which
people WIN is most likely to help.

In this section, we consider major socio-demographic, or
personal, characteristics of WIN participants which could impact
on desired employment outcomes. Our goal was two-fold: to
describe the personal and family characteristics of our study
sample; and, to identify those characteristics which appear to

have significant relationships with employment outcomes.

Age

The mean age of females in the WIN I sample was 34 years,
while females currently participating in WIN II averaged 32 years
of age. In both WIN I and WIN II, the majority of women were
concentrated in the 21 to 34 year age group. Although our find-
ings did not indicate female age to be consistently and sigmifi-
cantly related to employment either at WIN termination or follow-
up, a higher proportion of the females 30 years or older than
those under 30 vears of age tended to be employed. This finding
may reflect the fact that mothers 30 years of age or older were
less likely to have chirdren of preschool age. Consequently,
child care problems were less for this age group.

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

while men currently enrolled in WIN II averaged 33 vears of age.
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More than 40% of the men in both WIN samples were 35 vears of
age or older. Among males, age did not appear to be significantly
related to either WIN termination status or employment status at

follow-up for either of the WIN samples.

Educationai Background

Qur results indicated that the level of education, measured
broadly as having graduated from high school or having earned a
high school equivalency degree (GED), was significantly related
to success at WIN termination and was significantly related to
employment status at follow-up.

The educational level of females participating in WIN T
was substanftially above the level for WIN I males. Less than
one-half of the men were high school graduates: more than two-
thirds of the women had 2 high school education or better. Thus,
WIN I female clients appeared to be better equipped than males
to begin new training or to compete for jobs to the extent that
education is related to success in training and employment.

About two-thirds of the WIN I males with a high school education,
or beyond, were successful WIN terminees, while only one-half

of the male clients with less than a high school education were
successful. WIN I females with a high school education or more
were successful WIN terminees 60% of the time, while fewer than
one-third of the female clients with less than high school were
successful. A similar set of percentages were found for educa-
tion and employment status at the time of our follow-up inter-
view for WIN I participants.

For WIN II participants, the educational distribution was
similar between males and females: approximately two~thirds of
the men and women in the WIN I1 sample were high school graduates.
Although the probability of success at WIN termination was higher
for both men and women with a high school education or more,
than for those clients with less than high school completion,
education differentiated more with respect to emplovment status
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at follow-up. About two-thirds of the males with a high school
education or more were emploved at follow-up compared to less
than 40% of the male clients without a high school education.
Females with a high school education or better were employed at
follow-up 74% of the time, while only 417 of the female clients
with less thanm a high school education were employed at follow-

up.

Race

Non-whites represented approximately 18% of the combined
WIN I and WIN II clients in our sample. The non-white group was
principally composed of blacks and American Indians. According
to our findings, race was not significantly related to the
successful-unsuccessful cutcome groups of either our WIN I or
WIN II samples at WIN termination. The percentage of whites and
non-whites occurring in the successful and unsuccessful groups
did net varv from those that would have been expected by chance
alone.

Among the women, we did not detect a significant relation-
ship between race and employment status at follow-up in either
the WIN I or WIN II sample groups. Among the WIN I sample of
men, however, whites made up a significant larger share of those
employed at follow-up than would have been expected by chance
alone. The net increase in male employment between WIN I termin-
ation and follow-up occurred exXclusively among the white men.
While a net decrease occurred in total male employment between
WIN II termination and follow-up, employment among white males
in this group showed an increase. One possible interpretation
of this could be that, while in the WIN Program, the noen-white
client does not face employer discrimination due to race, because
employers are afraid of being reported by WIN counselors. But,
outside the WIN Program, racial discrimination, if practiced
without such informal monitﬁring, might show up in differential

emplovment rates. Also, it is possible that prior discrimination
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has resulted in such conditions as lower education, legs prior
work experience, etc., which makes it difficult for non-whites
effectively to compete in the work world over the long run or

without on-going support from programs such as WIN.

Marital Status

We knov that marital status is one Of the factors that
often changes just prior to a person becoming an AFDC recipient,
and that later changes will affect AFDC status, and may affect
employment behavior., This variable is primarily a concern with
AFDC mothers, since they are permitted by regulation to be on
AFDC rolls in several different household situations (married,
spouse present; separated; divorced; widowed; never marrled.)

We found that the majority of males (at least 80%) were married
at our follow-up interview for both WIN I and WIN II groups,

and married males were more likely than unmarried males to be
employed. We did not surmise either that being married encour-
ages men to work or that lack of work tended to cause the demise
of some marriages, .

Among women, being divorced was a meost prevalent marital
status for both the WIN I and WIN II groups. For WIN I clients,
45% of the women reported their mariltal status as divorced,
while 65% of the women in WIN II were divorced. While divorced
women were most likely to be employed at follow-up for both WIN
I and WIN II groups, marital status was not a very strong or

promising predictor of employment outcomes.

Family Size and Ages of Children

We hypothesized in our conceptual model for this study
that family size and ages of children might have an impact on
employment behavior, especially for AFDC mothers. Family gize
determined the amount of AFDC grant and also helped to determine
the amount of required work at home that might press upon the

parent’s time. In general, we expected family size to have a
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negative impact on emplovment outcomes. OQur data showed that
the average size of WIN I families was 3.9 perscns for female
headed households and 4.9 persons for the male headed household.
For families enrcolled in WIN II, the average family size was 3.5
persens for households headed by females and 4.7 persons for male
headed households. The major difference in family size between
men and women was the presence of a spouse in most male headed
houseliclds and some tendency for the male headed units to have
more children. We did neot find, however, that family size was
significantly related to WIN terminaticn status or employment
status at fellew-up.

We also hypothesized that the ages of children, as well as
the number, might impact on employment behavior, especially that
of female heads of households. We suggested that the cﬁildren
under age six (pre-school) place extra demands on the mother's
time and present the most difficult child care preblem. In cur
WIN I sample, 427% of the females had children under age six; in
WIN II, 38% of the females had children under age six. We found
that there was a significant negative relaticnship between female
employment at WIN termination and fellew-up and the presence of
children under age six for our WIN I sample; mothers with child-
ren under age Six yere less likely to be employed than mothers
with ne children under six vears eof age. For WIN II methers a
similar negative relaticnship was found between female employment
outcomes and the presence of children under six, but it was not
statistically significant. b

Since the design phase of this project was undertaken,
research in the area has indicated that the greatest child care
preblems are presented for mothers with children three years of
age or younger. The basis for this finding is that many day
care facilities will not accept children younger than three,

To test this hypethesis, we inceorporated this information inte
our second interview of WIN II clients. Our findings indicated

a statistically significant negative relationship existed
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between female employment at follow-up and the presence of child-
ren three years of age or yodhger; only 32% of the mothers with
children three years or younger were employed at follow-up com—
pared to 55% of the mothers with no children in this age bracket.
This follow-up employment rate of 32% for WIN II mothers with
children three years of age or younger is substantially lower
than the 47% follow-up employment rate of WIN II mothers with
pre-school children.

The presence of children under a particular age was not
associated with employment status at WIN termination or follow-
up for the male WIN clients. Since most of the male WIN
clients were married, child care problems were not expected

to influence employment outcome.

Health Problems

Another factor that might have influenced employment
behavior was the health of the individual. We found that about
30% of the individuals in our WIN I sample said they had some
health problems at follow-up that could affect their ability to
work, while in our WIN II sample this percen’ ge was slightly
less. A negative relationship was found between the presence of
health problems and employment at follow-up for males and females
in both WIN samples. The proportion of cases employed among WIN
clients reporting a health problem, be it real or perceived, was
less than the proportion of cases employed among clients indicat-
ing no health problem. However, health problems and employment
at WIN termination were not related for the WIN IT sample.

While the findings seem to suggest that health problems can be
barriers to employment, it is also possible that persons who do
not want te work or who have trouble finding work, over—emphasize
health problems as an excuse for their unemployment. We could
not distinguish the person with real health problems from those
who were using health as an excuse fgr their employment difficul-
ties, since our data was based Strictly on the respondent's

63

self-assessment of health status.
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Another factor that might impact on the employment behav-
ior of WIN clients is the health problems of other members of
the family. While the percentage of individuals in our WIN I
and WIN II samples who reported a sick and disabled family
member requiring constant care averaged only 8%, the presence of
such an individual had an adverse effect on'employment behavior
in most instances. WIN recipients reporting family health pro-
blems were less likely te be emploved than those participants
indicating no family health problems.

Special Observations About Male Clients

In the process of drawing cur WIN I and WIN II samples, we
physically inspected the-case files of every client who Was ever
in the Ramsey County WIN Program. We neted observations made in
the written caseworker termination summary. These summaries
sometimes refer to special problems of c¢lients and often commen-
tary on possible reasons for success or failure of clients,
beyond the categories contained on the official WIN termination
form. We were particularly impressed with the pattern of
commentary that pertained to the male WIN participants. Their
backgrounds, both prior to WIN and during WIN, appear to be
characterized by a high frequency eof drug and alcohel dependence,
physical and mental health preblems, a lack of education (noted
earlier in this chapter,) and involvement with pelice, often
resulting in periods of jail or prisen cenfinement.

We realized, In some further discussien of these facts,
that males who were in the AFDC~UF Program, and censequently in
the WIN Program, had'typically exhausted all other resources
such as unemployment compensatien, and were a group cobvieusly
having serious difficulty finding and holding a job. The WIN
males usually had considerable empleyment history, but some
event or problem (such as those just mentioned) had caused them
to be severed from the labor force, and had made it difficult te
regain entry into the world of work. The problems for the WIN
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Program in this case waé, not only to cope with matching the male
client with & job, but also to deal with these personal problems
which may have made employers reluctant to hire the client.
Equally important, these problems may have affected the client's
ability to hold a job once hired.

We can contrast this view, probably in an over-simplified
way, with the situation of the female WIN clients. Typically,
the female was found on AFDC and, subsequently in the WIN Pro-
gram, not because she lost a job, but because of a major upheaval
in her family situatiomn: a divorce, separationm, death of spouse,
or birth of child, -~ perhaps to an unwed mother. 1In all these
cases, the female probably did not anticipate being the head of
a household, but she is suddenly thrust into this role. These
clients have serious problems in assuming the head-of-household
role and we do not minimize those;* however, these typicall& do
not include alcohol, drugs, police, and mental problems to the
same extent as among the men. The point here is that the WIN
male client may have often involved a fairly special set of
personal problems that made it difficult to reestablish them-
selves in the labor market. Since these men had been in the
rabor force for some period of time, their habits and life styles
may have been especially difficult to change.

These observations were based largely on impressions from
case flle data and on discussion with the Ramsey County WIN
staff. However, we believe that a portion of what we are trying
to suggest here may be picked up in the health status variable.
0f course, we were not eXpecting that people would necessarily
reveal their drug or alcohol problems to u$ in an interview.

We also added questions to attempt to determine whether
clients had police records which might affect their acceptabil-
ity to employers. We asked the question of both males and

*For example, female WIN clients often lacked recent employment
history even though they usually had some work experience.
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females but only six WIN I females and ten WIN II females
admitted to having a police record. Among the men, we found
that 33%Z of the WIN I males and 18% of the WIN II males imdicat-
ed a police record, but somewhat to our surprise, we did not
find a significant relationship to employment outcomes, either
at WIN termination or follow-up. Of course, we cannot be sure

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

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

In our general conceptual model we defined expected
earnings from employment as a function of the wage rates that
prevailed for jobs the client was qualified to hold as well as
the probability of finding one of these jobs. Our general hypo-
thesis was that the greater the expected earnings from employ-
ment, the more likely the WIN client would work. Therefore,
variables that increase the wage rate the client might receive
or that increase the probability of employment will increase
expected earnings and should have a positive influence on employ-
ment outcomes. This section focuses on components of the WIN I
and WIN II Programs and their impact on WIN termination status,

and where appropriate, their impact on employment at'followbup.
Job Goal

One program feature that we explored in some detail was
the job goal for the WIN client —-- both in terms of such a goal
having been established in the program and in terms of the
client’s feplings about the job goal. OQur general hypothesis was
that those clients whohaée aljob goal (that they ére comfortable
with) would be more likely to be successful in the WIN Program
than those clients without a job goal. Our reasoning was that a
specific job goal forces the client to become goal-oriented, and
reminds the pefson, regardless of what he or she may be doing in
the WIN Program at a particular moment in time, that the ultimate
objective for that person is a particular job.

The data on WIN I clients tended to confirm our hypothesis.
Those clients, both male and female, yho had specific job goals
in the program were somewhat more likely to have successful out-
comes than those clients without job goals. About 853% of the
successful WIN T termineus had job goals, while 70% of the
unsuccessful WIN termintes had job goals. Unlike WIN I clients,

67

38

InterStudy /123 East Grant Street/ Minneapolis: Minnesota 55403




almost all WIN II participants had job goals —- about 96% of the
total WIN II sample. We suspect this high percentage of WIN II
clients with job poals reflects primarily the change in emphasis
of the WIN I Program from training to job placement in WIN IT.
To determine whether clients' attitudes toward their job
goals influence employment status at WIN termination, we asked
clients how they felt about their particular job goal. Although
no statistically significant relationship was found between
attitude toward the job goal and status at WIN termination for
any sample group, successful WIN terminees were more likely than
unsuccessful WIN terminees to really want their job goals. Thus,
we conclude that neither the existence of a particular job goal
nor a positive attitude toward that goal have particular bearing

on successful WIN termination.

WIN T Orientation Experience

A formal period of orientation wasg used in WIN I to
introduce the clients to the program and to convey information
designed to help the client understand how to obtain and hold
a job. In Ramsey County, the orientation program was organized
as a series of classes that each client was supposed to attend
as soon as they could be scheduled after entry into WIN. We
wanted to determine the client's participation and evaluation
of the orientation component, because it was a possible means of
conveying useful information that could help clients to better
understand WIN, and possibly help prepare for a job.

The majority of WIN I clients in our sample participated
in orientation and females were more likely than men to have
participated. Also, most clients who started orientation say
they finished, possibly because it was a relatively short-term
activity. We did not find a significant relationship between
orientation and successful female termination status. Among the

men, however, completed WIN orientation was positively associated
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with employment at WIN termination. Sixty-five percent of the
men who completed WIN orientation were successfully terminated
from WIN while only 43% of those who did not participate or com-
plete orlentation were employed at WIN termination.

The majority of WIN I clients who attended orientation
indicated ordientatlon was helpful, although yomen were more
likely than men to say so. Since many of che WIN females did
not have as extensive Or recent a work history as men, the orien-

tation program may have been better received by the women.

WIN IT Counselors

Since formal WIN I orientation was dropped, WIN II coun
selors were responsible for performing the functions previously
fulfilled through formal orlentation. Counselors meet with WIN
clients on an indivldual basis and convey information to help
clients to better understand WIN and how to obtain and hold a
job. About 91% of both males and females enrolled in WIN II
reported they had met with the WIN counselor. Unlike formal WIN
I orientation, men were more likely than women to say that the
WIN counselor was helpful. Among both males and females, help-
fulness of the WIN counselor was posltively associated with
employment at WIN termlnation, j.e., there was a higher probabil-
ity of being successfully terminated from WIN for those clients
who thought the WIN counselor was helpful than for those who did
not think the WIN counselor was helpful.

Vocational and Adult Basic Education for WIN Clients

Two of the most heavily used componénts of the WIN Program
were adult basic education and vocational education and training.
Adult education was most often used to help a client with less
than high school education obtain a Graduate Equivalency Degree
{GED); sometimes adult education was also used to help a client
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brush up on rusty skills in math, English, etc. Vocational
education or training usually was geared to equipping the client
with specific job skills such as secretarial, beauty operator,
auto mechanic, etc. While vocational education was designei to
prepare the c¢lient directly for a job, adult basic education

was often an intermediate step in a more elaborate program to
make the client job-ready eventually. We consider vocational
education first.

The rate of participation in vocational training was
identical for females in both WIN I and WIN II sample groups--
56%Z of the females indicated participation. A higher vocational
education participation rate occurred among males enrolled in
WIN 11 compared to WIN I males; while 40% of WIN II males report-
ed receiving vocational education as part of the WIN Program,
only 25% of WIN I males reported participation in vocational
education.

Our data indicated that for the WIN I males, there was no
strong relationship between vocational education and employment,
either at termination from the WIN Program or at follow-up. For
WIN I women, however, a strong positive association was revealed
between vocational education and a successful WIN outcomé as well
as employment at follow-up. For the WIN I women who participaﬁed
in vocational education, approximately two-thirds were employed
at WIN termination as well as follow-up. It is interesting to
note that while WIN I women who participated in vocational
education were more likely to be employed at WIN termination
and follow-up than those who did not participate, completion
of the vocational education program played an even more
important role in determining emplo&ment status. Of the 34%
of WIN I women who completed vocational edugcation training,

307 were successful upon WIN termination as well as follow-up
compared to less tham 50% for the group that participated but

did not complete vocational training.
f{{)
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The relationship between vocational training and employ-
ment outcomes for the WIN II sample iz not clear. There was no
strong relarionship between vocational education and employment
status at termination from the program for either males or fe-
males. However, our data showed that vocational training was
positively and significantly related to employment at follow-up
for both men and women. Of the women who received vocational
training 62% were employed at follow-up, while 67% of the men
vho received vocational education were employed at follow-up.

We conclude that vocational'training increases the proba-~
bility of employment among WIN clients although the results may
not occur in the immediate shdr§ run. Also, completion of
vocational education, predictabiy, seems to be somewhat more
important than mere participation. The longer time frame of
employment success related to vocational education is, perhaps,
not surprising. The education, in itself, provides skills--
but neither experience nor a specific job. Even with improved
skills the WIN clients most likely need time to engage in a
job search and/or gain the experience which eventually enhances
the probabilitylof employment for the group as a whole.

Adult basic education, in contrast to vocational education,
did not appear to have had a favorable impact on WIN outcomes
or follow~up status. No significant positive relationship was
found between adult basic education and employment at WIN
termination or follow-up for any sample group. On the other
hand, adult basic education was negatively and significantly
associated with employment outcomes for many groups. Clients
participating in adult basic education classes were less likely
to be employed than clients not receiving adult education.

We should consider the process that may be going on to
placé these findings in proper perspective. The clients who
had better educational backgrounds were more likely to skip
going into adult education and to move directly to vocational

education or job placement, where entry into the labor force.
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would take less rime and, possibly, require less éffort on the
part of the client.

The clients who entered adult basic education may have
been the least well equipped, educationally, and their inability
to do well in employment may reflect this educational lack more
than the fact of their participation in adult education. Hence,
our findings may not reveal a negative influence of adult educa-
tion but simply the inability of even this additional education
to make a particularly unqualified group competitive in the job
market.

Those clients who entered the WIN Program, and needed
adult basic education, were not particularly successful at over-
coming their deficiencies and becoming successfully emploved.
While adult education did serve as a successful bridge for scome
women, the data indicated that it is not likely to lead to

successful employment in most cases,

Job Search and Placement of WIN Clients

When WIN clients are ready to enter the job market, they
meet with employment counselors on & regular basis. Durinf these
sessions the employment counselors either set up job interviews
for the clients with perspective employers or provide clients
with a list of business firms to contact for employment. Job
search and placement was more structured in WIN II than in the
WIN I Program in that WIN II clients were required to meet with
employment counselors on a regular basis as well as contact a
required number of perspective emplovers.

In both WIN I and WIN II, a higher percentage of males
than females reported having participated in the job search
and placement aspect of the program. The reported participation
rate in job search and placement by WIN II clients was double
that of WIN I c¢lients. Among females, a significant positive

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

WIN IT. Females who indicated participation were more likely to
terminate successfullf from WIN than those who did not indicate
participation. Among WIN I males, a similar positive and
statistical relationship was found. Opposite results occurred
among the WIN II males; males who did not participate in job
search and placement were more likely to be successfully
terminated from WIN Il than those who did participate.

When clients were asked whether anyone from WIN tried to
find a paying job for them, the results were similar to parti-
cipation in job search and placement. Less than half of the
WIN I men and women and WIN II women jndicated that the WIN
staff had assisted them in finding a ijob. These results support
an underlying impression that emerges from our personal interviews
with WIN clients. A great many of the WIN clients want to feel
that whatever progress they have achieved has been largely on

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

Job Seeking Skills for WIN II Clients

A training program emphasizing job seeking techniques was
available for WIN II participanté. During the training sessions,
clients were taught practical job seeking techniques such as
filling out application forms, proper dress, and personal
grooming habits. Proper interviewing techniques were taught by
having the clients participate in gimulated interviews which were
video-taped and later critiqued by the counselors with the
clients. The majority of both male and female WIN II clients
did not report participating in job seeking skills training and
no significant relationship was found between this training and

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

In this study we sought to measure not only the impact
of WIN and related welfare policy components upon desired employ-
ment gutcomes, but also the impact of correct knowledge and
under standing of these program features by the WIN participants.
Obviously, the best conceived of incentives can fail due to a
lack of knowledge or understanding by the intended beneficiaries.
Thus, we sought in this study to account for the impact of the
WIN clients' understanding of the requirements, good and bad,

and the opportunities of WIN and related AFDC program components.
WIN Program

Registration Requirements

It is interesting to note that, although registration for
WIN I was completely voluntar¥, more than half of the male WIN I
clients indicated they were legally required to be in the WIN
Program. A major policy change of the WIN II Program was the
requirement that all AFDC recipients (except those in exempt
categories) register for WIN. Less than one-half of the WIN II
females and approximately two~thirds of the males in WIN II
indicated they were legally required to be in WIN II. About 90%
of the total WIN II clients who indicated theV were not legally
required to be enrolled in WIN II reported they had volunteered
to participate in the program. If the WIN II clients correctly
understood the legality of WIN participation, the above findings
imply that more than one~half of the WIN II females and one~third
of the WIN II males were exempt from WIN registratién but volun-
teered to participate anyway.

While no relationship was found among WIN II females
between WIN registration requirements and emplovment at WIN ter-
mination, a significant positive relationship was found for the

males. The emplovment rate of WIN II males who indicated WIN
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registration was not mandatory averaged 67% ar rermination
compared to a 51% rate for those who indicated they were legally
required to be in WIN II. Respondents who reported they were
legally required to be in WIN I and WIN II were asked whether or
not they would have volunteered to be in the WIN Program. With
the exception of the WIN I males, 75% or more of this group
indicated they would have volunteered to participate in WIN:
among the WIN I males, 61% would have volunteered. No relation-
ship was found between willingness to volunteer and employment
status at WIN termination.

In summary, approximately 85% of both WIN II males and
females either volunteered or would have yolunteered to
participate in the WIN Program. Evidentally, WIN clients
viewed the program as a worthwhile endeavor. Of course,
there may exist an implicit coercion,even if the respondent
is reasonably well convinced that she or he is dealing with
an independent and confidential research group, to answer
questions in a manner which would be acceptable to WIN and

welfare contacts with whom the respondent must deal.

Sanctions for Refusal to Participate in WN
and Financial Incentives of the WIN Prodram

There was general confusion among both WIN~L and WIN II
clients about sanctions for refusing to coopgi;te with or to
participate in the WIN Program. While AFDC recipients were
required to participate in WIN II but not in WIN I, a higher
percentage of WIN II clients than WIN I clients indicated
nothing would happen to them if theéy either dropped out of WIN
or did not cooperate with the program. But neither this re~

action nor any other relates significantly to WIN termination

outcomes . Indeed, more successful than unsuccessful clients
often saw less potential for penalty due to any lack of co~

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

WIN activities receive a payment of $30 per month in addition
to their regular assistance checks, In addition, WIN paid
clients up to $40 per month for expenses such as transportation
and lunches. This participation allowance should encourage
clients to stay in the WIN Program in order to increase their
income and, therefore, be able to satisfy more of their material
needs, If participation in WIN activities or WIN completion

is a positive factor in employment outcomes then indirectly,

by encouraging participation in WIN, the participation allow-
ance should be a positive factor in employment outcomes. In
order to measure the impact of this monetary incentive on
employment outcomes, WIN II clients were questioned concerning
their understanding of and satisfaction with the participation
and expense allowances,

The findings showed that 86% of the females and 80Z of
the males participated in a WIN activity for which they re-
ceived payment; however, participation in a WIN paying acti-
vity was not associated with WIN termination emplovment status.
About two-thirds of all WIN II recipients, both those who parti-
cipated in WIN paying activities as well as those who had not,
were satisfied with the amount of payment, while one-third of
the total WIN II sample indicated payments were too low.

When all WIN II clients were asked whether they would be
willing to participate in WIN paying activities if they didn't
receive payments, approximately three~fifths of the females and
two~-thirds of the males responded "Yes'". Similar results were
found among the groups of clients that had actually participated
in WIN paying activities. Among the males, those who indicated
that they would be willing to participate in WIN activities with-
out financial inducement were more likely to be successfully
terminated from WIN than those yho indicated they would not have
been willing to participate in WIN activities without fimancial
reward. A similar statistically significant relaticazhip was

not found among WIN II females.
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These results suggest that factors other than the immediate
financial incentive cause the majority of WIN II clients to
participate in WIN paying activities.

Only one-half of the total WIN II participants realized
that there were penalties for being absent from the WIN Program
without an excuse. Of this group, approximately two-thirds
correctly understood that their WIN expense checks would be
reduced. This knowledge did not significantly relate to employ~-

ment success.

- AFDC Program (Non-WIN)

Income Disregard

The major financial incentives available to AFDC clients
who work are the "$30 + 1/3" income disregard and the allowance
of work expenses.* We have attempted to measure the extent of
knowledge among WIN clients about these aspects of work and- wel-
fare. Wé found that the great majority of women had a general
awareness of the possibility of working and still receiving
welfare, 97% of the WIN I females and 92% of the WIN II females.
Both WIN I and WIN II clients, however, were sometimes confused
about the specifics of how work and welfare can be intermixed.

About one-third of the female respondents either didn't
know or thought that a friend on AFDC making $100 per month would
not have more money to spend, i.e., earnings plus AFDC grant,
than before she went to work. However, when a brief statement
of the income disregard plan was read to them, about 80% of the

respondents said they knew about the plan.

*The 830 + 1/3 income disregard policy is designed to encourage
AFDC recipients to wark by providing a mechanism by which the
first 830 of monthly income plus 1/3 of the remainder is not
taken into account in determining the amount of the AFDC benefit
check. Reasonable work expenses are also disregarded. While
this policy is not limited to WIN particlipants, an understanding
of the provisions, if the policy is effective, should have an
Important impact on employment behavior.
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This is about the same percentage who knew of the avail-~
ability of wvarious work expense allowances. Reimbursement for
child care for those who worked was known by 97% of the respon~
dents, and was easily the most recognized work expense item to
encourage AFDC mothers to work. But, knowledge of the income
disregard and work expense features was not significantly related
to the WIN termination status, according to our findings;

One of the interesting findings of this study, which
supports information we ascertained in discussion with case
workers during this study as well as other projects éoncerhing
AFDC recipients, was that the majority of AFDC recipients were
not aware of the "$30 + 1/3" income disregard before they
entered the WIN Program. When we asked the client how they
heard about the income disregard, more than one-half of female
WIN clients reported they had first learned about it in the
WIN Program. Since the basic premise of the income disregard is
to increase the employment of all AFDC recipfents by making work
more profitable than welfare alone, communication of information
about the disregard to the entire AFDC population, apparently,
could be improved.

When asked whether the income disregard plan had caused
recipients to work more hours or seek more training or jobs, 57%
of the females said "No". TFor WIN II females, a strong negative
relationship was found between the effect of the disregard on
work behavior and employment status at both WIN termination and
follow-up. Females who indicated that the income disregard plan
ﬁad affected their work behavior were less likely to be employed
at WIN termination or follow-up than those who indicated the
income disregard had not affected their work behavior.

For WIN I females, on the other hand, the income disregard
positively affected employment at follow-up; 76% of the females -
who indicated that the income disregard had influenced their
work behavior were employed at follow-up compared to 47% for
those who reported the disregard did not influence their work
behavior. : 78
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Generally, about three-fourths of WIN T and WIN II females
reported that the income disregard would cause more AFDC clients
to work. Among WIN I females, this response was positively and
significantly related to both WIN and follow-up emplovment.
Clients who indicated the disregard plan would cause more AFDC
clients to work were more likely to be successfullY terminated
from WIN and emploved at follow-up than those who responded in
the negative to this question. When asked whether the income dis-
regard plan has made work more appealing to the recipient, about
two-thirds of the WIN I and WIN II females responded i1 the
affirmative; however, no relatlonship was found between this res-
ponse and employment outcomes, either at WIN termination or
follow-up.

Failure of the income disregard policy to impact substan-
tially on the employment outcomes of WIN recipients is not sur-
prising. Previous research designed to study the effects of the
"$30 + 1/3" policy on AFDC employment has concluded that imple-
mentation of the income disregard policy did not result in
substantial increases in the employment rates of AFDC mothers.#*

When given an opportunity, the majority of women who
commented on the income disregard plan thought they were allowed
too little of their work income. 1In addition, some of the res-
pondents felt that work expense allowances were not liberal
enough, and that it was bad practice to raise the food stamp
prices when income went up. There was also a sizable number of
women who felt the whole plan was complicated and invelved too
much red tape to be very useful to anvone.

As is well known, the income disregard does not applv to
men, except when they work part-time (1IN0 hcurs or less per month).

We found that about 70 of the male respondents in both WIN I and

*See Gary Appel, Effects of a Financial Incentive on AFDC Employ-
ment: Michigan's Experience between 1969 and 1970. Minneapolis
IS5 (now InterStudy) 1972. Impact of the Income Disregard,
InterStudy welfare Policy Division, 1975. Subsequent phases of
this study are in progress. : 7!)
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WIN II knew that it was possible under some circumstances for a
man to work and still receive AFDC payments. Almost no men knew
how many hours per month it yas permissable to work before being
judged ineligible for AFDC, however. Turthermore, when read a
simple statement of the hundren-hour maximum work rule, which
applies in Minnesota and other states, to ascertain if WIN pales
were aware of it, only one-third of the WIN I and WIN IT males
knew about the rule. About one-half of the WIN I and WIN II
males were aware that the first $30 of earned income would not
change the size of a man's AFDC check if he works less than 100
hours per month.

In summarvy, both WIN I and WIN II males were aware of the
possibility of working and receiving welfare simultaneously and
had a general understanding of the income disregard. WHowever,
they lacked specific knowledge of the hundred-hour maximum work
rule; the¥ understood that a man could continue to receive AFDC
if he yas working on a part-time basis, but not on a full-time
basis, but they were not aware that the cut—-off point was 100
hours per month. Given their lack of specific knowledge,
it is not surprising that over 96¥% of the WIN I males and 917 of
the WIN IT males said that their work behavior had not been
affected by the income disregard provision or the hundred-hour
maximum work rule.

Given an opportunity to comment on the hundred—hour maxi-
mum work rule, several men said it did not provide an incentive
to work; some suggested the plan for men should be based on
income and not on hours worked. On the other hand, a few men
indicated the regulation is a good one in their opinion because

it encourages people to go off welfare.
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NON-MONETARY AMD ATTITUDINAL VARIABLES

One of the unique aspects of our study was the inclusion
of a number of non-monetary aspects of the market work, home
work, or leisure choice that WIN clients must resolve for them-
selves. We were studying as reported earlier, the WIN Program
components, such as the income disregard, adult education, voca-
tional training, etc., that one can associate directly with
employment behavior and WIN success or failure. But, we added
to these items another dimension which was aimed at finding out
how individuals in the WIN Program, or those who have completed
the program, perceive or react to various non-monetary
aspects of the employment or market work choice, and how they
perceived or reacted to welfare-WIN systems that they were
participating in. '

OQur general hypothesis is the greater the expected ful-

filiment of non-monetary needs from market work, the more

. successful will be the employment outcome. In terms of an

economic model framework, we examined components of the "taste
for market work."”

We realize that the WIN Program is not specifically
focused on changing or impacting upon these non-monetary factors.
The program may very well be influencing some of these through
counseling, information dissemination, format planning, and
other services. GCertainly, to isolate the impact of the WIN
Program itself, it seems important to understand as much as
possible about those non-monetary attitudinal variables regard-
ing work and WIN which influence employment decisions. Our
objective was to first determine what measurable non-monetary
dimensions were associated with market work outcomes. In bur
multi-variate analysis we addressed the relative impact of these

variables vis—a-vis personal characteristics and WIN experience.

81 .
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In order to structure our analysis, we grouped a series
of measureable variables Into two general concepts:¥®

1. Expected job satisfaction

2, Client's self-confidence about getting a job.
Our hypothesis is that the greater the expected job satisfaction
and the greater the self-confidence about getting a job, the
greater the probability of employment for the client. In our
personal interviews, we measured various dimensions of these two
concepts by using a sequence of questions that required a con-
siderable amount of scaling as a part of the data analysis,*#*
Since this aspect of our study is somewhat unique, we attempt to
explain some aspects of our measurement process in the course of

presenting our substantive results.

Expected Job Satisfaction

As components of 2xpected job satisfaction we have esti-
mated measures of perceived job satisfaciton 1tself, attitudes
towards work, perceived hassles of work, willingness to overcome
the hassles of work, interference of work with other roles,
attitudes toward welfare, and behavior and perceived attitudes of

others (including family and friends) toward welfare.

Job Satisfaction

A scale developed to measure job satisfactlon in the spe-

cific context of current and past WIN participation was used in

this project. All of the items in the scale were combined into

*our conceptual and empirical framework, in the Appendix, spells
out these variables and relationships in more detail.

**Onr approach has been to first generate a total scale to mea-
sure the dimension of concern. We then divided this total scale
into a high, middle, and low range. This allowed us to assign
clients into one of these ranges for some of our data analysis.
For other analysis, we used the exact scale value for the client,
rather than one of the three summary values.
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a sinfle index. The job satisfaction scales include the
following items: ability utilization, achievement, activity,
advancement, authority, comparative compensation, creativity,
recognition, responsibility, security, variety, working condi-
tions, the chance to earn enough money to get off welfare, and
the chance to earn more than one gets from just being on yelfare.

An aggregate index was developed to measure the job gatis~
faction of clients while they were enrolled in the WIN Program.
Measﬁres of satisfaction based on past, WIN and expected WIN
jobs were included in the composite scale, depending upon the
client's particular employment status. ¥For clients who had
been emploved on a WIN job prior to the interview, job satis=-
faction pertained to the WIN job. If ¢lients had not been
employed on a WIN job prior to the interview, job satisfaction
was based on the job prior to entry, if they had a2 job prior to
entry, For the remaining WIN clients, job satisfaction measure
was expected WIN job satisfaction.

We hypothesized that peopls with high job satisfaction
scores would be more likely to terminate successfully from WIN
or be employed at follow~up than those with low job satisfaction
scores. Job satisfaction was positively related to employment
status at termination and follow-up for WIN I females as well |
as employment gtatus at follow-up for WIN I males. C(Clients in
these groﬁps who had high job satisfaction Scores were more
likely to be employed than those with lower scores on the job
satisfaction scale. For other groups and other points of
measurement, job satisfaction was not significantly related to
employment outcome, and the average job satisfaction scores
did not differ significantly between the employed and not
employed clients. A greater percentage of total males than
females from both WIN programs scored high on job satisfaction.

In considering these findings, it is important to note

that economic conditions varied between the periods the WIN I
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and WIN II clients entered the labor market, WIN II clients

faced higher unemployment rates than the WIN I clients. Perhaps,
this explains why job satisfaction is not significantly related

to employment outcomes for the WIN II group. We conclude,
therefore, that in the absence of adverse labor market conditions,
people with higher job satisfaction are more likely to be emploved

in the future.

Attitudes Toward Work

Two scales were developed to measure client's attitude
toward work: a work ethic scale, and a scale measuring the
perceived benefits of work to other family members. The WIN
participant brings with him a set of notions about the morality
and worth of working in general. Psychological theory suggests
if the client thinks that work is a "good" thing, he will be
most comfortable yith himself if he behaves in accordance with
his values. Thus, we hypothesized that clients with more
positive attitudes toward work were more likely to have
favorable employment outcomes.

We first discuss work ethic. One item included in our
work ethic scale was the question: "All things considered, do
you think it is worthwhile for vou to work?" Eighty-eight
percent of all respondents angwered yes to this question.
Proportionately, more males (%4%) than femzles (83%) responded
positively to this question. The relationship of this question
t> the outcome variable, emplovyment status at follow=-up, is highly
significant for males and females in both WIN I and WIN II.
Respondents emploved at follow-up were much more likely to
answer yes to -this questicn than those not emploved at follow-up.
It is also significantly related to WIN termination for WIN I
and WIN IT females. Those  -terminated.successfully were more

likely to respond positively to this question than the unsuccessful
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WIN terminees. Male termination from WIN I and WIN II is

not significantly associated with the response of this queétion.
Another item incorporated into the work ethic scale was

the question: "If vou had enough money to meet your needs without

working, would you: work full-time at something you enjoyed;

work part-time at something you enjoyed; or, not work at all?"

Ninety-one percent of the total female respondents and 957 of

the total male respondents gaid they would work either full-time
or part-time. If a person was either unsuccessfuliy terminated
from WIN or was unemployed or not-emploved at follow-up, thev were
more likely to respond 'mot work at all."

The previously mentioned questions and two others
measuring worth of work were combined as a measure of work ethic.
We hypothesized that the stronger a client's work ethic, the
greater the probability of employment. The findings suggest
that work ethic is positively related to employment at WIN
termination for females and males in both WIN Programs.

Clients with high work ethic are more likely to be successfully
terminated from WIN. With the exception of WIN I females, work
ethic is not associated with the employment at follow-up.

The "perceived benefits to family" scale included items
asking whether the respondents agreed or disagreed with the idea
that family members derive benefits from the employment and
earnings of the client. LesS than one~fourth of the total WIN
population agreed that family members receive benefits from the
client's employment while over 50% of the WIN clients did not
believe that members of the family receive any benefits from their
working. No positive association was indicated between perceived
benefits of working and employment outcomes for any group.

A general conclusion seems justified that while most of our
sample (and especially successful WIN clients) have an ethical

concept that work is worthwhile, work is not necessarily
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accompanied by any perceived (and, presumably, material) benefits
to the family to be derived from that activity. And, indeed,

many unsuccessful clients were in substantial agreement.

Willingness to Overcome Barriers/Hassles to Employment

To determine client's willingness to overcome barriers and
hassles associated with employment, we asked how many "hassles"
would be tolerated in regard to travel time, pay levelé, bésses,
new lines of work, steadiness of job, uninteresting work, and
the need to get additional training. People showing more
willingness to pvercome the hassles of work were rated high on
the scale. Willingness to overcome hassles of work was not
significantly related to WIN termination for any group, although
the direction of association was expected! clients more willing
to overcome hassles were more likely to be employed at termina-
tion than those less willing. A positive and significant
relasionship was found between willingness to overcome
barriers and employment at follow-up for both WIN T females
and males. Forty-three percent of all males scored in the
high category in willingness to overcome barriers scale compared
to only 20% of all females.

Successful clients expressed somewhat more willingness to
overcome employment-related problems. The distinctions were
usually higher at follow-up, perhaps indicating the importance
to employment of this willingness over the long run.

We also inquired of the WIN II sample as to the specific
problems they had with work. While 24% of all females and 57%
of all male respondents reported that working caused them no
problems, the problems acknowledged by the remainder differed
between females and males as well as successful and unsuccessful
groups. The most frequently mentioned problems of females were
those involving their families, particularly their children. The
major problem seen by unsuccessfully terminated females was child
care, while successfully terminated females indicated that they
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did not have enough time for their children or for family 1life.
Males, on the other hand, perceived working conditions and trans-
portation as their main problems.

One other potential probler facing a parent entering the
labor market was child care. As noted earlier, this was one of
the problems of working frequently mentioned by females. We,
therefore, asked WIN IT clients at the follow-up interview if
they felt they had a problem with child care and what they
considered were their biggest problems. Fifty-six percent
of all females felt that child care presentéd a problem for
them. A higher percentage of successfully terminated females
(49%2) reported that they had no problem with child care than
females who had terminated unsuccessfully from WIN (39%).
Fifty-eight percent of all females employed at termination
did n3. feel they had child care problems while only 29% of
those unemployed at follow-up reported that they had no child
care problems. This difference was statistically significant.
The problem most often mentioned by all of the females in our
sample groups was that there was no good chiid care available.
Three other problems (mentioned equally often) seem to be the
other major child care problems perceived by females in our
sample. They were: won't take sick children; arrangements
aren't flexible for special hours; and lack of care or super-
vision for after school hours. As expected, far more males
(83%) did not think that they had a problem with child care.
0f those who believed they did, however, the problem mentioned

most frequently was that there was no good child care available.

Perceived Interference of Work with Other Roles

We hypothesized that the less work is seen as interfering
with non-market activities, including the roles of parents, home~
maker, citizen, friend, ete., the greater the probability of
employment success. Therefore, a scale was designed to measure

client's perception of the extent to which york interferes with
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these other roles. AS measured in this study,‘perceived inter—
ference of work with other roles was not significantly associated
with employment status at either WIN termination or follow-up
for any sample group.

The average score for this scale did not vary significantly
berween clients employed and not employed except for one sample
group -- WIN T males employed atr follow-up felr work was less
interfering than those not employed ar follow~up and the differ-
ence was statistically significant.

It is interesting to note that a far greater percentage of
males (28% for WIN I and 357 for WIN II) had scores falling in
the category of low perceived interference of work than females
(8% for WIN I and 2% for WIN II.) Conversely, a larger percent-
age of females (34% for WIN I and 54% fer WIN I1) were rated
with higher perceilved interference scores than males (5% for
WIN I and 1% for WIN IIL.)

This finding may primarily reflect the fact that females
in our sample groups were found in one-parent families while
males in our sample group were usually in two-parent families
and, therefore, had the responsibilities of parenting and home-
making shared by £wo people. This may also be due to the
traditional idea of male-female roles, where a female is pri-
marily responsible for the home and children while a male's

primary responsibility is to his work.

Attitudes Towara Welfare Program

A number of questions were asked to measure WIN clients'
attitudes towards the welfare program, including irems measuring
dissatisfaction with welfare, tolerance of welfare abuse, and
availabili;'.-y of welfare., Irems measuringedissatisfaction were
asked only of the respondents who answered yes to the question
"Do you think there are serious problems with the welfare system?"
Seventy-four percent of all respondents. felt that there were
serious problems. Included in the dissatisfaction with welfare

g8g *
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scale were items dealing with the flat grant system, amount of
grant, feelings about social workers, etc.

Although we hypothesized that the greater the dissatisfac-
tion with welfare the greater the probability of a favorable
employment outcome, this was not the case. In fact, clients not
employed were generally more dissatisfied with welfare than
employed clients.

WIN II respondents were asked whether they would criticize
people who violated five different welfare regulations. These
items were combined into a scale measuring tolerance of welfare
abuse and the respondents were divided into low, moderate, and
high levels of tolerance. We found that there was essentially no
relationship between levels of tolerance and outcomes. More than
50% of all respondents reported that they would c¢riticize people
who violated four of the five regulations. The one most of the
people would not criticize was '"Would you criticize people who
participate in a sit-in to get higher welfare payments?"

A scale Was creatéd to measure feelin- s about situations
in which welfare should or should not be made available. We
" expected to find that the more generally available respondents
felt welfare should be, the lower the probability of a favorable
WIN or employment outcome. However, no significant positive
relationships were revealed between availability of welfare
and employﬁent outcomes. It is interesting to note that over
75% of all respondents felt welfare should be available in two
of the given situations: 4f there are a lot of children and
the parents cannot support them adequately; and, if there i8 one
parent (female) and she feels that the mother's role is in the
home. For the other three situations, less than 50% of the
respondents ﬁFlt that welfare should be made available.

Perhaps these results are not totally surprising. Those
persons most dissatisfied with their lives may be more likely
to be dissatisfied with any and all of ﬁhe options on the work

and/or welfare continuum. Possibly, the greater experience of
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the unemployed with the welfare program affects their level of
dissatisfaction with it. Howeverﬁgsince such a large percentage
of all WIN clients feel dissatisfactIon with welfare, we do not
consider this variable to be a good predictor of employment

out:zomes.

Attitudes of Others Redgardind Welfare and Work

We hypothesized that a person's likelihood of seeking
employment would be influenced by the attituaes and behavior
of acquaintences and associates regarding welfare and working.
Therefore, we asked the client the extent to which he felt
uncomfortable or embarrassed in the presence of friends or
relatives who were not on welfare, the extent to which he
thinks people in the community are hostile to welfare recipientsy
whether his children have ever been teased or discriminated
against because of being on welfare, whether or not his family
and friends are on welfare or working, how often he sees these
friends and relatives, and how much he values their opinions.

In sum, while we expected that uncomfortable or embarrassed
feelings regarding being on welfare would work s an incentive
toward employment, our data did not support this contention
consistently. WIN I respondents who felt that people in the
community were hostile to welfare recipients were significantly
more likely to have been successful terminees from WIN. But,
the WIN termination of WIN IT clients was not influenced by
community feelings toward welfare recipients. The response to
this item related to employment status at follow-up for only one
sample group -- WIN Il females ~— who perceived the community as
hostile to welfare recipients and were more likely to be emploved.

Feelings of the client in Ehe presence of friends and
relatives who were not on welfare did not differentiate between
employment outcomes at either WIN termination or follow-up for
seven of our eight sample groups. WIN Il males who said they
were always or often embarrassed or uncomfortable had a higher
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probability of being employed at follow-up than clients who

responded otherwise. Approximately two~thirds of the total

WIN clients in our sample reported that they alwaysg or often
felt embarrassed or uncomfortable when they were with people
who were not on the welfare rolls.

When the respondents were asked whether their children
had ever been teased or discriminated against because their
family was on welfare, over 85% of all respondents indicated
that this had been the case. MHowever, employment outcomes were
not significantly related to children being teased or discrimi-
nated against except for the WIN I males. WIN II males who
reported their children had been discriminated against because
their family was on welfare were more likely to be employed at
follow-up.

A composite index measuring the perceived stigma of being
on welfare was developed by incorporating the questions pertain-
ing to embarrassment of the client in the presence of friends
or relatives who were not on welfare, community hostility toward
welfare recipients, and discrimination toward the clients’ child-
ren because of their family being on welfare. We expected that
the higher the perceived stigma of welfare, the more likely
clients were to become employed.

Qur findings did not support our hypothesis in any of our
sample groups. In fact, in most of our sample groups, employed
clients averaged a lower degree of perceived stigma of being on
welfare than those who were not employed, although the differences
between the groups were not statistlcally significant.

Theory suggests that familial and peer group influences
play an important role in attitudinal formation. Therefore,
we developed a scale to measure the strength and direction
of influence bty family and friends towards working and welfare.
Low scores on the scale imply a weak influence towards welfare
"and strong influence towawds work, while high scores indicate

a strong infiuence towards welfare and a weak influence towards

work. 5)1
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We expected that clients with lower scores on the scale
were more likely to have favorable employment outcomes than those
with higher scores. The results supported our expectations for
only one sample group: WIN I females with low scoreg were more

Ilikely to be employed at follow-up than those with moderate or
high scores. In seven our of eight of our sample groups, em-
ployed clients averaged a lower score on this scale than those
who were not employed and in the majority of cases, the differ-
ences between the employed and not employed groups were statis—

tically significant.

Self-Confidence Relative to Getting a Job

In general, we hypothesized that the more a client viewed
himself as a competent worker who could get a job and achieve
desired rewards through his own efforts, the greater his taste
for market work and the more likely he would be to choose market
work. The measurement of "self-confidence" is difficult. Our
approach to this measurement task uéed a number of components
or indicators of self-confidence.

One such component was an index of personal efficacy. We
asked the client about his experiences in being able to control
rewards by his own actions. .

Expressed job interview anxiety is a second indicator of
self-confidence, We asked the client how nervous he usually was
before 1 job interview and while he was awaiting the results of
that interview.

A third component of self-confidence was the client's ex~
pressed confidence in his abllity to perform well in WIN., We
asked the client how he thought his performance would compare
with that of others in WIN, and we also asked the client how
confident he was about his abilities to complete WIN. We ex-
pected that answers expressing confidence in one's abilities and

progress in WIN would be positively related to employment out—

comes . 92
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Finally, we tested our clients regarding their future
expectations, asking whether they expected to be employed or
unemployed and on or off AFDC one year hence. We hypothesized
that positive expectations about the future reflected self~- ‘
confidence, or vice versa, and were interested in measuring this
relationship.

Our first measures of self-confidence (relative to getting
a job and personal efficacy) correlated with employment outcomes
for WIN I clients, i.e., higher measured levels of self-confi-
dence indicated greater probabilities of successful employment
at termination from WIN and at follow-up. For WIN II clients,
however, our measures of self-confidence (relative to getting a
job and personal efficacy) were not significantly related to
subsequent employment outcomes. The unique environment of an
unusual increase in unemployment rates in early 19753, durving
the period of the follow-up interviews of the WIN II clients,
once again, could influence the emplovment ocutcomes of this
group; and, hence, our measurement of the impact of the various
items on WIN II participants.

Positive expectations of future employment and of the pros-
pect of leaving the AFDC rolls was significantly related to
employment outcomes for all WIN I and WIN II groups. To the ex-
tent these positive prospects yere indicators of self-confidence,
and possibly vice versa, they appeared to be good predictors of
future employment success.

In sum, amid somewhat mixed findings, we concluded that
self-confidence was positively associated with successful employ-
ment outcomes in the absence of adverse labor market conditions.
This conclusion was reinforced to the extent that positive job
and self-sufficiency expectations were veflections of self-

confidence.
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Self-Confidence Measures

We found that self-confidence relative to the WIN II Pro-
gram was related to employment at follow-up for both males and
females, and was strongly related to successful completion of
WIN for males. There was no self-confidence scale relative to
WIN for WIN I clients sincve they had completed the WIN Program
prior to our interview. Qur results indicated that our measure
of personal efficacy was related to successful outcomes for
WIN I clients with those clients who score higher in perscnal
efficacy having a greater probability of WIN success. There
appeared to be no relationship, however, between personal effi-
cacy and employment outcomes for WIN II clients.

A measure of overall self-confidence includes the measures
of personal efficacy and WIN confidence plus the question: "If
the kind of work you prefer were available, what do you think
your chances are of getting a job?" We found that overall self-
confidence was positively related to employment at WIN termination
and follow-up for both WIN I males and females; ciients with high
levels of self-confidence were more likely o have favorable
employment outcomes than clients with low self-confidence. Al-
though self-confidence was not consistently associated with
employment for WIN II clients, the self-confidence average score
for employed WIN II clients was higher than the average for
those not emploved.

Our results indicated that the job interview anxiety scale
was not significantly related to employment outcomes at follow-
up or WIN termination for any sample group. Our hypothesis that
employment cutcomes would be inhibited by jeb interview anxiety,

thus, appears to be disproven.

Expectations

Another measure of self-confidence was a person's expecta-
tions rugarding labor force and weifare status in the future. In
order to find out what the respondent's expectations regarding
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the future were, we asked the following questions: "Which of
the following do you feel you will mest 1likely be doing one year
from now: employed full-time, employed part-time, be in train-
ing, school, or be unemployed?"; and, "Which do yvou think is
more likely, that you will or will not be receiving an AFDC
check at this time next year?" We expected that those people
exhibiting a high degree of self-confidence (i.e., those who
expected to be employed and/or not receiving AFDC payments in
the future) would have a higher probability of successful employ-
ment outcomes, and leaving AFDC, than those with lesser expecta-
tions. CQur results confirmed these hypotheses.

In all groups, there was a highly significant relationship
between expected labor force status and WIN and follow-up
outcomes. Those respondents who expected to be employed had a
far greater probability of posltive outcomes than those not
expecting to be employed. Perhaps the most significant Ffindings
in terms of predicting future emplovment probabilities are the
results of WIN IT clients' responses at the first interview in
relationship to their actual employment status one year later.
Approximately 60% of the WIN II males and females who said they
would be employed actually were employed at follow-up and this
relationship was statistically significant.

Expectations regarding welfare were also significantly
related to employment outcomes. Those respondents who believed
that they would not be receiving AFDC in a year were more likely
to be employed at follow-~up than these whe felt they would still
be on AFDC. Another interesting result of our analysis is the
relationship between expected AFDC status for WIN IT paople
ascertained at the First interview and their actual AFBC status
at follow-up. Seventy-three percent of the males who thought
they would not be receiving AFDC a year from now actually were
not on AFDC at follow-up. For female respondents 96% of those

who believed they would be receiving AFDC were still on AFDC.
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One pyoviso in interpreting this data is that WIN clients
may be good predictors of their own futures through a straight-

forward understanding of their current circumstances, past

experiences, etec. But we feel justified in concluding, due to

the consistent positive significance of expectations as predic-

tors, that expectations are good indicators of subsequent employ-
ment and AFDC outcomes.
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FOLLOW-UP QUTCOMES: EMPLOYMENT EARNINGS AND AFDC
STATUS AS RELATED TO WIN TERMINATION STATUS

In this secticon, we present ocutcome measures of WIN
recipients at follow-up, such as employment status, labor force
status, earnings levels, AFDC status, and occupational categor-
ies, in relation to WIN termination status. Our findings indi-
cated that the WIN success group was more likely at follow-up to:
be employed; be in the labor force, either employed or looking
for work; have higher earnings level rhan the employved unsuccess-
ful group; and to be off AFDC assistance.

One provise must be stated at this point. While the
trends we report in this sectlon are important to understanding
AFDC employment behavicer and the impact of the WIN Program, cau-
tion must be used in the inference of a cause and effect rela-
tionships, i.e., employment at termination related positively
with employment at follow-up, but tha* fact in itself does not
necessarily mean that a casual relationship exists between the
two events. Rather, an underlying set of characteristics,
attitudes, experiences, and abilities most likely contribute
significantly to the probability of employment at both points
in time. 1In this secticn we point out possible explanations or
causes of subsequent events -~- such as the practical advantage
of having a job at WIN termination, in contrast to having to
find one. But, the fact of employment, or success, at termina-
tion did bear a peositive relationship to future employment
" success at follow-up. And, we attempted to amalyze the possible
reasons for this relationship =-- as summarized at the beginning

of this report.

Employment and Labor Force Status

The successful, unsuccessful sampling breakdown represents
those persons who were employed or not emploved, respectivelv,
at the time of their termination from the WIN Program. In the
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follow-up interview, we ascertained both the employment status
and labor force status of the former WIN clients. Thus, it was
possible for us to compare the employment status at WIN termina-
tion wigh employment and labor force status at follow-up. This
analysis shows that WIN clients who were employed at termination
were more likely to be in the labor force and employed at our
follow-up than those clients not employed at WIN termination.
This significant relationship between success at WIN termi-
nation and employment at follow-up occurred among females and
males in both WIN samples. For the WIN I ¢lients, our results
indicated that 194 of 313 former WIN clients were employed. This

represents a substantial 15% increase in the number employed,

from 168 at WIN termination {the successful group,) to the 194

employed at follow-up. Thus, the empioyment rate of our combined

‘male~-female WIN I sample rose from 54% at WIN termination to 627

of our follow-up. For the WIN I males, this represents an 11
percentage point increase from the 567 employment rate at WIN
termination (87 male successes) to a 67% employment rate at
follow-up (103 males employed.) Our data indicate that 183 of
the 342 WIN II clients were eﬁployed at foll&w-up compared to
187 at WIN termination. While this represents a decrease of one
percentage point in the number employed, the Minmeapolis-5t. Paul
SMSA experienced very high unemployment rates in the first
quarter of 1975 when the follow-up interviews of WIM II clients
took place. The unemployment rate for the first quarter of 1975
averaged 6.87% compared to 4.8% for the first quarter of 1974.
This implies that the one percentage point decrease in the employ-
ment rate of the WIN II clients between termination and follow-up
was less tham the rwo percentage point decrease in the emplovment
rate experienced in the Minneapolis-5t. Paul area for the same
time period. Therefore, the adverse labor market conditioms may
explain the small decrease that cccurred in the WIN I1 employment
rate between the WIN II termination and follow-up.

In addition, at follow-up a total of 125 females and 53

males in the combined WIN I and WIN II samples were classifiad
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as not being in the labor force (not employed and not looking
for work) in the technical definition of the Department of Labor.
Again the unsuccessful WIN terminees were most likely to be
out of the labor force at follow-up; of those not employed and
not loocking for work, 81% of the females and 62% of the males
were unsuccessful WIN terminees.

Another very important fact emerges from our data.
Approximately one-half of the successful male and female WIN
1 clients who were employed at follow-up interview, which
occurred two to four years after WIN termination, were still
employed on the WIN job. Among the WIN II clients, 73% of the
females and B8(Q7 of the males employed one year after success-—

ful WIN termination remained employed on their WIN jobs.

This result most likely reveals an important practical
"advantage" the successful WIN clients have. They simply have
to hold on to WIN jobs obtained at WIN termination, while the
unsuccessful clients have to find a job. Of course, the data
show that some of the WIN population is capable of finding
employment on iés ownl.

In addition, we note that the percent of unsuccessful
WIN terminees not empioyed since leaving WIN is greater than
the percent of successful WIN terminees not employed since
terminating from their WIN jobs for men and women in both WIN
I and WIN II. Also, female WIN clients, both successful and
unsuccessful, are less likely to find a job on -  -ir own since
leaving WIN and therefore, be unemployed ar follow-~up than

male WIN clients.

Prior WIN Work History

Past research has indicated that employment history prior
to entry into WIN is a major indicator of later employment
success. As noted above, this 1s not surprising, since work
history incorporates many other .factors that are important in
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explaining employment, such as the client's taste for market
work, skills and experience, etc.

Our data revealed that among women in both WIN Programs,
previous work history was positively related to success at WIN
termination. Thirty-one percent of the total female WIN clients
reported that they had never previously been employed. O0f the
females who had worked prior to entry, the work history of WIN I
females was more recent than that of WIN II females: 56% of the
WIN I females repcuiad being employed in the three year period
prior to WIN compared to only 42% of the WIN II females. In
both WIN Programs, the employment rate at termination averaged
402 for females with no previons work experience compared to 5772
for those who had been employed prior to WIN entry.

it is interesting to note that WIN I females who had
previcous WIN experience, but not in the three year period
prior to WIN, were more likely to be successful at WIN ter-
mination than those who had worked in the three years prior to
WIN entry. This finding may reveal the fact that the in-
tensive emphasis on training which was a feature in WIN I
enabled these females to overcome the deficiency in their lack
of recent work experience.

No significant relationship was revealed between prior
job experience and employment status at WIN termination for
males. This is not surprising in view of the fact that 84%
of the WIN I males and 90% »f the WIN II pales were employed
in the three year period prior to WIN intake.

The positive correlation between prior work and employ=-
ment status at WIN termination added another facet to the
"advantage'" that the successful WIN clients had. The work
experience obtained by the successful WIN terminees increased
their likelihood of being employed at follow-up or in the
future. Again the extent of the cause and effect relation-

ship was difficult to measure or determine.
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Earnings Levels

This seection Presents changes in the level of average
monthly gross earnings which occurred between the three year
period prior to entry into WIN and the follow-up period after
WIN termination.

Of the 72 WIK I females with known earnings levels prior
to WIN intake, 30 were not employed at follow-up. 8ix of the
remaining 42 reported decreased earnings; four remained at the
same earnings level; and 32 had increases which placed them in
an earnings interval at least one higher than previously.

Of the 100 WIN I males with known earnings levels prior
to entry, 31 did not have a job at follow-up. For the remainder,
earnings at follow-up decreased for 8 recipients, remained the
same for 17 recipients, and increased for 44 of the males in
WIN I.

Caution is urged in interpreting the large number of WIN
I recipients who showed increased earnings levels. Since follow-
up interviews for the YIN I sample were conducted 2 to 4 years
after WIN termination, the time span between a2 job in the three
year period prior to entry and follow-up interview could be
as much as seven years. Earnings figures are in nominal doilars
and wages rose considerably during this period because of in-
flation.

Due to a shorter maximum time interval between three
years prior to WIN entry and follow-up (four years maximum),
it is not surprising that fewer WIN II clients showed increased
earnings levels. Twenty-nine of the 72 WIN II females with
known earnings levels prior to intake were not employed at
follow=-up: 24% (17) indicated decreases in earnings which
placed them in lower earnings levels; 6% (4) remained in the
same earnings interval, while 31% (22) had higher earnings
levels. Of the 113 WIN II males with known earnings levels
prior to entry into the WIN program, 41% (46) were not employed
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at follow-up: 25% (28) had earnings levels which placed them in |
a lower $5{) earnings intetrval; 117 (12) remained in the same
earnings interval, and 247 (7) were in a higher §50 earnings
interval.

Prior to WIN entry, WIN I females who terminated unsuccess-—
fully from WIN averaged higher earnings than those who termin-
ated successfully. At follow-up, however, emploved successful
WIN females averaged 5585 compared to $410 for emploved unsuc—
cessful WIN terminees. Both sueccessful and unsuccessful WIN I
females had higher earnings, if emploved, at follow-up than
prior to WIN entry: successful WIN terminees increased their
earnings hy approximately $253 compared to $65 for the unsuccess-
ful WIN terminees.

Amoung the WIN I males, the successful clients averaged
higher earpings than the unsuccessful clients both prior to
WIN entry and at follow-up; however, the ratio of successful
to unsuccessful earnings at follow-up increased. This implies
that the relative increase in follow-up earnings of the em-
ployed successful group-was greater than that for the employed
unsuccessful group.

WIN II females experienced a 597 increase between the pre-~
WIN period and the follow-up which was larger, in both absolute
and relacive terms, than the $31 increase experienced by the
employed unsuccessful WIN IT clients.

While the earnings levels of employed successful male
WIN II clients increased by a minimal amount in the follow~
up period, the earnings of unsuccessful WIN II males actually
decreased in the follow-up period.

In summary, successful wiu terminees appear to have
higher earnings capability than unsuccessful WIN terminees.
Whether this is due to WIN increasing the client's potential
wage rate through training and education, or providing them
with assistance and incentives to obtain and remain employed,
and thereby increase their work experience and thus their

potential wage rate, or to factors unrelated to WIN, is not
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certain. Whatever the reason or reasons, success from the WIN
Program has a significant and positive impact on the earnings
ability of WIN clients. Nevertheless, this finding has implica-
tions for welfare policy makers. By increasing the earnings
levels of AFDC reciptents, a larger proportion of yelfare clients
will be able to work their way off the welfare rolls. In addi-
tion, for those cases remaining on welfare, a welfare savings
will accrue to the taxpayer since a proportion of the increased
earnings will be deducted from the grant payment and AFDC pay-
ments will be reduced. These conclusions are borne out by the
findings in the remaining discussion of transitions on AFDC

status.
AFDC Status

In order to get into the WIN Program, and to stay in the
program, a client must be an AFDC recipient. We checked to
see how many of our sample were still receiving AFDC at follow-
up. Three hundred fifty of the total sample of 655 were not on
AFDC on follow-up, which represents a substantial reduction in
the number of AFDC recipients. In addition, women who were
successfully terminated from the WIN Program were more than
twice as likely to be off AFDC at follow~-up than females who were
unsuccessful in the WIN Program. At follow-up, more than two-
thirds of the unsuccessful WIN 1 female terminees were still on
AFDC, compared to two-fifths of the successful female WIN I
terminees.

For the WIN I males, we found that only 29 of the original
154 in our sample were still receiving AFDC at the time of our
follow-up interview. However, 21 of these 29 still receiving
AFDC were among the unsuccessful-wln terminees.

Of the females in the WIN II Program, 51 of the 197 were
not receiving AFDC at the second interview. This means that
within a time period of one vear after WIN termination, approxi-

mately 26% of the original total of WIN 17 females were off the
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welfare rolls., In addition, successful WIN II females were more
than three times as likely to be off AFDC at follow-up than
those who were unsuccessful in the WIN Program.

Of the 145 WIN II males, we found that only 44 or approxi-
mately 30% were still receiving AFDC at the time of our follow-
up interview. Also, male clients who were successful upon
termination from the WIN IT Program were about twice as likeiv
to be off AFDC at follow-up as the unsuccessful ereminees from
the Program. -

As expected, a significant and negative relationship
existed between receipt of AFDC and current employment status
for men and women in both WIN samples. That is, recipients
receiving AFDC were more likely not to be emploved, while those
off the welfare rolls were more likelv to be employed.

An interesting finding is revealed by these data. The
percent of employed recipients who were receiving AFDC decreased
for svery sample group between termination status and follow-up.
For the WIN I females 27% of the successful terminees were not
receiving AFDC at WIN termination while 607% of the employed
group at follow-up were not receiving AFDC. Similar results
occurred for the WIN II females: whereas 81% of the successful
WIN terminees were receiving AFDC at termination, only 62% of
the employed WIN II females were on the AFDC rolls at follow-up.
These findings imply that for both WIN I and WEIN II females the
percentage of employed women off of the welfare rolls more than
doubled between WIN termination and follow-up.

Several reasons may be responsible for the increase in the
attrition rate from AFDC among employed women. These include:
marriage of the recipient, children too old to remain eligible,
additional sources of unearned income, dissatisfaction with the
Program, and earnings of a sufficient level to no longer remain
eligible. Based upon our earlier findings which showed substan-
tial earnings levels of recipients at follow-up, we believe that
a2 major cause of the larger number of females leaving the AFDC
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rolls {at follow-up in contrast to termination) was increased
earnings of the recipients vwhich enabled them to work their way
off of the welfare rolls. This was particularly true of the WIN
IT clients since only a vear elapsed between WIN termination and
employment.

Similar results occurred among the males in both the WIN
I and WIN II population. For the WIN I group, 64%Z of the males
successfully terminated were not receiving AFDC at WIN termina-—
tion compared to 977 of the emploved males at follow-up. While
48% of the 109 successful WIN II males were off of the welfare
rolls at termination, 907 of the employed 81 males at follow-up
were no longer receiving AFDC. The fact that a higher percen-~
tage of erployed males than females were not recciving AFDC is
not surprising. Female eligibility for AFDC is determined by
the amount of non-exempt earned and unearned income as well as
the basic grant allowance, while for males eligibility is not
only hased on non-exempt income, but also on the number of hours
worked per month, Since males became inelipible for AFDC if
they work in excess of 100 hours per month, the increase in
the percent of employed WIN males leaving the AFDC roles between
termination and follow-up was probably attributable more to an
increase in full-time employment than an increase in earnings
levels,

The important conclusion which seems justified in light of
these findings is that WIN clients, particularly successful omnes,
who became employed showed an overall ability to improve the
quality or quantity of their employment and earnings to a level
which moved them off the AFDC roles. Since the basic goal of
the WIN Program is to achieve self-sufficiency for AFDC recipi-

ents, these findings are significant,
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PART A

A BRIEF HISTORY OF THE
WORK INCENTIVE (WIN) PROGRAM

WIN is a component of our major national welfare program:
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC). AFDC (then ADC,
Aid to Dependent Children) had its beginning in the Social
Security Act of 1935 and has continued as a part of the programs
instituted then. AFDC eXists:

For the purpose of encouraging the care of
dependent children in their own homes or in
the homes of relatives by enabling each State
to furnish financial assistance and rehabil-
itation and other services, as far as practicable
under the conditions in c<ich State, to needy
dependent children and the parents or relatives
with whom they are living to help maintain and
strengthen family life and to help such parents
or relatives to attain or retain czpability for
the mwaximum self-svpport and personal indepen~
‘dence consistent with the maintenance of
continuting parental care and protection...

[42 United States Code, Section 601, the Social
Security Act, as amended January 2, 1968]

Within the context of this general purpose, the original WIN
Program (WIN I) was enacted as a part of the Social Security
Amendments of 1967 for implementation in July of 1969. The goal
of WIN was stated in the legislation:

The purpose of this part is to require the
establishment of a program utilizing all
available manpower services, including those
authorized under other provisions of law, under
which individuals receiving aid to families
with dependent children will be Ffurnished in-
centives, opportunities, and necessary services
in order for (1) the employment of such
individuals in the regular economy, (2) the
training of such individuals for work in the
regular economy, and (3) the participation of
such individuals in special work projects, thus
restoring the families of such individuals to
indepedence and useful roles in their communities.
It is expected that the individuals participating
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in the program established under this part will
acquire a sense of dignity, self-worth, and
confidence which will flow from being recognized
as a wage—earning member of socilety and that the
example of a working adult in thesc¢ families
will have beneficial effects on the children in
such families. [42 United States Code, Section
630, the Social Security Act, as amended

January 2, 1968)

The purposes, and problems, of WIN I were well presented in
"Hearing," before the Committee on Finance, United States Senate,
92nd Congress, Second Session, June 27, 1972, at pages 38 and 39:

The Work Incentive Program was created by the Congress
as part of the Social Security Amendments of 1967. It
represents an attempt to cope with the problem of
rapidly growing dependency on welfare by dealing with
the major barriers which prevented many of the women

vho headed families on welfare from becoming financially
independent by working. Major features of the WIN
Program as originally enacted are ocutlined in the
following paragraphs.

Referral for work and training.- The State welfare
agencies were to determine which welfare recipients .
were appropriate for referral for work and training,
but they could not reguire participation from persons
in the following categories:

1. Children under age 16 or going to school;

2. Persons with illpess, incapacity, advanced

age, or such remoteness from a project that they

would he precluded from effective participation

in work or training; or

3. Persons whose substantially continuous

presence in the home was required because of the

illness or incapacity of another member of the

household. '
For all those referred, the welfare agency was required
to assure necessary child care arrangements for the
children involved. An individual who desired to
participate in work or training was to be considered
for assignment and, unless specifically disapproved,
was to be referred to the program.

Work and training program.- The Secretary of Labor
was required to establish an employability plan for
each person referred. Persons referred by the State
welfare agency to the Department of Labor were to be
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handlied according to three priorities. Under

the first priority, the Secretary of Labor was
to place as many persons as possible directly

in employment or on-the-job training, without

further preparation,

Under the second priority, all persons found
suitable were to receive training appropriate
to their needs, and up to $30 a month as a
training incentive payment. After training, as
many persons as possible were to be placed in
regular employment.

Under the third priority, the employment office
was required to make arrangements for special
work projects (public service employment) to
employ those found to be unsuitable for training
and those for whom no jobs in the regular economy
could be found at the time. These special
projects were to be set up by agreement between
the employment office and public agencies or non-
profit private agencies organized for a public
service purpose. It was required that workers
receive at least the minimum wage (but not
necessarily the prevailing wage) if the work they
performed was covered by the minimum wage statute.
In addition, the work performed under special
projects could not result in the displacement of
regularly emploved workers.

Funds were first appropriated for the Work In-
centive Program in July 1969. Almost from the
first, operations under the program were
disappointing. In 1969 the Department of Labor
contracted with the Auerbach Corporation to study
the operations of the Work Incentive Program and

to make recommendations for improving it. The
Auerback Corporation conducted onsite evaluations
in 23 cities and published a detailed report on
each, as well as an overall appraisal of the Work
Incentive Program. The Auerbach report detailed
the problems in implementing the Work Incentive
Program and concluded: "The basic idea of WIN is
workable—-though some aspects of the legislation
require modification." The Auerbach report pointed
to the following as some of the reasons for the slow
development of the Work Incentive Program and its
lack of impact on the welfare rolls:

1. On-the-job training, highly desirable because
of its virtual guarantee of emPlovment upon successful
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completion of training, was largely ignored
under the Work Incentive Program.

2, Special work projects (public service
employment) also were aimed at providing actual
employment for welfare recipients; but though’ the
law required that they be established in all
States, only one State had implemented this
provision in a substantial way.

3. lack of day care was having a great
inhibiting effect on welfare mother participation
in the program.

4. Lack of coordination between welfare and
employment agencies was inhibiting progress, In
some cases, lack of referral of trainable people
by some State welfare agencies was a problem,
Also, bureaucratic rivalry of long standing
between welfare and employment agencies was
carriad over to WIN in some States. This situation
on the local level was compounded by lack of
coordination on the Federal level between the
Department of Labor and the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare.

5. Lack of adequate transportation was a
serious problem for many WIN projects, affecting
the enrollees' ability both to participate in the
program and to secure employment.

6. Lack of medical supportive services (physical
examinations and ability to remedy minor health
problems) was cited as a major problem.

7. Commenting on the need for job development,
the Auerbach Corporation stated:

Although the WIN concept is built around jobs
for welfare recipients, there has been little
investigation of the labor market to determine
exactly where and hoy jobs can be obtained, and
how many jobs are actually available or likely
to become available for WIN enrollees. Now that
the program is underway, there is a growing
feeling among local WIN staff that many parti-
cipants, women in particular, will not obtain
jobs in the already tightly restricted market
existing in many communities.

[Hearing before the Committee on Finance, United

States Senate, 92nd Congress, -Second Session,

June 27, 1972, pp 38-39]

In an attempt to remedy the perceived inadequacies of WIN I,

while continuing the attempt to achieve the original purpose of
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the progrem, amendments to WIN, proposed by Senator Talmadge,
became lawy on December 28, 1971[Public Law 92-223, 42 United
States Code 601-633, as amended]. These amendments, known as
WIN II, yere implemented in July of 1972.

The same Senate Finance Committse Hearing described the
implementation of WIN II, at pages 40 and 41:

In December 1971 the President signed into law
legislation proposed by Senator Talmadge designed

to Improve the effectiveness of the Work Incentive
Program. The new law, designed to take into account
the problems outlined in the Auerbach Report, made
these changes:

l. To end the problem of widely differing rates
of referrals and program participation, States
(instead of determining which cases are "appro-
priate" on an individual basis) are now required to
have each individual who applies for AFDC register
with the Secretary of Labor (as a condition for re-
celving assistance)} unless the individual is:

(a) a child under age 16 or attending school;

(b) 111, incapacitated, or of advancad age;

(c) so remote from a WIN project thac his
effective participation is precluded;

(d) caring for another member of the house-
hold who is ill or incapacitated;

(e) the mother or other relative of a child
under age six who is caring for the child, or

(f) a mother in a family where the father has
registered.

2. Under prior law, each State was required to pay
for 20% of the WIN funds allocated to the State.
Under the amendment, this figure was reduced to 10%.

3. To assure that persons referred for york and
training are ready to participate, each State welfare
agency is now required to set up a separate adminis-
trative unit to make arrangements for supportive
services needed by welfare recipl «ts in order to
participate in the WIN Program ang for certification
to the Labor Department of those who are ready for
employment or training. There was no comparable pro~-
vision in prior law, and many referrals for partici-
pation were simply paper referrals.

4. To provide a financial incentive for States to
provide the supportive services welfare recipients
need in order to participate in the WIN Program, any
State which does not prepare and refer to the Labor
Department at least 15% of the people who are required
to register will suffer a financial penalty. Speci~-
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fically, the Federal matching for cash assistance paye-
ments under AFDC (which varies between 50% and 83%
among the States) will be reduced by one percentage
point for every percentage point the actual proportion
is below the 15% figure.

5. The Federal matching rate for supportive services,
including child care, provided by the welfare depart-
ment to enable its rezipients to participate in the
WIN Program was increased from 75% under prior law to
90%. N

6. To place greater emphasis on employment<based
training (as opposed to classroom training), a mini-
mum of 33«1/3% of total expenditures under the WIN
Program is required to go for on-theejob training and
public service employment. There was no comparable
provision in prior law.

7. One~half of the appropriated WIN funds will be
allotted to the States based on the number of regis-
trants for the WIN Program (in fiscal years 1973
and 1974, the allotment is based on the number of AFDC
recipients).

8. The Labor Department is required to accord
priority to those referred to the WIN Program in the
following order, taking into account employability
potential:

(a) unemployved fathers;

(b) mothers who volunteer for participation;

{(c) other mothers and pregnant women under 19
years of age;

(d) dependent children and relatives age 16 or
over who are not in school, working, or in
training; and

(e) all other persons. ]

9. To simplify the funding of public service em~-
ployment, the prior funding arrangement for special
work projects was deleted and authorizations for
public service employment will be provided for 100%
of the wages in the first year of an individual's
employment, 75% in the second year, 50% in the third
year and no Federal funding after that.

10. To mandate coordination between the two Federal
agencies involved, the Secretaries of Labor and Health,
Education, and Welfare are required to issue joint
regulations, which among other things provide for the
establishment of:

(a) a national committee to coordinate uniform
reporting and similar requirements for the
administration of the WIN Program; and

(b) a regional coordination committee to review
and approve Statewide operational plans.

The welfare and manpower agencies are required to
develop joint State operational plans detailing how
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the WIN Program will be operated in the State.

11. The Department of Labor is authorized to pay
allowances for travel and other costs necessary for
and directly related to participation 1in”the WIN Pro-
gram and to provide technical assistance to the pro-
viders of employment or training under the WIN Pro-~
gram,

12, To relate training to actual jobs, the Secre~-
tary of Labor is required to establish in each State,
municipality, or other geographical area with a signi-
ficant number of WIN registrants a Labor Market
Advisory Council whose function is to identify the
types of jobs available or likely to become available
in the areas no WIN institutional training can be es-
tablished unless it is related to the jobs identified
as being available.

13. It is made clear that the Secretary of Labor is
to utilize existing manpower programs to the maximum
possible extent in implementing the WIN Program.

14, Federal matching for costs related to super-
vision and materials needed fer public service employ-
ment is authorized.

15, The effective date of all the provisions is
July 1, 1972,

Problems also arose, predictably, with the new WIN II Pro-
gram. In overly simplistic terms these problems canr be described
as principally procedural or administrative in nature. Thus, dur-
ing the course of this research, WIN II was the subject of re-
thinking and administrative revision in an attempt to improve its
effectiveness.

In this historical context we undertook a research program
designed to identify and measure the impact of incentives and dis-
incentives in the WIN I and WIN II Programs, The final determin-
ation of the value of WIN has not yet been made. We hope the

results of this study will substantially assist in that assessment.
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PART B
WIN PROGRAM VARIABLES

This section focuses on the transition from the theoretical
concepts set forth in the model to the empirical variables that
were measured and tested in this study. We particularly empha-
size those empirical variables relating to actual or potential
WIN incentives that were the main focus of concern in this study.
While we attempt to provide a complete overview of our conceptual
and empirical model, more emphasis is given to our dependent
variable, employment, and those WIN incentive variables that
were studied in relation to employment cutcomes.

We will now discuss the WIN incentive variables taking
first those variables that will affect the budget constraint of
the individual and second those variables that affect the tastes
of the individual.

BUDGET CONSTRAINT WIN VARIABLES

Affecting Unearned Income

The $3n Participation Allowance

This particular allowance should encourage clients to stay
in the WIN Program in order to increase their income and be able
to satisfy more of their material needs. If length of time in
WIN and/or WIN completion is a positive factor in‘employment out-
comes, then the participation allowance should be a positive
factor in employment outcomes, operating indirectly through par-
ticipation in WIN, This participation allowance factor may be
measured empirically at two different levels.

o The client's understanding that the $30 payment (which is
mailed separately from the AFDC check in Ramsey County) is
for participation in WIN.

® The client's satisfaction with the amount (the $30) of the
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Threat of Loss of AFDC Grant

The possible loss of the welfare grant for failure to

participate in the WIN Program represents a potential reduction
in unearned income, therefore, knowledge of this possible loss

of the welfare grant may increase successful employment outcomes

because the person would not want to fail in the WIN Program.

Affecting the Expected Net Return from Market Work

The "$3n + 173" Income Disregard

This incentive actually interrelates the WIN client's
unearned income and his expected return from market work. The
expected net return from market work under the "$30 + 1/3" dis-
regard system depends on the size of the client's welfare grant.
The larger the welfare grant, the smaller the expected return
from market work, and therefore, the less likely the client is
to work.

This hypothesis needs some further explanation. The WIN
Program creates a "notch" effect in earnings. The "$30 + 1/3"
provisions apply to women until they earn enough to offset the
welfare grant. This "off welfare" level of earnings is defined
by the following equation:

WG = 2/3 {Earnings - 30}
Two women could have identical jobs earning $400 per month. If
the welfare grant for one of these women was $200, her real earn-
ings from market work would be $200. If the welfare grant for
the second woman was $300, her real earnings from market work
would be 8156.
For men, the “530 + 1/3" provision does not abply if thevy

are employed full time.*¥ Two men could both have full~time jobs

*In Minnesota, men employed more than 100 hours per month are con-
sidered working full-time and no longer qualify for welfare bene-
fits, hence the "8$30 + 1/3" disregard is inoperative. Women and
men in Pub/ic Service Employment also do not receive the "$30 +
1/3" disregerd.
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paying $400 per month. If the first man was receiving a welfare
grant of $200 prior to employment, his real return from working
would be $200. If the second was receiving a welfare grant of

$300 per month, his real return from working would be $100.%*

Knowledge of the Effect of Earnings on the Weifare Grant

We examined participants’ knowledge of how much of their
earnings they are allowed to keep and how important this finan-—
cial incentive is to employment behavior. Correct information
about the treatment of earned income by the Welfare Department
could increase or decrease the expected real return from market
work, If the client initially thought all earned income reduced
the welfare Brant on a dollar-for-dollar basis, correct knowledge
would increase the expected return from market work, If the
client initially thought his earnings would not affect the wel-
fare grant, correct knowledge would reduce the expected return
from market work., Since most clients are probably aware of the
income test to gualify for welfare, incorrect knowledge of the
first tvpe 'is likely to be more prevalent, Thus, we hypothe-
sized that knowledge of the treatment of income would increase
the expected net return from work and thus increase the probabil-
ity of a favorable employment outcome, Since women's income is
treated more generously than that for men, we expect this know-

ledge to have a greater impact on women than on men.

*another way of looking at these explanations is in terms of tax
rates, The marginal welfare tax rate for women is .66 and for men
working full-time 1.0s because this rate applies only until welfare
taxes equal the grant level, the average tax rate depends on the
size oZf the welfare grant. In the above example for women, the
average tax rate is .5 for the one receiving a $200 welfare grant
and .64 for the one receiving a $300 welfare grant. In the example
for men, the average tax rate is .5 for the one receiving a $200
welfare grant and ,75 for the one receiving a $300 welfare grant,
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WIN Training

The expectation of earnings from market work can be
increased by improving the skill level of the client through
training in the WIN Program. An increase in the skill level of
the client might increase his earnings expectation in twe ways.
First, it might qualify the client for a higher paying job than

in the past, and second, it should increase the probability of
finding a job.*

Job Search Techniques

The expected earnings of the WIN client should be increased
by improving his job search techniques, such as personal inter-
view skills, instructions on how to fill out application forms,
etc. If the client feels a need for these skills and this need
is met by the WIN Program, then the client should feel that his
probability of employment was greater, which in turn would raise
his expected earnings and be positively related to successful

employment outcomes.

Placement Services

WIN clients who feel a need for assistance in looking for
a job and who believe this need is met bv the WIN Program should
experience an increase in their probability of employment. This
would raise the clients' expected earpings and be positively

related to sunccessful employment outcomes.

*In our general conceptual model we define expected earnings from
employment as a function of the wage rates that prevail for jobs
the client is qualified to hold as well as the probability of
finding one of these Jjobs. Our gensral hypothesis is that the
greater the expected earnings from employment the more likely

the client will work. Thus, variables that increase the wage
rate the client might receive or that increase the probability -
of employment increase expected earnings and should have a
positive influence on employment outcomes.
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Employabiiity Plan

It has been discovered by previous recearch that many
welfare clients do not have a good understanding of their employ-
ment prospects. Those clients who feel a need for a specific
job-oriented goal and have this need metr by the WIN Program
should feel that their probability of employment is increased.
The increase in the probability of employment would raise the
expected net refurn from market work and should be positively
related to employment outcomes. For these effects to occurs we
expect that an employability plan not only needs to be developed
for the cliert but also must be clearly communicated through

counseling.

Work Expense Payments

Expenses required to attain and hold a job reduce the
expected net return from market work. Actual work expenses are
a function of such factors as distance irom the work site and
type of occupation, among other factors. Work expense payments
may be greater or less than actual work expenses. Thus, this
variable has four dimensions: one is the client's actual work
expenses; two is the client's knowledge of his actual work
expenses; three is how much will actually be covered by WIN pay-
ments; and four is the client's knowledge of how much will be

paid or covered by the government.

Affecting the Expected Net Return from Home Work

We assume that each WIN client has a minimum level of home
goods that must be produced before entering market work without
a conflict. The time required to produce these home goods could
be considered their minimum exXpected home work. If market work
conflicts with the performance of home work, then the client must
"trade-off" between the two alternative uses of his time. For

most clients we expect at least some degree of conflict between
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home work and market'work. Thus, WIN Program features which
either increase the productivity of the client when workimg at
home ¢r eliminate the need to perform work at home reduce the

conflict between time spent in market work and home work.

Child Care

If child care is provided by WIN, then one of the tasks
that occupies the mother's time at home will be rémoved. This
meanslthat the required time for home work ywill be lesgs which
should make market work more attractive relative to home work.
Thus, we expect child qére to be positively associated with
employment outcomes.

This variable may cperate on two levels. One level would
be whether or not child care was provided. The second level
would be whether the mother felt the child care was adequate or

acceptable to her and to her children.

Home Management Counseling

If the client feels a need for advice in managing the
home while working and this need is satisfied through WIN counsel-
ing, then the conflict between home work and market work should
be reduced. Advice and training in such matters as meal planning,
budgeting and home maintenance should make the client more pro~
ductive in their home work, reducing the number of hours required
to complete home tasks. This service, for those who need it,

should be positively related to successful employment outcomes.
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UTILITY-RELATED WIN VARIABLES

In our overall framework we assume that individuals have
numerous non-material (or non-economic) needs that may be
satisfied by market work. We have developed a comprehensive
list of these non-monetary needs that represent components of
the taste for market work. ©Not all persons will experience
all or even most of these needs but we would expect at least
some of these needs to be important to each WIN participant.
The utility from the activity of market work consists of the
fulfillment of these needs. We also consider the possibility
of disutility from market work that could affect individuals.

We reiterate at this point the importance of the per-
ception versus reality distinction. This distinction aséumes
even greater significance in the area of non-monetary needs
and incentives since we expect a greater potential exists for
varying individual perceptilions, misperceptions, values, etc.
regarding needs and incentives than in the financial areas
which at least allow quantification in dollar and cents terms.

Qur general hyﬁothesis is that the greater the expected
fulfillment of non-monetary needs from market work the more
successful will be the employment outcome; and, as acorellary
that the greater the expected non-monetary negative returns
from market work the less likely a successful employment
outcome. In this study we sought to measure the importance
of these needs to WIN clients and attempted to determine
whether incentives were operating to meet these needs.

We realize that the WIN Program is not specifically
focused toward meeting most of these needs, although the
program may be meeting some of these needs in a satisfactory

manner through incentives such as counseling, information

iz20
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dissemination, employment planning, and other services.*

Taste for Market Work

There are two major variables which we hypothesize will
affect the taste for market work. These are "expected job satis-
faction” and "self-confidence' about getting a job. Our general
hypothesis is that the greater the expected job satisfaction and
the greater the self-confidence about getting a job, the greater
the taste for market work and the more likely a successful em=
ployment outcome will occur. Both expected job satisfaction and
self-confidence about getting a job are general variables which

we translate into a number of measurable components.

Expected Job Satisfaction

Past Job Satisfaction

We hypothesize that the greater the job satisfaction in the past,

the greater the expected job satisfaction.

Satisfaction with WIN Job (1f Client Has fne)
We hypothesize that the greater the satisfaction with the WIN job

such as job entry Job, on the job training or public service
employment, compared with an ideal, the greater the expected job

satisfaction.*#*

Satisfaction with WIN Job Goal
We hypothesize that the greater the satisfaction with the WIN job

goal, the greater the expected job satisfaction.

*The WIN Program could impact on these needs by identifying them
and by peinting out to the client how market work will meet these
needs. WIN could also attempt to meet important non-monetary
needs while the client is in the program and thus better act as
2 bridge between unemployment and market work. The satisfaction
of some of these needs during the program shnuld encourage
successful employment outcomes.
**Tha scale of items that measure job satisfaction is included
in the full discussion of the model and. of course, was part
of the questionnalre. 12 l

13
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Attitudes of Fellow WiN Participants and Family Regardina
Client's WIN Job Goal

We hypothesize that the more acceptable the client's WIN job goal
is to his family and his fellow WIN participants, the greater

his expected job satisfaction.

Attitudes Toward Work

We hypothesize that the more highly the c¢lient values work in
general, the greater his expected job satisfaction. These

attitudes include the following:

Work Ethic (or the internal stigma of not working)

We hypothesize that the stronger the work ethic, the greater
the expected job satisfaction.

Perceived benefits to family of his working

We hypothesize that the greater the perceived benefits to
the family from his working, the greater the expected job
satisfaction.

Acceptability of non-work sources of income such as welfare
and quasi-legal sources

We would hypothesize that the less favorable the client

views non-work sources of income, the greater the expected

_ job satisfaction.

Perceived Hassles of Work

We hypothesize that the fewer "hassles' regarding working that
the client eXpresses (hassles which include difficulties in find~-
ing child care, transportationm, etc.,) the greater the expected

job satisfaction.

Willingness to Overcome Hassles {(i.e., incentive to work)

We hypothesize that the more willing the client is to overcome
"hassles" connected with working (hassles which include travel
time, dealing with bosses and new lines of work, possible non~
steadv work, dull work, the need to be in the WIN Program,) the

greater the expected job satisfaction.
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Preferences for Other Roles and Activities and the Extent to

Which Work is Seen as Interfering With These

We hypothesize that the less expressed preference for non-work
activities and roles over work, and the less work is seen as
interfering or competing with these roles and activities, the

greater the expected job satisfaction.

Attitudes Toward Welfaic Programs

These attitudes include the following:

General Dissatisfaction with Welfare Programs

We hypothesize that the less satisfied the client is with
the welfare programs, the greater the expected job satis-
faction.

Availability of Welfare

We hypothesize that the stricter the client's view about
what kinds of people should get welfare, the greater the
expected jJob satisfaction.

Tolerance of Welfare Abuse

We hypothesize that the less tolerant the client is toward
welfare abuse, the greater the expected job satisfaction.

Stigma Felt by Client for being on Welfare or in Welfare
Employment (0JT, PSE, WIN)

We hypothesize that the more stigma the client feels about
being on welfare or in a job provided by or subsidized by
welfare, the greater the expected job satisfaction from

regular employment.

Attitudes and Behavior of Others Regarding Welfare and Work

These attitudes and behaviors include:

Stigma About Welfare Expressed by Non-Welfare Friends and
Relatives

We hypothesize that the more stigma about welfare expressed
by non-welfare friends and relatives, the greater the
client's expected job satisfaction.

Client Perceptions of Attitudes of Community in General
Toward Welfare

We hypothesize that the more stigma concerning welfare which
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the client perceives in the community in general, the
greater the expected job satisfaction.

Embarrassment of Client's Children for Being on Welfare

We hypothesize that the fact that children have been embar-
rassed about being on welfare will be related to greater
expected job satisfaction for the client.

Whether Family and Friends are on Welfare or Working

We hypothesize that having one's family and friends working
rather than on yelfare will be related to greated expected
job satisfaction for the client. This relationship will be
influenced, however, bv yhether or not the client sees these
people frequently and whether or not he values their

opinions.

Client's Self-Confidence Relative to Getting a Job

The second major non-economic variable which will affect
employment outcomes is the client's self-confidence relative to
getting a job. We would hypothesize that the greater the self-
confidence relative to getting a job, the greater the taste for
market work. We expect that the following measurahle variables
will affect self-confidence relative to getting a job, and hence

taste for market work.

Personal Efficacy or Sense of Ability to fontrol Rewards by "ne's

dwn Actions
The greater the sense of personal efficacv, the greater the

client's self-confidence about getting a job.

Confidence in the Ability *o Perform as Well as Others in the

WIN Program
We hypothesize that the more confident the client is in the

ability to perform in WIN as well as others, the greater the self-

confidence about getting a job.

Jobh Interview Anxiety

We hypothesize that the less the job interview anxiety, the

greater the self-confidence about getting a job.
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AMALYS IS OF VYARIABLES LEADING TO [MPROVEMENT OF THE WIN PRAGRAM

The WIN-related variahles discussed in this summarv of our
model were anilvzed in conjunction with other variables that are
included in our model and are expected to affect emplovment out-
comes. Our comprehensive approach ;onsidered not only the impact
of WIN policies and features acting ¢ incentives or disincen~
tives, but also the impact of important personal characteristics
and labor market conditjons on eventual emplovment outcomes and
behavior.

It is essential that WIN be studied within the context of
other important influences affecting emplovment. nlv in this
manner could our analysis isolate the impacts of the WIN Program
and only in this manner could we measure the relative importance -
of WIN policies and program features in comparison with other

variables affecting emplovment,

125

96

InferStiedy 123 Faot Cirant Streel salinneapohs, Minnewota 55403




PART C
MODEL OF WIN EMPLOYMENT

INTRODUCTION

We have summarized the main features of our model of WIN
participant employment iIn the preceding section of the Appendix
(Part B.) In this section, we present the details of the con-
ceptual and empirical model used in this study.

This model was developed to help isolate a priori those
factors which would be important in determining why some WIN
participants have successful employment outcomes and others do
not. The present model 1s derived from one which we developed
earlier for AFDC mothers, using only demographic and economic
varlables. The present model differs from that earlier model
in the following ways: (1) we now focysS on males as well as
females: (2) we focus on only those AFDC clients who are past
or current participants in the WIN Progrém; and (3) we elabovate
on our earlier model by adding 2 number of non-economic (i.e.,
attitudinal and self-reported behavioral) variables. The model
we present here seeks to determine the degree to which WIN
successes differ from WIN fallures because of the following
factors: (1) individual and family characteristics that affect
the decision to work:; (2) WIN Program incentives as experlenced
and perceived by the individual that influence the decision to
work; and (3) those labor market factors external to the person
and his situation that determine whether he will find a job once
he has declded to seek 2 job. Such 2 determination will,
hopefully, be useful to policymakers who could alter or further
develop monetary and non-monetary incentives that would lead to
a higher rate of successful employment outcomes. In order to
determine how incentives do or could affect emplovment outcomes,
we also investigated at a more general level what combination of

variables affect employment outcomes. For example, some
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incentives may only work on clients with certain socio-demo-
graphic characteristics and not on other types of clients.

The work effort that our model is intended to explain is
to be measured primarily in terms of employment status at several
poinfs in time. Those subjects of ocur study who participated in
WIN I were interviewed up to three years after their WIN experi-~
ence; for those subjects participating in WIN II, one interview
occurred durlng participation and a second interview occurred
one year later.

In this chapter we will first present a general discussion
of the conceptual model that covers its essential elements and
the interrelations between those elements. Néxt, we move into a
more detailed discussion of the model as it pertains to the WIN
Program participants. Here we discuss the basic concepts in rela-
tion to specific features of the WIN Program or WIN Program parti-
cipants, translating the concepts of the model into empirical

variables that we wanted tQ measure and analvze in this studvy-
ESSENTIAL CONCEPTS OF THE MNDEL

The conceptual model starts from a standard economic
framework. It is assumed that an individual chooses to act or
to engage in an activity because it yields utility, either
directly by the performance of the activity or indirectly
through a by-product of the activity, such as ‘income. Utility
is defined as that quality of a good or activity which makes
it derired by the individuwal. This is, of course, a highly
subjective phenomenon because each person's makeup is different
from another’s. Another way to view utility ig the ability
of a good or activity to satisfy needs; in this context utility
and satisfaction are synonyms.*

Utility, then, is the final product or output of performing'

*For a discussion of utility, see C.E. Ferguson, Microeconomic
Theory, 1966, pp. 11-25.
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an activity. And, to reiterate, the components of total utilicy
may be intrinsic, satisfaction from the activity itself, or
extrinsic, in the form of real income (goods and services)
resulting from the activity.

Besides yielding utility, activities also consume the time
and energy of the individual and mav require the consumption of
goods and services as well. 1In a general sense, the ingredients
required to perform activities can be thought of as inputs. The
total quantity of inputs available to an individual is a con-~
straint that limits the number and tvpes of activities that the
individual c¢an perform.

Rational behavior in this context is defined as the selec~
tion by the individual of that combination of activities that
maximizes total utility subject to the input constraint. Work
aﬁd non-work activities both regquire combinations of time and
goods and services, so that the work decision is a special case
of the allocation of time among a variety of activities.®

In our terminology at the most general level,.total utility
is maximized bv allocations of time, energy, and other resources
among the three options of market work (employment in the labor
market,)} home work (work outside the market place which produces
goods and services,) and leisure (by definition in this study
the composite of all non-work activity.)

In other words, we assume that WIN participants, like
evervone else, will seek market work when the expected utility of
emplovment on a job is greater for those hours than either home
work or leisure. The WIN Program could enhance employment success
by makiig it is positively reinforcing to the participant as

possibl.:; WIN theoretically offers positive economic and non-

*Phis fr ttework was first developed bu Gary S. Becker, "A Theory
of the A’ 'ocation of Time," The Economic Journal, September 1965,
pp. 493-17. Our approach has also drawn on the work of Bevars
b. Mabry, Economics of Manpower and the Labor Market, New York,
1973, especially pp. 195-212 and 231-241. Also, William G. Bowen
and Aldrich T. Finegan, The FEconomics of Labor Force Participa-
tion, Princeton, 1969. 128
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economic reinforcers while alsc offering a negative sanction in
the form of a threat (rarelv enforced in practice) of logs of
benefits to those mandated participants who without "good reason
refuse to participate. 1In our terminology, then, WIN should seek
to maximize the utility to be gained from the choice of market
work over the choices of either home work or leisure.

Our goal in this study is to determine which and how in~
centives might be used in the WIN Program to enhance emplovment
outcomes., Thus, while we will necessarilv be examining variables
which impact on the utility of all three possible uses of time,
market work, home work, and leisure, our focus is on the ways in
which the utility of market work can be increased, since this is

the focus of the WIN Program.

THE GENERAL CNNCEPTUAL MODEL

Our basic behavioral éssumption is that WIN participants,
like all other people, seek to maximize their utility in allocat-
ing their time between market work, home work and leisure. The
total utility a person can gain depends on his liking {(or tastes)
for activities and goods and services as well as the quantity
that he can obtain.* In a world with no constraints the individ-
ual would maximize utility by engaging in each activity until the

utllity of one Or more units was zero. Decisions are not made in

»such an unconstrained world, however. Thus, the individual must

seek to maximize utility taking into account his own trastes and

his own "budget constraint.”** We will develop some general

*TE iz convenient conceptually to think of activities and goods
and services as separate. In reality the consumption of goods
and zervices occurs in conjunction with the performance of
activities over time.

**yhile we are vrimarily concerned ahout the behavior of the WIN
participant, we recognize and attempt to account for the fact

that other members of the household affect the decision of the
individual.
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ERIC

discussion of these two classes of variables before going into
specific individual characteristics or experiences that might

measure these variables.

The Budget Constraint

The essence of any allocation problem is the scarcity of
one or more important factors that makes it necessary to choose
between alternatives. The constraints affecting the decision to
work are composed of one constant factor for all individuals and
three important variables. The constant factor is time; each
individual has a total of 24 hours per day that can be allocated
among alternative activities. The three variables are:

® the setr of expected market and non-market earnings rates;

e the total amount of income the household would receive if
no market work were to be performed by the WIN partici-
pant; and

e the monetary value of the saleable assets of the house-
hold.

Another way of looking at these constraints is by dividing
them into two parts, a4 time constraint and an income constraint.
However, since time can be converted into income at the expected
market and home earnings rates, the entire constraint can be
expressed as a budget constraint. Thus, the budget constraint
is the amount of real income (goods and services) that the WIN
participant can obtain by different allocations of this time., It
includes both earned and unearned or non-work income (the income
if no one works.) The variables determining the budget con-

straint are:

Yn The Total Real Unearned Income Available to the Family

This is the maximum real income that the family can obtain
if no one works for wages. This includes the money value of such

income sources as QASDT, welfare %fants, insurance payments,
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alimony, income from relatives, the value of Medicaid and food
stamps, and imputed returns to owned cezpital (for example, a

house) which depend on the quantity of owned assets.*

E(w ) The Expected Net Real Return per Unit of Time From
Market Work

In making labor markét decisions, the individual in the
household will have in mind, explicitlv or implicitlv, an exPect-
ed market earnings rate per hour of work. This variable is a
measure of the net wage rate (after expenses and taxes are netted
oﬁt,) in real terms, that the WIN participant can obtain from
market work in a given time period. The probabilitv of obtaining
a job once the decision to seek work is made is included in this
concept. Other factors of relevance are the wage rates in johs
for which the WIN participant is qualified, work expenses includ-
ing income taxes, and the grant reduction (welfare tax) resulting
from earnings. The earnings rate is expressed as an "expected”
level since there is inevitablv some uncertainty¥ about how much
can be earned and there is some probabilitv of error associated

with an earnings forecast.

E(H,) The Expected Home Yage Rate of the WIN Participant

This is an imputed earnings rate dependent on non-market
production functions which tell the person, how manv units of
various non-market goods each successive hour of his time can be
transformed into. When the traditional work-leisure model is
applied, especiallv to women heads-of-households, the dichotomy
between market work and leisure does not adequately reflect the

range of alternatives available to mothers for the use of their

*We do not consider the assets variable further since AFDC
recipients are assumed to have levels of assets which are too
low to significantly affect the budget constraint and, hence,
the market work decision.
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time.#* Part of a mother's non-marvket work time is spent in

"home work' —- that is, in such activities as child care, cooking,
cleaning, making clothes, and So on. Conceptually, this wage

rate could be measured as the cost (in real terms) of purchasing
these goods and services in the market divided by the amount of
time required by her to make them. It is, in part, by comparing
the expected non-market earning rate with the market rate that

the individual in a household provides the basis for the efficient

allocation of his time between market and non—-market activities.

E(0_) Eroh) Wage Rates of Other Familv Members

Market and home rate variables exist for everv familv
member. (To take a tyivial example, both are zero for a small
child.) The work decisions of all familv members derend in a
complicated wav on the entire set of all such wage rates. In the
conceptual model, however, we concentrate on a single potential
income-earner —— the WIN participant. In our empirical medel,
however, we allow for the influence of other adults in the familv
and household on the work behavior of the WIN participant in
those cases where other adults are present and can be identified
by asking how many adults are working and how much income they

bring to the family.

Utilitv Considerations

The househeld is both a consuming and producing unit and
has tastes for consumables of all kinds -- market and non-market

goods -~ as well as the processes (activities) by which market

*when the traditional work-leisure model is applied to the dis-
advantaged or underemployed population who, presumably, make up

a larde share of the AFDC/WIN group, we must recognize the possi-
bility that illegal activity may be a very real alternative to
work for wages In the legal market economy or to leisure. WThe
difficulty of obtaining accurate data as to the extent of this
activity without prejudicing the obtaining of other information
caused us to eliminate this area from the present study and,
hence, from the conceptual model.
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goods and non-market goods are acquired. The utility that a
person receives from a particular good or activity depends on
the taste for the good or activity as well as the guantity
available to them. Utility, as discussed earlier, is an
elusive concept, and includes both economic and non-economic
(psychological) need satisfactions. We postulate, however,
that certain measurable varidbles indicate relative differences
in taste among families and among individuals, and we include
these variables in our model. We outline them here in general,

detailing them later.

N The Material Needs of the Family

One source of utility is from the consumption of poods and
services. Tastes for goods and services are influenced bv Psvcho-
logical, sociological, and cultural factors that are difficult to
isolate and measure. In order to define the utilitv from €oods
variable in a way that is useful for the prediction of work be-
havior, we assume that certain of the most important basic
material needs of families can be measured concentually apainst
a standard of enough food, shelter, clothing, and medical care (O
fulfill an arbitraryY minimum established level.* TFor example,
larger families need more food to achieve a specified level of
nutrition for all family members. Using this definition, larger
families are assumed to have a greater need for food, or to place
a greater utility on the income necessary to acquire food. There-
fore, we assume the utility a familv places on goods and services
to be related to familv size, age of children, health status,
and geographic location (location affects the type and amount of

shelter and clothing reduired.)

*0One such standard can bhe found in the Bureau of Lahor Statistics
Bulletin, Three Standards of Living for an Urkan Family of Fouxr
Persons, (Spring, 1967.) These budget standards have been
regularly updated. .
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7 Tastes for Market Work, Home Work, and Leisure

Utility is derived not only from the consumption of goods
and services but also from the activities undertaken to obtain
them and from the use of leisure time. Thus, we postulate that
a WIN participant has a certain utility that he or she associates
with an hour spent in market work, another utility associated
with an hour spent in home work, and another associated with
an hour spent in leisure. These utilities can alse be negative
(i.e., disutilities ) if the activity in question is regarded
‘as unpleasant by the WIN participant or if there is too much
“"hassle” involved in pursuing the activity. Also, these
utilities can differ accordiné to the amount of time allocated
to each activity. That is, non-working WIN participants might
view the activities involved in a ten—hour-a-week job as a
fairly enjoyable because they meet certain psychological needs.
(Remember that this is above and beyond his evaluation of the
utiiity of the goods and services that can be purchased with
the income from work.) Once working ten hours, he may view
as less enjoyable but still not unpleasant the possibility of
working an additional ten hours per week; this decline in
marginal utility (the additional utility associated with each
additional hour of work) could well continue until an increase
in work, for example from 40 to 50 hours per week, would be
viewed by the WIN participant as highly distasteful. Whether
or not he decides to work the extra tem hours would depend on
whether or not the utility he gains from the goods and services
he can purchase with the extra earnings is sufficient te out-
weigh the disutility of the extra work effort, and whether or
not the resulting net increase inm utiiity is greater tham the net
increase in utility that could be obtained from another Ppossible
use of his time.

For our model, we define three variables to represent the

utility of, or taste for, the various uses of a WIN participant's
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time. The taste for leisure is denoted bv 7T the taste for

1’
market work by Tm and the taste for home work by Tb’

Utility Maximization Suhject to the Budget Constraint

Having discussed utilityY and the budget constraint in
terms of conceptual variables, we now turn to the interrelations
between these variables in the process of utility maximization
by the WIN participant. As utility maximization occurs, time
is allocated to various activities and income {(either money or
in-kind) is allocated in order to consume 2 chosen get of goods
and services. The essence of utility maximization is that the
combination of activities and goods and services are such that
no other possible combination (given initial conditions) can
yield a higher level of utility.

We can summarize this process conceptually by referring
to the variables outlined in the previous discussion.

First, the budget constraint is given by ¥, total real
family income, including goods and services produced at home
(through home work), obtainable from various allocations of

time by the WIN participant. Therefore, we have:

Y = Yn+ Yb+ xm (1)

where Yn is, as defined earlier, the real unearned income
available, Yb is total expected home work {(real) income, and
Y is total expected market work (real) income.

If the WIN participant is the onlv person providing either

home work oy market work, them we have!

Y, = E(W)h, and _ 2)
Yh = E{Wm)bm, (3)

where bb’ bm are the hours sPent in home and marketr work, respec-
tively, bv the WIN participant and E(Wh), E(W&) are the expected

net return per unit of time from home work and market work, res-

pectivelyv. 133
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The time spent in home work, market work and leisure has
a certain utility associated with it, as do the goods and
services obtained through either market work or home work.
Thus, we can postulate a "utility function' that includes
taste variables which were discussed earlier. The function
would show that total utility depends in a complicated way on
the amount of goods and services obtained and on the allocation
of time.*

Our model pestulates that the WIN participant maximizes
his utility function subject to the budget constraint. The
maximization precess leads to an allocation of time among
market work, home work, and leisure. We are concerned with
the allocation of time to market work, since this is a
quantifiable indicator of employment, the principle outcome
variable for this study. 1f we solve our model for hm, the
hours spent at market work, we derive an equation in which hm
is determined by (dependent on) all of the variables discussed

above. We can write this as:

hm = f(Yn.rN.rE(Wh) .rTm.rT rTIrz (4)

h
where N'Tm'Th and TI are variables determining utility and
Yh,E(wm),and E(Wh) are variables determining the budget
constraint. In Fquation 4, the variable 7 has alse been included.
Z is intended to represent all other factors of possible imnort-
ance in determining employment and earnings outcomes which mav
have been overlooked or about which we can say little in this
model.

We would expect variables. in Equation 4 to affect the time
allocated to market work in the following way: The greater the
expected wage from market work, the greater the time allocated to

market work: the greater the expected return from home work, the

less the time allocated to market work: the greater the unearned

*Utility is not measureakble directly. Thus, while we continue

to discuss utility in our conceptual model., the empirical work
of this study relies on proxy variables of needs and satisfaction
of individuals without reference to a cardinal scale of utility.

+
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income (income if no work is performed,) the less time will be
allocated to market work; the greater the tasﬁe for goods and
services and the greater the taste for market work, the greater
the allocation of time to market work: the greater the taste for
home work and the greater the taste for leisure, the less the

allocation of time to market work.

Additional Detail on the Market Work Decision

Since our primarv concern in this studv is on market work
for the WIN participant, we want to discuss in more detail here
the implications of our approach witk respect to the decision to
seek work. A basic feature of our model is that the total utility
from market work can be thought of as the sum of two separate
utilities. This is illustrated in Figure 1. One utility is that
derived from the goods and services that can be purchased with
the income earned at work,and the second utilitv is that derived
from the activitv of market worlk itself. Tor different individ-
uals the precise shape of the utilitv curves could be different
depending on their developed set of tastes. The utilitv that
can be derived from the purchase of market goods with the income
from market work is the part of the work decision that is most
frequently the subject of analvsis, Uhile it is difficult to
measure utility, it is possible to measure the income from market
work and thus to measure the guantitv of goods and services that
could be purchased to vield utilitv as a result of market work.
Thus, the income incentive to seek market work derives from the
fact that this income can be used to purchase goods and services
that vield utility or provide the satisfaction of material needs.

‘ At the same time, our framework recognizes that persons
derive utilitv or disutilitv from the process of market worl it-
self, That is, the person has some needs that are not satisfied
bv the purchase of goods and services with income but are satis-
fied by functioning in the role of an emploved memher of the
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FIGURE 1: Utilitv of Income From Work and Utility of Work

Utility of goods
purchased with
Income from Work

Total utility

Hours of work

Urility of work
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labor force. This second area has often bheen neglected in studies
of why people seek market work and hecome emploved: it is this
area the» we expect to explore in some detail in this studv.

We again must realize that different persons have different
preferences and view market work differentlv as a source of util-
ity. Figure 2 illustrates this point by representing utilitv
functions for three individuals, A, B, and €, with different
tastes. Individual A, at one extreme, dislikes work and gets
"disutilitv" from working that increases as the number of hours
wotrked increases. Individuals B and C both get positive utrility
from the process of being involved in market work, but individual
C has a much stronger taste for work as represented by his higher
utility per hour of work.

In conjunction with the two tvPes of utilities that can
be gained from market work, the individual will also have tastes
for home work and leisure activitv. Analagous to the discussion
of market work, home work would provide utilitv through the goods
produced at home (for example, dav care that might otherwise need
to be purchased in the market economv) as well gs through the
process of performing work at home (while providing day care the
individual mav derive satisfaction from the role of parent.)

Leisure has been defined in this model as a type of resid-
ual concept; that is, leisure activity is simplv the issue of
time that is not speant performing marker work or home work. Since
leisure usually does not include activities that lead to the pro-
duction of goods, we assume that all of the utilityv of leisure
derives from not having to work for part of one's time. The
enjovment of leisure often depends heavily on the utilitv of
goods that are produced or purchased as a result of market and
home work. A nice (leisurelv) dinmer in the evening might con=-
sist of consuming food that was purchased and preoared with a
combination ©f market and home work. The utilitv of the dinmer
would he analvticallv divisihle into the utilitv as a result of

market work (income,) home work {(preparation,) and leisure {(time
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FiGURE 2: Utility of Work
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spent eating and possibly talking during and after dinner.)
While these distinctions can easily become blurred, the key
point is that we are concerned with tastes for consumable goods
and tastes for activities that yield utility. The individuval
must consider these alternative sources of utility and weigh
their various strengths in deciding how to allocate his time,

especially in regards ro the decision to seek market work.
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THE TRANSITIOM TO AN EMPIRICAL MNDEL:
SPECIFICATION OF EMPIRICAL VARIABLES
AND HYPOTHESES

Introduction

We have now described our general model of utility maxi-
mization with conceptual variables which we feel impact on a
person's decision to seek or not to seek work and his probability
of a successful emplovment outcome. We solved this model for
the employment variable in Equation 4 in the previous section.
Each of the conceptual variables in that equation will now be
discussed in more detail in order to specify a model that is
empirically testahle.

Second, we will specify the measures of empirical proxy
variables for our dependent variable for emplovment. Our intent
is to put some dimensions on emplovment in terms of duration,
adequacy, and quality, both economic and non-economic.

Third, we specify the measures or empirical proxy variables
for the numerous independent variables vwhich we hypothesize as

impacting on employment. We also provide the rationale under-

lying our hypothesis.

Empirical Specification of the Dependent Variable, Emplovment

As we indicated in the development of our conceptual model,
our major focus is on identifving differences between WIN clients
who have successful and unsuccessful employment outcomes. Thus,
our dependent variable is a measure of emplovment status that we
want to relate to the set of independent variables that measure
the basic concepts incorporated in the model.

Tt is possible at the conceptual level to treat market
work as though it were a continuum of hours and that persons
couid choose the exact number of hours thev want to work. In

the real world institutional arrangements do not allow such a
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wide choice. Thus, our major empirical dependent variables for
the model is whether the person is emploved or not emploved at
various polnts in time and the duration of emplovment during the

time intervals we are studving.

Empirical Specification of Independent Variables

and Hvpothesized Impacts

The dependent variables {outcome measures must be analvzed
in relation to independent variables that are suggested hv the
model. 1In the rather lengthly gection which follows, we will
introduce spec{fic empirical variables that measure concepts
from the model. Where possible, we then suggest the-direction
of the expected effect of the independent variables on the
outcome variables. The expected effects or hypotheses must
necessarily be framed on a ceteris paribus (all other things
equal) basis. We realize that the effects of any ome variable
may be influenced by the presence of other variables. Our
hypotheses related to the ''true'" effects of variables when the

influence of other variables have been properly controlled.

Budget Constraint Variables

Y N, UN Unearned Income, Materials Meeds, and Unmet Needs

Yn was defined earlier as the expected unearned real income that
the family would receive if no one in the family were emploved.
For the family on AFDC, the portion of Yn obtained in the form
of cash grants generally egquals the maximum welfare grant, since
all other unearned income, such as QOASDI, alimonv, and income
from relatives, is deducted from the maximum grant on a dollar-
for-dollar {or 100% tax rate) basis. The maximum grant depends
primarily upon geographic location (i.e., on state welfare stan-—
dards) and family size.

In addition to cash grants, families may also receive
various income-in-kind benefits; these goods Or services
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received directly rather than in cash. Specific types of income
in kind for AFDC recipients include medical care coverage under
Medicaid, food stamps, and puhlic housing. The maximum amount

of food stamp bonus depends on geographic location (state welfare
standards) and family size. The maximum amount of Medicaid
benefits received depends on the geographic location (program
regulations differ by state) and the family's state of health:
the less healthvy the family, the greater the amount of Medicaid
benefits (assuming the program covers the particular medical
needs.)

Our definition of the material need variable, N, assumed
that material needs could be measured with reference to a certain
standard. Thus, N was defined as depending on family size, age
of children, geographic locatian, health conditions, and (in
order to obtain a4 measure in real terms) the price level.

Because both Yn and N, as defined, are functions of the
same variables, we find it useful to combine them into a compos-
ite variable, UN, to indicate "unmet material need.'" This is
defined as N=Y o measured in real dollars. We assume that the
greater the unmmet material need the greater the propensity to
engage in market and/or home work. Since a wider range of mater-
ial needs can be met through market work, we expect the majer
result of a high unmet material need to be an increase in market
rather than home work. In terms of the variables we have earlier
determined to affect Yn and N, unmet material need is postulated
to be a function of the following specific variables:

Family size: In general, the larger the familv the greater
both Yn and M. AFDC Programs paVv more as the familv increases,
but the srant structures are such that the Pre-cabita grant
declines, implving that unmet need rises as familv size

increases.® BRecause familv size appears to bhe positivelw

*If oconomies of scale in consumption exist, and if the grant
structure reflected these economies exactly, then family size
would not affect unmet need. ] 4 l
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associated with unmet need, we expect family size, in this

context, to be positivelY associated with emplovment outcomes.

Ages of children: The age composition of a familv affects UN,
and the most important aspect of this is the ages of'the
children. 0Older children have greater comsumption needs
(Bureau of Laber Statistics, 1967,) a fact not generally re-
flected in welfare grants. Unmet need, therefore, can be
assumed to increase as the ages of the children increase. We
include this consideratic. rhrough the use of variables that
represent the age compesition of the children jnto three age
categories: younger than six, six through 12 inclusive, and
13 and clder,

Geographic location: Geographic location has been seen to

affect both components, Yn and ¥, of unmet need. Since we
apply our model in only one county, we can ignore this vari-

able, for all practical purpeses in our study.

Health care needs: We assume that within any one urban area

that availability of Medicaid services is roughly the same
for all WIN participant AFDC families. Thus, we assume need

is not affected by health care needs.

Pregnancy: Pregnancy may be viewed as an adjunct of the age-
structure variables in that it increases unmet need. The
necessary medical care mav be provided through Medicaid but
any need for special food and clothing is not included in the
welfare grant., Thus, pregnancv is assumed to increase unmet

need.

The $30 Participation Allowance

This participation allowance should enccourage clients to stav in
the WIN Pregram in order te increase their income and be ahle to

satisfv more of their material needs.® TIf length of time in WIN

*the allowance operates as an incentive rather than a disincen-
tive because it depends on program participation and will not ke
continued if program participation ceases.
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and/or WIN completion is a positive factor in employment outcomes,
then the participation allowance is s positive factor in employ-
ment outcomes, operating indirectly through participation in WIN.
The participation allowance factor may be measured empirically at
two different levels:
® The client's understanding that the $30 pavment (which is
mailed separately from the AFDC check in Ramsev Countvy)

is for participation in WIN.

® The client's satisfaction with the amount {(the $30) of

the participation pavment.

Threat of Loss of AFDL GBrant

The possible loss of the welfare grant for failure to participate

in the WIN Program rebpresents a potential reduction in unearned
income. Therefore, knowledge of this possible loss of the wel-
fare grant mayY increase successful emplovment outcomes because
the person wouid not want to fail in the WIN Program. We will
examine not only the knowledge of participants of this loss, butr
also how important it is in the emplovment-related hehavior of

WIN clients.

Unmet Material Need {(Summarv)

For AFDC Recipients who are also WIN participants, our model
postulates that within a geographic area unmet material need
differs according to the number of ages of the children and

whether or not the recipient is pregnant. As unmet material need

increases, the propensity to seek market work is assumed to in-

crease, As will be seen below, however, some of the variables

affecting unmet material need also affect other variables. There-
fore, even though the change in a variable acts through unmet
material need to suggest an increase in market work, it mav also
act through othey variables to decrease market work. The domi-

nant effect must then be zgtablished empirically.

n(wm) The Expected Real Het Financial Return from Market Work

As discussed earlier, this variable is intended to represent
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conceptually the labor-demand situation facing a given WIN
participant and his knowledge of that situation. We indi-

cated Four factors as most relevant in the determination of
E(Wﬁ): (1) the probability of employment in the jobs for

which the WIN participant qualifies, (2) the wage rate obtainable
in such jobs, (3) the expenses of employment, and (4) the way in
which the welfare program "taxes” gross wages. (To obtain the
real wage rate, a price deflator is alsc required.)

Each job open to the WIN participant has, of course, a
wage rate associated wirh it. If the probability of finding
each type of job for which the WIN participant gualifies is
multiplied by the wage rate for that job and all products are
summed, the total is an expected wage rate. This expected or
mean wage rate is assumed to be different for clients with
different characteristics. The relevant characteristics are
those that either reflect skill differences (or, more broadly,
human-capital differences)'or are used as the basis for
discrimination by emplovers. In order to move from gross
wage rate to an expected net wage rate, it would be necessary
to deduct the expeunses of employment and the amount the AFDC
program "taxes' gross wages., The following specific variables
are hypothesized to affect the expected net return from market
for the WIN participant.

Education:  All other things equal, we expect that those who
enter WIN having already ohtained their high school diploma
or OED will have better emplovment outcomes than those who
have less than that amount of education when thev enter WIN.
We base this hypethesis on findings frem our earlier studv of
AFDC mothers who participated in WIN 1. Tn the present study,
‘we propose categorizing WIN participants into those who enter
WIN with less than eight, more than eight but less than 12,
and 12 or more vears of education (this latter categorv in-
cluding those whe have their GED, or possibly a separate
category for clients with their GFD.)
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Training: Those who have received formal job skills training

pricr to WIN, should be expected to have better outcomes than

those whe have never received such training.

Work history: We hypothesize that those who have worked

more in the past, thus presumably acquiring job skills, are
expeéted to have better employment gutcomes than others. We
reason that emplovers would consider them to be more valuable
at the time of job application operating under the assumption
that past performance as a worker is the best predictor of
future performance. Our measures of work history are the per-
cent 0f time employed during the three years prior to WIN
participation, with adjustments for time in school and for

whether the work was part-time or full-time.

Age of WIN participant: Age is likely to be asspciated with

other variables ipn our analysis such as educaticn and number
of children; however, this will have toc be determined empiri-
cally and dealt with in our statistical procedures. Our basic
hypothesis concerning age is that glder clients will have
better emplovment putcomes up to a certain age. Revond a
certain peint, probably age 40 or 45, we expPect age to have a

negative effect on emplovment gutcomes.®

Race: Our basic hypethesis is that blacks and Indians would

rend to face some degree of discrimination in the labor market
which would lower their expected wage rate from employment.
Thus, we would expect that whites, with a higher expected
return from employment, would have more favorabie employment

cutcomes than hlacks or Indians.**

*Gurin (1970) found. with MDTA trainees, that women did not
experience differential success related to their age, men did.
white men, especially, got hetter post-program wages the older
they were, up to age 45,

**Gurin (1970) found, with his MDTA trainees, that whites in the
program had hetter emploument outcomes than blacks. For wage
rates, however, the results were mixed and differentiated hu sex:
white men and black men had the same wage rates, but white vwomen
had higher wage rates than hlack women.

i 119 148

Intersincdy 124 Lacl Grant Street Minncapols, Ainncasla 55403




Labor market conditions: Ceteris paribus, the probability of

finding a job is assumed to depend on the relative secarcity
of labor available for the various jobs for which the WEIN
participant qualifies. Thus, unemployment rates and employ-
ment rates (which often move in opposite directions from
unemployment rates) in those markets and occupations most
relevant for our client Population are utilized, if data are
available, in determining the probabilitv of employment for

the WIN participant once he has decided to week work.

The "$30 + 1/3" Income Disregard

This WIN incentive actually interrelates the client's unearned

income and his expected return from market work. The expected
net return from market work under the '"$30 + 1/3" disregard
system depends on the size of the client's welfare grant. The
larger the welfare grant the smaller the expected return from
market work, and therefore, the less likely the client is to work.

This hypothesis needs some further explanation. The WIN
Program creates a 'motch’” effect in earnings. The "8$30 + 1/3"
provisions applyv to women until they earn enough to offset the
welfare grant. This "off welfare" level of earnings is defined
bv the following equation: wg = 2/3 (Earnings -~ 30.) Two wonmen
could have identical jobs earning $400 per month. If the welfare
grant for one of these women was $200, her real earnings from
market work would be $200. If the welfare grant for the second
was $300, her real earnings from market work would be $153.

For men, the "$30 + 1/3" provision does not applv if thev are
employed full-time.® Two men could both have full-time jobs pay-
ing $400 per month. 1If the first was receiving a welfare grant

of $200 prior to employment, his real return from working would

*In Minnesota, men employed more than 100 hours per month are
considered working full-time and no longer gualify for welfare
benefits, hence the "$30 + 1/3" disregard is inoperative. Women
and men in puyblic Service Employment also do not receive the "530

+ 1/3" disregard. ] 49
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be $200. If the second was receiving 2 welfare grant of $300

per month, his real return from working would be $100.%

Knowledge of the Effect of Earnings on the Welfare Grant

We examined participants' knowledge of how much of their earnings
they are allowed to keep znd how important this financial incen-
tive is to employment behavior. Correct information about the
treatment of earned income by the welfare department could in-
crease or decrease the expected real return from market work. If
the ¢lient initially thought 411 earned income reduced the wel-
fare grant on 2 dollar-for-dollar basis, correct knowledge wguld
increase the expected return from market work. If the client
initially thought his earnings would not affect the wyelfare grant,
correct knowledge would reduce the expected return from market
work. Since most clients are probably aware of the income test

to qualify for welfare, incorrect knowledge of the first type is
likely to be more prevalent. Thus, we hypothesize that knowledge
of the treatment of income would increase the expected net return
from work and thus increase the probability of a favorable employ~
ment outcome. Since women's income is treated more generously
than that for men, we expect this to have a greater impact on

women than on men.

WIN Training

The expectation of earnings from market work could be increased

by improving the skill level of the client through training in
the WIN Program. An increase in the skill level of the client

might increase his earnings expectation in two ways. First, it

*Another way of looking at these explanations is in terms of tax
rates. The marginal welfare tax rate for women is .66 and for
men working full~time, 1.0; because this rate applies only until
welfare taxes egual the grant level, the agerage tax rate depends
on the size of the welfare grant. In the above example for
women, the average tax rate is .5 for the one receiving a $200
welfare grant and .64 for the one receiving a $300 welfare 9grant.
In the example for men. the average tax rate is .5 for the one
receiving a §200 welfare grant and .75 for the one receiving a
$300 welfare grant. g

e RiX
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might qualify the client for a higher paving Jjob than in the
past, and second, it should increase the probabllity of finding

a job.®

Job Search ‘echniques

The expected earnings of the WIN client should be increased by
improving his job search techniques, such as personal interview
skills, instructions on how to €ill out application forms, etec.
If the client feels a need for these skills and this need is met
by the WIN Program, then the client whould feel that his proba-
bility of employment was greater, which in turn would raise his
expected earnings and be positively related to successful

employment outcomes.

Placement Services

WIN clients who feel a need for assistance in looking for a job
and who believe this mneed is met by the WIN Program should ex-
perience an increase in their probability of employment. This
would raise the clients' expected earnings and be positivelw

related tc successful emplovment outcomes.

Employability Plan

It has been discovered by previous research that many welfare
clients do not have a good understanding of their employment
prospects. Those clients who feel a need for a 'specific job-
oriented goal and have this need met by the WIN Program should
feel that their probability of emplovment is increased. The
increase in the probability of emplovment would raise the expect-
ed net return from market work and should be positively related
to emplovment outcomes. For these effects to occuy, we expect
that an emplovabilitv plan not onlyY needs to be develored for the

client, hut also must be clearly communicated through counseling.

*"professional Trainees” whose principal motivation mav be a
short=-term training ponus would tend to reduce the positive
impact of the overall training program.
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Work Expense Payments

Fxpenses required to attaim and hold a job reduce the expected

net return from market work. Actual work expenses are a functionm
of such factors as distance from the work site and tvpe of occupa-
tion, among other factors. Work expense payments may be greater
or less than actual work expenses. Thus, this variable has four
dimensions: one is the client's actual work expensesi two is the
client's knowledge of his actual work expenses; three is how much
will actually be covered by WIN pavments: and four is the client's

knowledge of how much will be paid or covered bY the government.

E(wh) The Expected Home Wage of the WIN Participant

The home wage rate of the WIN participant can be viewed as the
production function of a multiproduct firm; it is actually a
set of different rates, one for each good the WIN participant
can produce. The WIN participant will zllocate his home work
time among alternative products accordimg to three criteria:
(1) the marginal utility of the goods he can produce, (2) his
productivity in the productiom of these goods, and (3) the
non-pecuniary gains or costs obtained from the work itself.
These non-pecuniary elements are included in the taste
variables which we discuss later.

Thus, we see that measurement of the home wage, in contrast
to measurement of the market wage, includes EEEE the productivity
of the WIN participant and the utility of the goods he can
produce. If he is highly skilled in home health care, for
example, but his Family is healthy, this potemtial component
of his home wage rate would be valued at far less tham the
market price of home health care. This measure of the home
wage rate is conceptually quite illuminacing; unfortunately,
neither productivicy nor utility measures are available from
existing data for empirical estimation with our model.

To make the home wage rate concept empirically operational,
we have assumed fhat each WIN clieat has a minimum level of home
goods that musc be produced before emtering market work without
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a conflict. The time required to produce these home Zoods could
be considered their minimum expected home work. If market work
conflicts with the performance of home work, then the client
must ''trade-off' between the two alternative uses of his time.
For most clients we would expect at least some degree of
conflict between home work and market work. Thus, variables
which increase the minimum expected home work of the c¢lient would
have a negative impact on market work; and variables which reduce
the minimum expected home work would have a positive impact on
employment.
Family Size: We expect that the larger the number of children
in a family, the greater the minimum expected home work., Thus,
in this context, familv size is expected toc have a negative

effect on market work.

Ages of Children: We expect that vounfer children create the

greatest need for work to he performed in the home. Thus, we
expect that the ages of children would be positivelv related

to emplovment ocutcomes.

Pregnancyv: The impending jnfarnt care associated with a preg-
nancy is expected to increase the peed for work tp be perform-
ed in the home. Thus, we exnect nregnancy te have a negative

impact on emniovment outcomes.

Child Care Through WIN

If child care is provided by WIN,  then one of the tasks that
occupies the mother's time at home will lhe removed. This means
that the required time for home work will be less which should
make market work more attractive relative to home work. Thus, we
expect child care to be positivelv agsociated with emnlovment
cutcomes.

This variable mav operate on twoe levels. 0One level is wvhether
or not child care was provided. The second level is whether the
mother felt the child care was adeauate or acceptahle to her and

to her children. 15—;
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Home Management Counseling Through WIN

If the client feels a need for advice in managing the home
while working and this need is satisfied through WIN counseling,
then the conflict between home work and market work should be
reduced. Advice and training in such matters as meal planning,
budgeting and home maintenance should make the client more
productive in their home work, reducing the number of hours
required to complete home tasks. This service, for those who
need it, should be positively related to successful employment

ocutcomes.

Qther Adules

As noted earlier, market and home wage rates exist for all
members of the family or household. Information on the chgrac-
teristics of other household members can be measured in terms
of the ages of the children and whether or not other adults

are in the household. Both older children and adults can
produce home goods or work for wages in the market. The
decision with regard to market work for older children will
also be affected by Liw taste of the family for school
attendance.

In general, we cannot predict the direction’of the effect
of the home and market wage variables for other household
members. It appears that the greater the market wage attainable
by others, the lower the probability of marker employment by
the WIN participant; conversely, the greater the home wage of
others, the greater the probability of employment by the WIN
participant. Empirically, we sought to determine whether the
presence of other adults increases or decreases the employment
and earnings of WIN participants. We alsc sought to determine
whether marital status (irdicating potential presence of another

adult) affects employment outcome.
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Utility Variables

T .Tp,T, Taste for Market VWork, Taste for Home VWork, Taste for
Leisure

The probably effects 0f the taste variables on market emplovment
are relatively clear. For example, given a certain consumption
of leisure, the greaﬁer the relative taste for market work by the
WIN participant, the greater the probabilitv of employment; the
greater his taste for home work, the lower his probability of
emplovment (or the greater the probabilitv that emplovment will
be part-time.} It should be noted that these tastes are actually
vectors; the taste for market and home work depends on the spec-

ific nature of the activites invelved. Market work in an office

.could be viewed differently from work for the same wage rare in a

factory, and similarly for the various tvpes of home work.

The potential effect of taste on work has significant
implications for attempting to explain work behavior of WIN
participants. For example, our medel predicts that education
through its impact on the expected wage rate, will be positively
correlated with work. When the psychological consideration of
intrinsic taste for work is entered into the model, then the
claim is: given a certain level of taste for work, education
is positively related to work.

We, thus, postulate for our model that a WIN participant's
tastes are important in his eventual employment ocutcome. These
tastes are, of course, influenced by such participant
characteristics as race, age, education, work history, etc.,
but ocur intent is to attempt to isolate the effects of the
taste variables on work status outcomes 50 as to point to
possible ways in which the WIN Program could be improved.

While we cannot measure tastes directly in the manner that
one can calculate income, there are measures that we used as
proxies variables for taste and then to determine the impact
of these variables con employment and earnings outcomes. If
these measures turn out to have a significant relationship
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to outcomes, other things being equal, it would suggest areas
that the WIN Program could concentrate on to enhance the rate
of successful outcomes.

In terms of our overall model framework, the taste
variables represent the utility that can be gained from
activities that is independent from the income (either money
income or income-in-kind) that may derive from an activity.
The incentive to seek market work in this context is to obtain
the utility (satisfy needs) that one gets from work activity and
the various roles one assumes as a labor market participant.

There are two major variables which we hypothesize will
affect the taste For market work. These are "expected job
satisfaction' and "self-confidence" about getting a job. Our
general hypothesis is that the greater the expected job satis-
faction and the greater the self-confidence about getting a
job, the greater the taste for market work and the more likely
a successful employment outcome will occur. Both expected job
satisfaction and self-confidence about getting a job are general
variables which we transiate into a number of measurable
components.

Expected Job Satisfaction

Past job satisfaction: We hypothesize that the greater

the job satisfaction fn the past, the greater the

expected job satisfaction.*

Satisfaction with WIN job (if client has one): We

hypothesize that the greater the satisfactiocon with
the WIN job such as job entry job, on the job training
or public service employment, compared with an ideal,

the greater the expected job satisfactionm.

*A scale to measure jobh satisfaction in a srecific context was
used in this project. The job satisfaction scale includes the
following items: ahility utilization, achievement, activitu,
advancement , authority, comparative compensation, creativitu,
recognition, responsibility, securitu, varietu, working condi-
tions, the chance to earn enough meoney to get off welfare, and
the chance to ecarn more than one gets from just heing on welfare.
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. Satisfaction with WIN job'goal: We hypothesize that

the greater the satisfaction with the WIN job geal,

the greater the expected job satisfaction.

Attitudes of fellow WIN participants and family regarding

client's WIN job goal: We hypothesize that the more

acceptable the client's WIN job goal is to his family
and his fellow WIN participants, the greater his expected

job satisfaction.

Attitudes toward work: We hvpothesize that the more high-

[v the ¢client values work in general, the greater his
expected job satisfaction. These attitudes include the
following:

& Work ethic (or the internal stigma of not working) -

We hvpothesize that the stronger his work ethic, the
greater his expected job satisfactionm.

® Perceived benefits to familv of his working - We hvpo-~

thesize that the greater the perceived benefits tc his
family from his working, the greater his expected job
satisfaction.

e Acceptabilitv of non~work scurces of income such as

welfare and illegal soitrces - We hvpothesize that the

less favorable the client views non~work sources of

income, the greater his exnected job satisfaction.

Perceived hassles of werk: We hypothesize that the fewer

"hassles" regarding working that the client expresses
{hassles which include difficulties in finding child
care, transportation, etc.), the greater his expected job

satisfaction,

Willingness to overcome hassles (i.e., incentive to work):

We hypothestze that the more willing the client is to
overcome 'hassles'" connected with working (hassles which
include travel time, dealing with bosses and new lines
of work, possible ncn-steady work, dull work, the need to
157
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be in the WIN Program,) the greater his expected job

satisfaction.

Preferences for other roles and ageorivities and the extent

to which work i€ seen as interfering with these: We hvpo-

thesize that the less expressed preference for non-work
activities and roles over work, and the less work is seen
as interfering or competing with these roles and activi-

ties, the greater the expected job satisfaction.

Attitudes toward welfare programs: These attitudes

include the following:

® General dissatisfaction with welfare Drograms - We

hvpothesize that the less satisfied the c¢lient is with

welfare programs, the greater his expected joh satis-

faction.

e Availability of welfare - We hypothesize that the

stricter the client's view about what kinds of peoprle
should get welfare, the greater his expected job satis-—

Tfaction.

¢ Tolerance of welfare ahuse - We hypothesize that the

less tolerant of welfare abuse he is among others, the

greater his expected job satisfaction-.

e Stigma felt by client for being on welfare or in wel-

fare emplovment {0JT, PSE, WIN) - We hypothesize that

the more stigma the client feels about being on welfare
or in a job provided by or subsidized bv welfare, the
ereater his expected job satisfaction from regular

emplovment.

Attitudes and behavior of others regarding welfare work:

These attitudes and behaviors include:

e Stigma about welfare expressed by non-welfare friends

and relatives -~ We hypothesize that the more stigma

about welfare exnressed by non-welfare friends and
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relatives, the greater the client's expected job
satisfaction.

e (Client perceptions of attitudes of communitv in general

toward welfare - We hypothesize that the more stigma

concerning welfare which the client perceives in the
community in general, the greater his expected job
satisfaction.

o Fubarrassment of client's children for being on welfare -

We hypothesize that the fact of his saying that his
children have been embarrassed about being on welfare
will be related to greater expected iob satisfaction
for the client.

® VWhether family and friends are on welfare or working -

We hypothesize that having one's family and friends
working rather than on welfare will be related co
greater expected job satisfaction for the client.
This relationship will be influenced, however, by
whet her or-not the client sees these people infre-

quently and whether or mnot he values their opinions.

Client's Self Confidence Relative to Gett..ng a Job: The

second major non—-economic variable which will affect emplov-
ment outcomes is the client's self-confidence relative to
getting a job. We would hypothesize that the greater his self-
confidence relative to getting a job, the greater his taste for
market work. We expect that the following measurable variables
will affect self-confidence relative to getting a job, and hence

taste for market wprk.

Personal efficacy or sense of ability to control rewards

by one's own actions: The greater his sense of personal

efficacy, the greater the client's self-confidence about

getting a job.

Confidence in hig ability to perform as well as others in

the WIN Program: We hvpothesize that the more confident
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the client is in his ability to perform in WIN as well as
others, the greater his self-confidence agbout getting a

job.

Job interview anxietv: We hypothesize that the less his

job interview anxiety, the greater his self-confidence

about getting a job.

We have specified a large number of empirical variables
that are velated to the basic concepts in our model of WIN employ~-
ment. This & priori selection of variables gave us the guide for
developing a questionnaire that should be appropriate for this .
project. The chief requirement of the questionnaire from an
analysis perspective was to measure the variables that have been
specified in the model so that the suggested hvpotheses can be
tested.
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LINKING THE MODEL TN THE QUESTIONNAIRE

Introduction

In the presentation of our model we set.forth a substan-
tial number of variables along with our hypotheses concerning
the impacts of these variables upon employment or market work
behavior and outcomes. In the model we progressed from the con-
ceptual level to the empirical level; i.e., to the specification
of variables which were measurable. Now we wish to move Yet
another step to an explanation of how we measured these variables.
More specifically, we now discuss the kinds of questions we asked
in interviews of our sample population in order to measure the
impacts of these variables upon employment.

Qur format in this section is to first recall to the
reader a hypothesis from the ﬁodel; the expression of which indi-
cates the variables to be measured in testing the hypothesis. We
then move to a description of the questions or kinds of questioms
we asked inp measuring the relevant variables. We deal here at a
general level with the important concepts of our model and a
narrative discussion of relevant measurement questions. The
questionnaires actually employed in the interviews are contained
in the Appendix.

While in this section we mainly discuss the substance of
the information we scught, it is important to neote that this
information came in varlous "'forms'" ~-- all of which, however,
served to complete our measurement goals. The "forms" of the
information we sought were:

® actual measurement of some factual items such as amount of
unearned income;

¢ indicators of some of the more difficult-to-measure con-~
cepts such as unmet need (the indicators =- hypothesized
proxies or substitute measures ~- of which were nuuber of

children, ages of children, and health of household mem-

bers;) and 1 6 i
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e combination indices or attempts to quantify other concepts
such as job satisfaction. Our index of job satisfactdion
involves measurement of the importance to the respondent
of each of a number of separate aspects of aﬁ ideal job,
then comparison of one's measured satisfaction on each
aspect for one's past, present, or expected future job

with the measure of how important each aspect was.

We hreak this discussion into our now familar basic dis-
tinction between financial and non-financial aspects of the

employment decision.

The Measurement of Financizal

(Budget Constraint) Variables

Unmet Need

We hypothesize that the greater the amount of unmet material
need in the participant's family, the more likely he is to choose
market work.#* Unmet material need, in our conceptualization, con-
sists of total material need minus the measured income from wel-
fare grants or elsewhere which serves to satisfy needs. We acknow-
ledge the difficulty of determining amount of "unmet need". Other
researchers have tried asking how much more money people thought
they needed and found that question to be nearly impossible to
answer. Nonetheless, logic would lead us to expect that the
greater his unmet need, the greater the client's desire to work.
Therefore, we measured both total material need and measured in-
come,

We inquired into three objective indicators of probable
amount of total material need: number of children, ages of child-
ren, and the health of household members, (including the pregnancy

of the client.) We attempted to measure amount of unearned

*A11 of the hypotheses summarized here are stated in terms of
the assumption of Yall other things being egual.,"
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income by asking the former WIN participant, at the time of
follow-up (when he has presumablv completed his WIN training and
should be working) how much current income he is receiving from
welfare grants, income-in-kind (including food stamps, rent sub-
side or public housing, free or reduced rate schoel lunches and
medical coverage,) OASDHI, other public and private pensions,
income from assets and gifts, whether there are any other adults
(including a spouse) in his family who live with him, whether
they are working and, if so, the amount of take-home pay they

contributed teo the family last month.

Expected Earnings from Market Work

We hypothesize that the greater the "earning expectations”
of the client (in other words, the greater the expected financial
return per unit of time from market work,) the greater his desire
for employment. This concept of expected finmancial return encom-
passes both the expected worth of work and the probability of
working. TFrom a subjective perspective, we asked the client how
much he expects to earn (and on what job) when he completes WIN,
the highest earning he is capable pf earning nﬁw (and on what
job,) what he thinks his net earnings (given work expenses and
the welfare tax) will be and his chances of getting a job he

wants.

Expected Home Wage

We hypothesize that the greater the need of the client to be
at home and the greater the expected financial return from work
at home, the less the client will desire market work. While this
concept of "expected home wage' cannot be measured directly, it
can be inferred from such measurables as ages of children (vounger
ones demanding more time,) health of househcld members (the
assumption being that having in the househcld someone such as a

bedridden person who requires full-time care would increase the
163
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client’'s time and energy.) We also inquired as to the extent to
which home needs are supplied or would be supplied by cothers in
the event of absense from the home for market work; specifically
the extent to which appropriate child care, health care and/or

homemaker services were received from welfare.

The Measurement of Non-Financial (Taste) Variables

Whether or not a WIN participant will desire to work after
 finishing WIN will also depend, we believe, on his "taste" for
market work, which we define as his expectations of market work
satisfying his non-financial needs. These are the needs which
can be met, in general, by the activity involved in working as
distinguished from the money which is a preduct of working.
Taste for market work is an elusive concept, the measurement of
which we approached by using two main indicators, "expected non-
financial job satisfaction" and "self-image' relative to one's
ability to manipulate oﬁe's environment. We present below the

indicators which we used to measure these two concepts.

Expected Non-Financial Job Satisfaction

We hypothesize rhat the greater the expected non-finan-
clal job satisfaction for the client, the greater will be the
desire for employment. (ne can express overall satisfaction with
a job -~ i.e., one can generally like it or generally dislike it.
One can also like or dislike particular aspects of the job. oOur
indicators included both the indiées of general overall satis-
faction and the indices of satisfaction with specific aspects.
Further, one can compare one's satisfaction with particular as-
pects of a job with how important it is to one to be satisfied

with each of these aspects, resulting in quantities or indices

of "dissatisfaction.'" The particular aspects of the job which

could contribute to job satisfaction and which we measured are
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contained in our model.¥*

Keeping these concepts in mind, we now move to a discus~\
sion of the indicators of these conceptions which we measured.
First, we hypothesize that, if he ever worked in the past, the
more satisfied the client was in his last job the higher will be
current expected job satisfaction. Therefore, we asked him what
his last job was and attempted to measure his recollected job
satisfaction.

Second, for the client who is now working as part of his
WIN Program (in a job-entry job, or even on-the-job training or
public service employment,)** we hypothesize that the more he
likes his WIN employment experience the more likely he is to
expect to be satisfied with any future employment. Therefore,
we measured his satisfaction with his WIN job, using the job
satisfaction measurement concepts described above.

Third, for the client who is now in WIN and knows what job
WIN is preparing him for, but has not yet reached the stage in
the program where he has a jbb, we hypothesize that the more he
likes that job goal, the more he will expect that working will
satisfy his needs. Therefore, we asked the WIN participant
whether he has a job goal, what it is, and how satisfied he
thinks he will be with that job once he gets it.

In addition to his owm opinions, for the client whe has
had past employment, has a current job, or has a WIN job geoal,
we expect that the opinions of his family and peers about parti-

cular jobs will influence his own perceptions of it. Therefore,

*The items are: (1) ability utilization; (2) achievement: (3)
activity; (4) advancement; (5) authority; (6) employer policies
and practices; (7) comparative compensation: (8) co-workers; (9)
creativity: (10) independence: (11) moral values: (12) recognition:
(13) responsibilityr (14) security: (15) social service: (16)
social statuss (17) supervision/human relations; (18) supervision/
technical: (l9) variety; (20) working copnditionsr (21) chance to
earn enough money to get off welfare; (22) chance to earn more
than one gets from just being on welfare.

**Both of these in Ramsey County are considered by WIN to be sub-
sidized employment.
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we asked what his family and other peer groups think of his past,
pPresent, or expected jobs.
The WIN participant brings with him a set of notiomns

about the'morality and worth of working in general. Phychological
theory suggests if the client thinks that work is a "good" thing
he will be most comfortable with himself if he behaves in accord-
ance with his values. Thus, we hypothesize that the greater the
client's "work ethic'" the greater his expected job satisfaction.
Therefore, we measured the client's work ethic, We asked him
whether he thinks it is worth it to him to work and whether his
working will benefit his family in the long run, and we asked him
to rank a set of possible sources of income (including working,
welfare and illegal sources) according to their acceptability to
him.

We hypothesize that the fewer barriers or "hassles" the
client perceives with regard to working, the more likely he is
to expect job satisfaction in the future. Therefore we asked
those who were not employed what their reasons were for not work-
ing (dncluding the need for good andfor free child care, the need
for transportation, the need to get more training, lack of seif-
confidence with regard to job-seeking, ill health and age).

While the client 's perception of barriers and/or hassles
which might make working difficult or distasteful for him wiil
be an indicator of his expected job satisfaction, we feel that
an even stronger indicator will be that client's exXpressed will=-
ingness to overcome those barrlers or hassles. Therefore, we
asked him how much hassle he wOuld‘be willing to tolierate with
regard to travel time, pay level, bosses, new lines of work,
steadiness of job, uninteresting work, the need to get additional
training, the need to get child care, the need to gain confidence
in job-seeking skills,

We believe that an important 1indicator of expected job

satisfaction is the client's expressed preﬁerences for other com—

peting roles and activities. We hypothesize that the less his
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expressed preference for roles and activities which would compete
with market work for his time, the more likely the c¢lient will be
to expect work to satisfy his needs. The other roles and activi~
ties include roles of being a parent, spouse, friend, citizen,
etc.; and include activities such ag careful shopping, deing
things around the house, ceoking, having a social life, and get=
ting encugh rest. We asked him what he would most like to do if
he weren't working, and whether he would work {(and to what extent)
if he had enough money to meer his needs without working. We
also asked whether he feels that working would result in the
better or worse performance of a number of competing roles and
activities.

Another indicator of expected job gatisfaction is a set
of indices which measure the client's attitudes toward welfare.
We hypothesize in general that the less the client views welfare
as being acceptable and well run in our soclety (in other words,
the less satisfied the client is with the hassles of welfare, the
more stigma he feels about getting welfare, and the less lenient
he is about who should be on welfare,) the greater his expected
satisfaction with his welfare grant, numbers and types of
"haggles' he perceives‘in the welfare system, his opinions on the
types of people who should get welfare, his tolerance for p:ople
whe abuse welfare privileges, and the extent to which he per-
ceiveg the recelpt of welfare ag being stigmatizing.

Finally, we feel that the extent to which a client will
expect a job to be satisfying can be indicated by the attitudes
and behavior of other persons regarding welfare ;nd working. In
general we hypothesize that the more the client's friends and
relatives favor work over welfare, the more likely he is to expect
satisfaction from work. Therefore, we asked the recipient the
extent to which he feels ashamed or embarrassed in the prcsence
of friends and relatives who are not on welfare, the extent to
which he thinks people in the community are hostile to welfare
recipients, whether or not his familv and friends are on welfare
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or working, how often he sees these friends and relatives, and
how much he values his friends' opinions.

We also measured general and specific satisfaction with
the WIN Program in terms of its relationship to eventual employ-‘
ment outcomes. We would hypothesize that satisfaction with WIN,
as a preparation for and introduction to work, will increacz ex-~
pected job satisfaction and correlate positively with taste for
work and eventual employment outcomes. If WIN satisfaction has
thls positive bridging effect to desired outcomes, we sought to
understand what aspects of WIN cause satisfaction or dissatis-
faction.

Therefore we asked the client how important to him are a
number of general monetary* and non-monetary aspects of the pro~
gram, and how satisfied he is with each of these general aspects.
Qur resulting index measures degree of his dissatisfaction with
the program. We also asked him how important to him are a number
of specific aspects of the WIN components he has been in, how
important to him are the services welfare 1s providing him while

he is in WIN and how satisfied he 1s with these specific aspects

of WIN and welfare services while he is in WIN. Resulting indices

measure his degree of dissatisfaction with these aspects. Some
of the aspects of the WIN Program and accompanying welfare ser-
vices are:

e Adequacy of support money while in the WIN Program

e Financial penalties for not participating or for being
ahsent
Transportation and travel time
Clarity of program goals

Supportiveness of staff

Friendliness of peers in WIN

*arguable, any questions regarding monetary aspects of WIN could
be included in the earlier discussion of financial variables. How-~
ever, the satisfaction with WIN we wish to measure here is basic-
ally non-financial in nature; 1.e., does a satisfying experience
in a work preparation program increase expected job satisfaction
and eventual employment? |
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e TFeeling of accomplishment

¢ Recognition for doing good work

Autonomy regarding choice of WIN job goal and employment
plan

Fairness of WIN policies and treatment by staff
Relevance of WIN experience to job goal

Quality of training and education program
Expectations concerning gutcome

Amount of time wasted in the program

Child care arrangements

Housing help

Bealth help

Legal services help

Budget help

Homemanagement help

Homemaker help

Finally, wé asked the client whether, looking back, if he
hadn't been required to participate, he would have volunteered for
WIN. This indicator measures how willing he is to tolerate the
hassles of having to participate in WIN.

The Client's Self-Image

The other major indicator of taste for market work wﬁich
we measured is the client's self-image. In general, we hypothe-
size that the more the client views himself as a competent worker
who can get a job and achieve desired rewards through his own
efforts, the greater his taste for market work and the more likely
he will be to choose market work. Recause the measurement of

"self-image"

is perhaps even more elusive than the pedsurement of
the "expected non-financial job satisfaction" concept, we
approached the measurement task by using & number of indicators
of self-image.

Nne such indlcator is an index of "personal efficacy."
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We asked the client about his experiences in being able to
control rewards by his own actions.

Expressed job interview anxiety is another indicator of
self-image. We asked the client how nervous he usually is before
a job interview and while he is awaiting the results of the
interview. .

Another indicator of self-image is the client's expecta-
tion of reaching his WIN job goal and in getting his ideal job.
We asked him what he perceives his chances to be of reaching
these twe goals.

Another indicator of self-image is the client's confidence
regarding his being employed in a year. We asked him what he
thinks his chances are of working 12 months from now.

Our final indicator of self-image is the client's expressed
confidence in his ability to perform well in WIN, (This indicator
relates to our hypothesis noted earlier that a good WIN experience
will correlate positively with eventual employment outcomes.) We
asked the client how he thinks his performance compares with that
of others in WIN. We asked the client how confident he is in his
ability to complete WIN. We hypothesize that answers expressing
confidence in one's abilities and progress in WIN will be posi-

tively related to employment outcomes.

Measurement of the Qualitv and Quantity

of Empleyment Outcomes

Our theoretical model attempts to explain annumber of de-~
pendent variables, all of them related to employment. We have
discussed the variables we believe will help explain one of these
dependent variables, namely, desire for market work. We sought
to study other indicators of employment: actual employment
status, duration of employment, frequency of employment, earnings,
degree of welfare dependency, plans to remain on welfare, labor

force status (i.e., whether actually looﬁing for work or not),
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141

tmtersiudy £ 123 Last Gramt Street ' Mmneapolis, Minnesota 55403




type of job sought compared with best ever held, search methods
used after WIN compared with methods used Priocr to WIN, and job
satisfaction.* We asked the client for information to help us
to compute all of these indicators of gur dependent variable,

emPloyment.

*sSatisfaction with last jobh, WIN job, and expected satisfaction
with wIN job goal are all independent variables: satisfaction
with employment at time of follow-up is a dependent variable.
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PART D

FIELD HORK PROCEDURES
AND DATA COLLECTION RESILTS

FIELD WORK PROCEDURES

Interviewer Screening and Hiring

Most important in rating potential interviewers on this
project was previous experience. We hoped to hire individuals
with experience in gathering attitudinal, employment, and demo-
graphic information, but remained open to those whose experience
was in product research, opinion polls, or market surveys. The
desired educational attainment was set at "some college", which
we were prepared to waive in lieu of other favorable factors.
We were also seeking to have our interviewers generally reflect
our client population in terms of age, sex, and race.

We strongly desired interviewers who were familiar with
welfare policy and accepting welfare recipients, and who would
not discriminate against respondents because of race, neigh-
borhood, type of housing, etc. Finally, we locked for persons
who would be interested in the purpose of the survey, and who
would view it as potantially important to the improvement of
the WIN Program.

Of next importance «.« our hiring criteria were residence
and capability for the necessary level of effort. We elected
to hire only persons residing outside Ramsey County, reducing
the likelihood that an interviewer would know a respondent or
his family, and thereby safeguarding respondent confidentiality.
We also questioned the applicants closely regarding potential
fatigue, owing to the unique demands of the survey. Inasmuch
as there were two separate questionnaires for Wave I, one
applying to past and one to present WIN participants, each of
which took approximately one hour to administer, we wanted to
hire only those who felt they could perform consistently over
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a three-month period.
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We ultimately hired fifteeﬁ interviewers for the first
wave of interviews, WNone had ever received welfare benefits
nor participated in the WIN Program, Eight interviewers were
women, Seven were men, three of whom were members of a minority
racial group. The age range was from 25 to 48, with an average
age of 33 years.

Ali interviewers had previous survey experience. Five
were professional interviewers, defined as those whose major
income=-producing activity was interviewing. Five were experiencéd
at interviewing, but were unemployed and looking for full-time
employment appropriate to their major area of training and work
experience. Two were housewives working as part-time inter-
viewers; one was employed full-time with a social action agency
and supplemented his income by interviewing. The final two were
students whose experience consisted of intervieﬁing and other data
collection for academic research,

For the second wave of interviews, we rehired six inter=-
viewers who had participated in the first interviewing effort,
These sizx (five women and one man) demonstrated their reliability
and competency during the fivst wave of interviews and were
chosen because they were the most productive interviewers we had

had.

Interviewer Training

The interviewers participated in 17 hours of training °
prior to the start of WAVE I field work. The first session in-
cluded an overview of InterStudy, the relationship between the
Department of Labor (Dol) and InterStudy in the present project,
and basic information on poverty and welfare in the nation. The
WIN Program was explained with some emphasis on the difference
between WIN T and WIN ITI. The purpose of the Ramsey County WIN
Survey was discussed, the study's concepts, and the relationship
between the data collected and project goals,
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Remaining sessions centered on the two questionnaires
{WIN I and WIN II,) explaining them and alerting interviewers to
problems likely to be encountered in the field. Parctice in
administering the questionnaires was provided through role-play-
ing. The interviewers split into groups and‘took the role of
respondent or of interviewer, alternating between the two., A
final question and answer session clarified those items or pro-
cedures not yet thoroughly understood.

Two training sessions were held for the returning inter-
viewers for the Wave II interviewing effort. The first serzion
included a brief informal review of the project and preparation
for the specific field work of this stage of the project. The
second session was spent in live practice in administering the

questionnaires followed by a question and answer session.

Questionnaire Pretesting

The InterStudy staff was largely responsible for pretest-
ing all the questionnaires. But, two professional interviewers
(one of whom worked on the mgin interviewing effort) were hired
to participate in the pretesting of the Wave T questionnaires.
Results were analyzed agnd incorporated into the final question-
naires, and items were noted that needed special attention

during training and the data collection effort.

Respondent Contact Procedures

For the first wave of interviews, introductory letters
were sent to each respondent selected into the sample, informing
of the survey, indicating the random selection of names, and
staring the five-dollar honorarium for participation. Al}
envelopes were stamped, "FIRST CLASS ADDRESS CORRECTION REQUESTED."
For the second wave of interviews a letter was sent informing

respondents that they had been selected to participate in the
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

follow-up interview, and that thev would again receive $5 for
their participation.

The letters were sent approximately two weeks before
clients were assigned to interviewers to allow time for mail
delivery, forwarding, or return. On occasion, however, a change-
of-~address card would come from the Post Office or a letter would
be returned, as much as six weeks after mailing.

- All returned letters were checked for more recent addresses
in the Minneapolis and St. Paul telephone directories, through
telephone operators, city directories, or an employer for WIN I
successful terminees, if noted on their Termination Record.*

WIN II respondents were asked for names and phone numbers
of two friends or relatives who would likely know any change of
address that gecurred between the two waves of interviews. If a
second wave letter was returned, these contacts yere checked for
more recent address of the respondent.** If another address was
found, an introductory letter was sent to the new address and
the change noted in our master file. If no alternative address
was found, a green cellugraf tab was placed on the master file
card, indicating "unable to locate", and that individual was

not assigned to an interviewer.

Interviewer Assignments

Master file information was typed onto interviewer
"Assignment and Contact' forms. These forms and a check for $5,
payvable to the respondent at the conclusion of the interview,
were clipped to the appropriate questionnaires and assigned to

interviewers weekly, primarily on the basis of location of

*We requested information on the location of the individual for
survey purposes, but did not reveal the nature of our survey or
the client's previous participation in WIN or AFDC.

**We requested information on the location of the individual for
survey purposes, but did not reveal the nature of our survey or
the client's previous participation in WIN or AFD(.
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clients., We initially tried to match client and interviewer
on the basis of race and sex, but dropped this after a very
short period, because we had no black female interviewers, had
more female interviewers than male, and found that our female
interviewers consistently produced more completed interviews.

A master list was prepared that included client code
number, name, check number, and a place for results. Respondent
names on these weekly lists were placed in numerical order
corresponding to the check that had been prepared to accompany
the assignments. These lists made it possible to summarize the
weekly outcome of our field work.

Each questionnaire was checked in on the master list
weekly, as it was returned. OQuestionnaires were checked in as
"CI" (completed interview,) or '"RE" (returned questionnaire.)
Interviewers were allowed to keep questionaalres for those
clients they felt they would be able to interview within a week
or two. These were checked in as "HO" (holdovers). Each inter-
viewer initially received a weekly assignment of ten respondents.
The results of the first three weeks showed interviewers had
some difficulty locating respondents at their homes. After the
third week, and all during Wave 1I, the assignments were in-
creased to fifteen respondents for each interviewer, allowing
the interviewer to make more money, and in many cases, work
more efficiently in locating the respondents. Once a respond~
ent was assigned to an interviewer, it was that interviewer's
responsibility to get in touch with the respondent, set up an
interview appointment, and follow through on the interview.

The project control staff, however, frequently investigated a
respondent's whereabouts and sent a follow-up letter if possible.
(Our interviewers strongly believed that the $5 payment to
respondents was the single most important factor in securing
their cooperation.)

The status of the field work was checked every week to

see how many interviews were complete, how many were currently
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assigned, etc. 1If a particular group contained too few com-
pleted interviews, more assigmments or reassignments were made

for clients in that group.

Locating the Hard-to-Find

Incomplete returned questionnaires were divided inte four
categories, based on the reason for return. The first category
included clients whom an interviewer had located, but who refused
to participate in the survey. These were reassigned to a differ-
ent interviewer, with a different match on sex or race. If a
client refused to participate a second time, he or she was not
assigned again.

A second category of returned questionnaires included WIN
participants who were contacted personally, but for whom an
interview was not arranged because of a8 conflict of schedules,
etc. This category also included c¢lients who, though not con-
tacted personally, had relatives, neighbors, etc.,, who assured
the interviewer of the client's correct address and phone
number. Questionnaires falling inte this category were re-
assigned, either to the same or a different interviewer, for
additional attempts.,

A third group of returned questionnaires included clients
that interviewers were unable to locate. Even though we had
not received an address correction from the Post Office or a
returned letter, we found that we had incorrect addresses for
a large number of WIN participants in our sample. This was
particularly true of WIN I clients. InterStudy staff again
checked for current addresses in the Minneapclis and St. Paul
telephone directories, city directeories, ete. Again, another
introductory letter was sent to an alternative address, if
found, and the potential respondent later reassigned.

There were still a large number of pecple for whom Inter-
Study staff could not find 2 more current address. We assumed
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that the first letter had been delivered, somehow, and sent a
second letter to the same address, enclosing a return postcard.
Out of 126 second letters sent, 18 letters and 4 change-of-
address cards were returned to us by the Post Office, none of
which had been returned upon the first mailing. One client
phoned, and three sent the enclosed postcard back with an address
change. These clients were reassigned to be interviewed.

Finélly, some returned questionnaires were pléced in a
fourth "impossible to get" category in our sample. We deter-
mined these from information received by the interviewers or
by InterStudy staff. Some of rhe reasons for placing returned
questionnaires in this category were that the respondent's
friends, relatives, or neighbors had said the client had moved
out of the area, was in the workhouse or prison, was in a

state hospital or sanitarium, or had died.

Interviewer Pay

-We combined 2 bonus incentive pay plan with a Basic flat
rate of $7 for Wave I and $8 for Wave II per completed interview.
The flat rate was deemed large enough to cover portal-to-portal
time and mileage, assuming the interviewer was well organized and
made advantageous use 0of the telephone as well as personal
meetings.

The Initial incentive Plan in Wave I paid 85, $10, or $20
in total honus money to each interviewer completing an eighth,
ninth, or tenth interview, respectively. The plan was revised,
however, when onlv $4N in bonuses were earned through the first
three weeks. The revised plan offered a $2 bonus, beginning with
the fifth completed interview, and increasing by one additional
dollar for each interview through the twelfth, at which point the
bonus remained ar 310 per completion thereafter. The bonus plan
for Wave II was essentially the same as the revised plan of Wave

I except that it started with the sixth completed interview and
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increased from $2 to a maximum of $7. This new plan with the base
rate of $8 rather then $7 provided greater earnings to the inter-
viewers up to and including thirteen completed interviews per

week .

Field Supervision and ouality_éontrol

The staff, especially the field work supervisor, provided
field supervision weekly, clarifying issues, questions of pelicy,
questisnnaire administration, etc. ‘In addition, the staff pro-
vided quality contrel monitoring of interviewer perférmance. A
random selection of approximately 10% of the questionnaires
returned as finished were examined for accuracy and completeness.
Fach respondent in this selection was asked specific questions
by phone that could be verified by their questionnaire.

Results of this check showed that 85% of the-completed
interviews were correct and complete. The remainder were com
plete, but showed discrepancies between the questionnaires and
the phone call in the same particular responses. Further analy-
sis showed that most of the errors concerned WIN I respondents,
who had germinated the Program two to four yea»s ago, and who

had some difficulty in remembering specific information.
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InterStudy

123 East Grant Steéet, Minneapolis. Minnesota 55403/ telephone (612) 338-8761

During the next several months, InterStudy (a private non-profit
research organization) will be conducting a survey of past and present
participants in the WIN Program. The purpose of the survey is to sug-
gest ways in which the WIN Program could be improved for pecople who
participate in it in the future.

Your name has been selected at random from lists of all past and
present WIN participants supplied fo us by the government, and you
are in the sample of people to be included in the survey. The survey
will take about one hour and we will pay you $5.00 for Your time. We
want to find out how well you liked the program, what some of its
problems are, and what could be improved.

We are not connected with either the state or local WIN agency or with
the welfare department, and no one at either agency will know that you
have talked to us or what you have said. All information will be
identified with code numbers, not names, and absclutely no one cutside
of our research staff will ever know that we talked to you. The infor~
mation you supplv will be used for research purposes only.

In the near future, one of our professional survey intetrviewers will
be calling you to schedule an appointment at your convenience. The
survey interviewers have been provided with identification cards.
Please ask the interviewer to show vou his identification card when he
comes to your home,

We asl. for your interest and cooperation to help make this survey a
success. Thank you for any help you can give us. If you would like
to know more about this survev, please call me at 338-8761, ext. 339.

Cordially,

Roatdl € T

Ronald E. Fine
Project Director, WIN Survey
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InterStudy

123 East Grant Street, Minneapaolis, Minnesota 55403/ telephone (612} 338-8761

During the next several weeks, Inter$Study will conduct the follow=-up
phase of the WIN survey you participated in early last year. The
purpose of the survey is to suggest ways in which the WIN program
could be improved for people who participate in the future.

Your name has been selected from the group of people interviewed

last year, to be included in the second round of interviews. One of
our professional interviewers will be contacting you to complete this
final interview, which should take about thirty {30) minutes. At the
end of the Interview, we will again pay you $5.00 for your time and
assistance.

All of the information you share with us will be used for research
purposes only, and will be identified by code numbers, not names.

We ask for your interest and cooperation; recording your experiences
in the WIN program are vital to the success of this survey.

Thank you very much for your help. |If you would like to know more
about this follow~up phase of the survey, please write or call

Sue Henke at 338-8761, extension 321.

Sincerely yours,

:E;Nl-llf‘iamoﬂﬂ-

Ear] Hokenson
Project Director, WIN Survey
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Front of Card MQSTER FILE CARD

Code:
Name : Case Number:
Address: : Phone:
WIN I [successful 3 unsuccessful ]
WIN II
Sex: Race: Birthdate:
Interview: Completed
Not completed (explain)
Coding: Completed
Not completed {explain)
Back of Card
Code:
Introductory Letter Sent: By: Date:
Assignment Group Number:
Interviewer:
Tawk You Letter Sent: By: Date:
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ASSIGNMEWT AND CONTACT FORM

INTERVIENER: RESPONDENT 'S NUMBER
ASSIGNMENT GROUP DATE ' '

FINAL OISPOSITION: WiN GROUP
COMPLETED INTERVIEM

UNCOMPLETED CALL BACK SEX RACE BIRTHDATE

NAME ADDRESS PHONE
(CHARGES) ADDRESS PHORE,

CONTACTS 1st Znd ard 4th 5th

Date

Day

With

Tele- [Per- Tele- | Per- Tele- | Per- Tele- | Per- Tele- | Per-
RESHLTS . |phone [sonal | phone | sonat |phone |sonal ]| phone ¢ sonal | phone | sonal

fot Home

| Moved

Married
fame Change

Wrong
Address

Deceased

Dther

Refusal¥

COMPLETED
and PAID

COLLATERAL CONTACTS:

*COMMENTS:
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ASSIGNMENT GROUP:

MASTLR LIST

CLIEHTY:
Code #

Name

CHECK
NUMBER INTERVIEMER

QUESTIONNAJRES
Cl HO RE

134
155

InterStudy £ 123 East Grant Street/ Munneapols, Minnesota 55403




InterStudy

123 East Grant Street, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55403 /telephone (612} 338-8761

InterStudy, a private non-profit research organization, has been
conducting a survey of past and present WIN participants in Ramsey
County. ’

Your name has been gelected at random from lists of all past and
present WIN participants sdpplied to us by the government, and vou
are in the sample of people to be included in the survey. The survev
will take about one hour and we will pay vou $5.00 for Your time, We
want to find out how well vou liked the program, what some of its
problems are, and what could be improved.

One of our professional survey interviewers has tried to contact you

to schedule an appointment at your convenience, but was unable to
reach you. If you would be willing to talk to one of our interviewers,
please call Sue Peterson at 338-8761 and let us know what vour current
address and phone number is or else fill out the enclosed past card
and return it to us,

We ask for your interest and cooperation to help make this survey a
success. Thank you for any help vou can give us.

Sincerely,

Leonard G. Bower
Project Director, WIN SBurvey
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FIRST CLASS
PERMIT NO. 10019
MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.

BUSINESS REPLY MAIL

NO POSTAGE STAMP MECESSARY IF MAILED IN THE UNITED STATES

Postage will be paid by

InterStudy

123 East Grant Street
Minneapolis MN 55403

Att: S. Peterson

NAME :

ADDRESS:

PHONE :




CONSULTING INVOICE

(To be provided to IS consultants
for invoicing services)

1. HAME: Social Security #

2. ADDRESS:

3. PERIOD OF PERFORMANCE

From To
Completed Base Pay Sonus Pay for Total Pay for Total Pay for
Interviews per_Interview the Interview the Interview Total Interviews
1 8 0 8 8
2 8 0 8 16
3 8 0 8 24
4 8 0 8 32
5 8 0 8 40
6 8 2 10 50
: 8 3 1 81
8 8 4 12 73
9 8 5 i3 86
10 8 6 i 100
n 8 7 15 115
12 8 7 15 130
i3 8 7 15 145
14 8 7 15 160
15 8 7 15 175
16 8 7 15 190
17 8 7 15 205
18 8 7 15 220
TOTAL &
CONSULTANT SIGNATURE

PROJECT RAME/NUMBER:

APPROVALS:
PROJECT DIRECTOR:

FINANCE & ADMINISTRATION:
DATE:
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DATA COLLECTION RESHLTS

The procedures outlined in the previous section of this
chapter were used to aid in managing the successful completion
of 1,163 interviews during Waves I and II of the project.
These completions represent 767 of the 1,533 clients that were
assigned to interviewers during the course of the field work.
The total number of completions include 313 from the WIN I
Program and 508 from the WIN II Program interviewed during the
first wave of interviews in 1974. 1In addition, a follow-up
interview yas completed on 342 of the WIN II participants
during the second wave of the interviews conducted during 1975.

This section spells out in more detail, assisted
by a summary table, the number of completions attained during
our field work by each sub-group of our sample. In addition,
we discuss how the survey documents were translated into a
computer-readable format, to permit efficient data summaries

and lay the basis for more detailed data analysis.

WIN Female Results

A total of 159 WIN I females were interviewed during Wave
I —— 81 of these were in the successfully terminated category,
and 78 were in the unsuccessfully terminated category. For
the WIN I female successful group, 107 assigned attempts were
made, with a 77% completion rate. A 70% completion rate ywas
achieved for the WIN I female unsuccessful group. There were
218 interviews assigned for these two groups of WIN I.females,
and 74% of these attempted interviews were completed. There
were 35 assigned respondents in the WIN I female group whom
the interviewers were unable to locaté. Nine of the respondents
located refused to participate in the survey, and it was deter-_
mined that nine others had moved from the area. Since we were
locating these respondents 1-1/2 to 3 years after their termin-

ation from the WIN Program, we believe that our overall
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completion rate of 74% was a very favorable outcome of the

field work.

WIN T Male Results

During the Wave I effort, 154 WIN I males were inter~
viewed, There were 294 assigned attempts; thus, the comple-
tion rate for this group of ;espondents was 54%. Of the 154
completed interviews, 67 were unsuccessfully terminated from
the WIN Program, and 87 were successfully terminated. TFor
the WIN T male unsuccessful group, 146 attempts were assigned,
with a3 completion rate of 45%. Of the 148 assigned attempts,
60% were interviewed for the successful group of males.

Although the completion rate for WIN I males is lower
than for other groups of respondents, if figures were used
which included only those respondents we were able to locate,
the WIN I male group completion rate would be essentially the
same as the other groups of respondents. We found that zlmost
40 men in this group would be "impossible to interview."

They had moved from the area, died, or were now in prison or
jail, etc., We were unable to locate 64 other WIN I males.
They, too, may have moved from the area, since we could not
get information about them from old neighbors, ex~-wives, etc.
Twenty-eight other potential respondents did not wish to
participate in the survey. Some of these broke several inter-
view appointments, and the rest refused to be interviewed.
Thus, our field work reconfirmed other impressions we had
gained in the course of this study: that the WIN males are a
highly mobile and multi-problemed group. This has a bearing
on their employability, as well as on their locatability. We

discuss these issues further elsewhere in this report.
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_WIN II Female Results

A total of 339 WIN II females were assigned to be inter-
viewed during Wave I, and 87%, or 293 of these attempts, were
completed. The reason most often noted by interviewers as to why
they were not able to complate an assigned attempt was that they
were not able to locate the Yespondent. A few respondents re-
ported that they had never been in the program, and 14 others
did not wish to participate in the survey.

During Wave II, 232 WIN II females yere assigned to be
interviewed. One hundred nineteen of these women had been
successfully terminated from WIN and 113 had been unsuccess-
fully terminated. An overall completion rate for this group
was 835% or 197 completed interviews. Of these, 104 were success-
fully terminated and 93 were unsuccessfully terminated. Again,
one of the most frequently mentioned reasons given by the inter-
viewers as to why they were unable to complete an interview
was that they ﬁere unable to locate the respondent. Fourteen
other women chose not to participate in the survey a second
time. The rest of the potential respondents were found to be

Tl

"impossible to interview;"™ they had either moved from the area,
were in prison or the hospital, etc. In general we enjoyed a
great deal of success in completing interviews from among women

in our WIN II sample.

WIN IT Male Results

The WIN II male completion rate was also quite high. In
Wave I there were 215 (79%) completed interviews out of 269
assigned actempts. Again, the reason most memonly given for
an unsuccessful attempt was that the interview could not locate
the respondent. This was noted on 21 of the returned survey
booklets. It was determined that another 11 respondents would

be "impossible to interview;" they had moved from the area, were
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in priscn or jail, were retarded and could not he interviewed,
or had already been interviewed on a WIN T questionnaire. Only
10 of the potential respondents refused to be interviewed.

We had hoped to complete more interviews with WIN TI
males during the first wave of interviewing. We discovered,
however, that there were fewer males currently in the WIN Pro-
gram than we had been led to believe by the program staff.
Realizing that we had fewer males than we wanted, we went
back to the current WIN files in Ramsey County approximately
three months after the original sample was drawn and added
every male who had entered WIN during that period. After
attempting to interview every male in the WIN Program at the
time the original sample was drawn, we also tried to inter~
view all those who had entered during the next three months.
Thus, we achieved a very good completion rate with the WIN II
males, but ended up with a completed set of interviews slightly
smaller than we had anticipated.

During the second or follow-up wave of interviewing a
total of 145 WIN I1I males were interviewed out of 183 assigned
attempts. Thus, the completion rate for this group of res-
pondents was 79%. One hundred and two of the assigned attempts
were men who were successfully terminated from the WIN Program
and 83, or 81%, of these attempted interviews were completed for
a completion rate of 77%. Fifteen of these potential respondents
refused to be interviewed a second time and interviewers could
not locate 13 of the others. It was determined that 10 other
respondents had either moved from the area or were in prison.
The following table summarizes the total interview completions

and completion rates.
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TABLE 3

RAMSEY COUNTY Final bata Collection Statistics
WIN SURVEY

Grou Assipgned Completed Completion

P Attembts Interyicws Percentakes
WAVE T WIN I

Male (S) 148 87 60%
Male (U) 146 67 46%
Total Males 294 154 547
Female (S) 107 81 77%
Female (U) 111 78 70%
Total Females 218 159 74%

WIN II
Males 269 215 79%
Females 337 293 87%
WIN IT TOTALS 606 508 847

WAVE II WIN II

Male (5) 102 83 81%
Male (U) 81 62 77%
Total Males 183 145 79%
Female (8) 119 104 87%
Female (U) 113 93 82%
Total Females 232 197 85%
WIN TI, WAVE II
TQOTALS 415 342 82%

FINAL OVERALL TOTALS 1533 1163 76%

DATA COLLECTION
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Coding of Completed Survevs

A detailed coding manual was developed for the three
survey booklets. These manuals assigned numerical codes to
the possible responses to each of the questions asked in the
interviews, with the exception of a few open-ended items that
were treated differently (as discussed below). The WIN I
survey questions were coded into an eight-card machine-readable
format, while the somewhat shorter WIN II-Wave I survey questions
were coded into a seven-card machine-readable format. The
follow-up survey booklet for WiIN II respondents was coded into

a five-card machine~readable format.

Each coding manual was entirely pretested on six com-
pleted survey booklets. The manuals were revised on the basis
of the first pretest, and were pretested further. Final ver-
sions of the coding manuals were prepared, and a copy of each
was made for persons directly involved in the coding.

The staff assigned to coding Wave I survey booklets
included five Welfare Policy Division staff members, and one
person who had previously been a research assistant in the
Welfare Policy Division and invelved in this project at an
earlier stage. In addition, one person, hired on the basis
of his education and experience, helped with coding. The
Wave 1I survey booklets were coded by four of the same people
who had coded the first wave booklets. This was done to pro-
vide consistency between waves of interviews.

After each person had coded a few questionnaires, a
second group meeting was held to review procedures and to dis=~ -
cuss coding problems. A random sample of questionnaires were
then recorded by another person, and differences were discussed
with the original coder to provide a check on internal consist-
ency. In addition, quality control checks were previded by

the project director and research assistant during the entire
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coding operation. One or both 0f these peoplc were also avail-
able at all times to answer questions and to help with possible
problems.

Finally, all employment data was coded by either the pro-
ject director or the research assistant assigned to the projecf.
This was done to increase consistency on items for which more
discretion was necessary.

The physical coding was done on eighty-column coding
sheets especially prepared for our own use. Upon completion,
the first wave questionnaire code sheets were keypunched and
given a 100% verification by Dynamic Data Services, a minority-
owned business firm in Minneapolis. The follow-up code sheets
were keypunched and given 1007% verification by Twin City Key-
punch, Inc.

After receiving the returned card records, We supple-
mented verification by performing a series of checks for valid
codes and internal consistency to ensure the integrity of the
data base. Problems uncovered were resolved by referring to
the coded forms and the original compléted survey hooklet. 1In
general, we encountered very few problems with "st-ay" or
invalid codes, and uncovered a few cases of internal incon-
sistency.*

The data processing, including the valid code and con-
sistency checks just discussed, is being done on the University
of Minnesota Cyber 74 System (a Control Data Corporation system),
using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS).
Our data are organized into two SPSS files, one for the WIN I

respondents, and one for the WIN II respondents. Each file

*We acknowledge, however, that these checks after the fact can
only determine whether codes fall within acceptable ranges and
were Internally consistent within coded interviews. Such checks
cannot determine that coding was done accurately, or that it was
consistent between coders. Steps taken to deal with these areas
of gquality control were discussed earlier.
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is of N ¥ M dimensions, where:
N
M

number of cases

numbey of variables.

Fach file is also broken down into two subfiles, one for males,
and one for females. This procedure, then, allows for separate
processing of data for either the males or females, or for com-

bined analysis yhere the two subfiles are merged.
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PART E
STATISTICAL TABLES

For ease of reference we have indicated the pages of the
text referring to each set of tables. The sequence of the tables

corresponds to their discussion in the narrative.

On each contingency table we have indicated the minimum
level of significance for the chi-square statistic. Minimum

levels of statiztical significance are as follows:

*kk = 0]
** = 05
* = .10
a= .15
b= .20
[l .30
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SECTION |
PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Tables 4 through 20 pertain to the discussion of personal

characteristics contained in pages 29 to 36 in the text.
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TABLE 4 ACE

WIiN 1 WIN 11
FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
21 Years or 0% 100% 2% 447 56% 5%
Younger 0 3 3 4 5 9
Between 21 and  43% S7% 337 48% 52% 2%
29 Years 23 30 53 30 33 63
Between 30 and  54% 47% 273 63% 37% 25%
34 Years 23 20 43 31 18 49
35 Years and 58% 42% as% 51% 497 39%
Older as 25 60 39 a7 76
Missing 0 0 0 0
Chi Square a -
Level of
Significance
Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total
21 Years or 33% 33% 33% 2% 447 443 127% 5%
Younger 1 1 1 3 4 4 1 9
Between 21 and  47% 29% 43% 3% 46% 10% 447 2%
29 Years 25 5 23 53 29 6 28 63
Between 30 and  65% 5% 30% 27% 57% 8% 35% 25%
34 Years 28 2 13 43 28 4 17 49
15 Years and 627 15% 23% 38% 54% 9% 37% 39%
(lder a7 9 14 60 41 7 28 76
Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0
Chi Square a %
Level of
Significance
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MALES
21 Years
Or Younger

Between 21
And 29 Years

Between 30
And 34 Years

35 Years
Or Older

Missing

TABLE

5 AGE

Chi Square Level -

of Significance

21 Years
Or Younger

Between 21
And 29 Years

Between 30
And 34 Years

35 Years
Or Older

Missing

WIN T
Successful Unsuccessful

8% 63%

3 5

61% 39%

27 7

66% 3%

21 11

51% 49%

36 34

0 0

Empl.. Unempl. Not Empl.

38% 50% 13%
3 4 -1
73% 14% 14%
3z 6 6
75% 16% 9%
24 5 3
63% 16% 21%
44 11 15°
0 0 0

Chi Square Level a

of Significance

Total

L¥4
8

29%
44
217
32

467%
70

Total

3%
8
29%

44

21%
32

46%
70
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WIN IT
Successful Unsuccessful Total
453% 57% 5%

3 4 7
63% kYA 39%
35 21 56
65% 35% 16%
15 8 23
51% 459% 41%
30 29 59

0 0

Empl. Unempl. HNot Empl. Total
147 717 14% 5%
1 5 1 7
547 29% 18% 9%

30 16 10 56

70% 2l 4% le%
16 6 1 23

58% 2% 10% 41%
34 19 6 59

0 0 0




TABLE 6 YEARS OF EDUCATION

WIN T WIN IT

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
7 Years or © 257 75% K h 75% 25% 2%
1258 1 3 4 3 1 4
8 To 11 Years 2% 68% 0% 407 60% 32%

15 32 47 25 37 62
#igh School 577 43% 52% 59% 41% 48%
sraduate 47 a5 82 56 39 95
Some llege 65% 35% 15% 55% 45% - 17%

15 8 23 18 15 13
College Grad. 1007 07 2% 67% 33y 2%
or More 3 0 3 2 1 3
Migsing 0 Q 0 0
Chi Square Tevel #%% ]

of Significance

Empl. Unempl. Not Emol. Total Empl. Uneppl. Not Empl., Total

7 Years or 0% 0% 1007 x 50% 25% 25% 2%
Less 0 0 4 4 2 1 1 4
g2 to 11 Years 557 11% 45% 30% 40% 15% 45% 2%
21 ) 21 47 25 9 28 62
High School 66 10% 247 52% 567 7% 37% 48%
Graduate 54 8» 20 82 53 7 35 95
Some (0llege 617 13: 265 15% 617 9% oz 17%
14 3 6 23" 20 3 i0 33
College Grad. 67 33x 0% 2% 67% 33z 0% 2%
or More 2 1 0 3 2 1 0 3
Missing ) 0 0 0 0 0
Chi Sgquare Level #% -
of Significance
23\}()
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TABLE 7 YEARS OF EDUCATION

WIN I WIN 1T

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessfal Total
7 Years 40% 60% 10% 60% 40% 1%
Or Less 6 9 15 6 4 10
8 To 11° 527 49% 46% 467 54% 30%
Years 35 i3 68 20 24 A
Higlh School 647 3e% 347 64% £y A 41%
Graduates 32 18 50 as 21 59
Some College 647 36% 9% S7% 437 19%

9 5 14 16 12 28
College Graduate 100% 0% 1% 75% 25% I
Or More 2 0 2 3 1 4
Missing 3 2 0 0
Chi Square Level c - -
of Significance

Empl., Unempl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl, Not Empl, Total
7 Years 47% 27% 27% 10% lo% 60% 10% 7%
0Or Less 7 4 4 15 3 6 1 10
8 to 11 62% 22% 167 46% 417 41% 18% 30%
Years 42 15 11 68 18 18 8 44
High School 78% 10% 12% 347 61% 29% 10% 41%
Graduates 39 5 6 50 36 17 6 59
Some College 79% 7% 14% 9% 71% 18% 11% 19%

11 1 2 14 20 5 3 28
College Graduate 100% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 3%
Or More 2 0 0 4 0 0 4
Missing 2 1 2 0 0 0
Chi 8Square Level - *
of Significance )
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TABLE & RACE

WIN I WIN 1I
FEM ALES Successful Unsuceessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
White 52% 48% 79% 53% 41% 82%
65 60 125 85 76 161
Non~White 47% 53% 21% 51% 49% 18%
16 18 34 18 17 35
Missing 0 0 1 0

Chi Square Level -
of Significance

Empl. Unempl. Hot Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total

White 58% 10% 32% 797 53% 10z 377 82%
73 12 40 125 85 16 60 161
Hon-White 53% 15% 32% 21%- 46% 14% 407 18%
18 ] 11 34 16 5 14 35
Missing 0 0 0 1 0 0

Chi Square Level -
of Significance
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TABLE 9 RACE
WIN T WIn Il
MALES Suecessful Unsuccessful Total Suceessful Unsucecessful Total
White 59% 417% B7% 55% 45 B1%
78 55 133 64 53 117
Non-White 45% 55% 13% 68% 32% 192
9 11 20 15 9 28
Missing 0 1 0 ) 0
Chi Square Level - c
of Significance
Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total
White 717 14% 167% 87% 57% 304 B1%
24 18 21 133 67 35 117
Non-White 407 407% 20% 13% 50% 3% 19%
8 8 4 20 14 11 28
Missing 1 0 0 0 0

Chi Square Level hkdk
of Significance

2.3
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TABLE 10 MARITAL STATUS

WIN I ) WIN IT
FEM ALES Sucgessful Unsuccessful Total
Never Married 45% 55% 16%
14 17 K |
Harried 80% 20% 5%
8 2 - 10
Separated 49% 51% 18%
17 18 35
Divorced ' 54% 46% 60%
64 55 11%
Widowed 50% 50% 1%
' 1 1 2
Missing : , 0 0

Chi Square Level
of Significance

Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Teotal Empl. Unemwpl. Nect Empl. Total

Never Married 36% 29% 367% 9% 447 16% 407% 13%
5 4 5 14 11 4 10 25
riarried 617 4% 354 29% 50% 13% 37% 8%
28 2 16 46 8 2 6 16
Separated 42% 11% 47% 12% 46% 8% 46% 13%
8 2 9 19 12 2 12 26
Divorced 63% 11% 26% 457, 557% 10% 3524 65%
45 8 19 72 70 13 44 127
Widowed 637% 13% 25% 5% 337 0% 677% 2%
5 1 2 8 1 0 2 3
HMissing 0 0 0 0 0 0

Chi Square Level ¢ -
of Slgnificance
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TABLE 11

MARITAL STATUS

WIN I
MALES
Never Married
Married
Separated
Divorced
Widowed
Missing
Chi Square Level
of Significance
Empl. Unempl. Not Empl.
Never Married 25% 63% 13%
-2 5 1
Married 71% 13% 16%
87 16 19
Separated 58% 25% 17X
7 3 2
Divorced 75% 0% 25%
6 0 2
Widowed 33X 674 0%
1 2 0
Missing 0 0 1

Chi Square Level %%
of Significance

Total
S%
8

80%
122

8%
3
5%
8

2%
3

176

WIN II
Successful Unsuccessful Total
0 100% ix
2 2
59% 41% 90%
77 53 130
67% 33% . 2%
2 1 3
50% 50% 4%
3 3 6
25% 75% 3%
1 3 4
0 0
Empl. Upempl. Not Empl), Total
0 50% 50% 1%
1 1 2
57% 33% 10% 84%
70 40 12 122
60% 20% 207% kA
6 2 2 10
334 33% 33% 4%
2 2 2 6
60% 20% 20% 3%
3 1 1 5
0 0
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TABLE 12 FAMILIES WITH 4 CHILD FIVE YEARS OLD OR YOUKGER

WIN I WIN 11
FEM ALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
Na Child Five Yrs. 57% 43% 58% 574 43% 62%
or Younger 52 39 91 69 52 121
Child Five Yrs. 42% 58% 42% 452 55% asx
or Younger tg 28 66 34 41 75
Missing 1 1 1 0
Chi Square Level * a

of Significance

Empl. Unempl. MNot Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total

Na Child Five. 65% 13% 22% 58% 55% 11% 34% 62%
Yrs. or Younmger 59 12 20 91 67 14 42 123
Child Five Yrs., 47% 6% 47% 42% 47% 10% 43% 38%
or Younger 31 4 31 66 35 7 32 74
Missing 1 1 0 0 0 0

Chi Square Level *** b

of Significance
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TABLE 13 FAMILIES WITH A CHILD FIVE YEARS OLD

OR YOUNGER
WIN I WIN II

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
No Child 5 57% 437 53% 61% 39% 71%
Years Or Younger 48 36 84 63 40 103
Child 5 Years 56% 4% 45% 48% 52% 29%
Or Youngcer 38 30 68 20 22 42
Missing 1 1 0 0
Chi Square Level - a
of Significance

Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. MNot Empl, Total
No Child 5 68% 13% 14% 55% 58% 31% 11% 62%
Years Or Younger 57 15 12 84 52 28 10 90
Child 5 Yeatrs 68% 15% 18% 43% 53% 33% 15% 38%
Or Younger 46 10 12 68 29 18 8 55
Missing 0 1 1 0 0 0
Chi Square Level - -
of Significance

247
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TABLE 14 FAMILIES WITH A CHILD THREE YEARS OLD OR YOUNGER

WIN IT
FEMALES EmPloyved Unemploved Not Emploved Total
No Child Three 55% 10%. 35% R4%
Years or Younger 92 16 S8 166
Child Three 327 16% 52% 167
Years or Younger 1n 5 16 3l
Missing 0 H 0
Chi Sguare Level Rk
of Significance
MALES Emploved Unemploved Mot Fmploved Total
No Child Three 587 33% ay Ry
Years or Younger 32 18 5 55
Child Three 547 31% 147 627
Years or Younger 49 28 13 90
Missing 0] 0 n
Chi Square Level -
of Significance
248
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TARLE 15 HEALTH PROPLEMS OF RESPONDENT
poes the respondent have a health problem?

WIN T WIN 1T
FEM ALES Successful Unsueccessful Total
Yes 48% 52% 25%
24 zZ6 50
No 54% LYY 75%
80 67 147
Missing 0 0

Chi Square Level -
of Silgnificance

Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total

Yes 43% 9% 48% 297 3627 9z 55% 22%
20 4 22 46 16 4 24 44

o 63% 11% 267. 1% 56% 11% 334 78%
71 1z - 29 112 86 17 50 153

Missing 0 1 0 0 0 0

Chi Square Level * *k

of Significance

2u9
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TABLE 16 HEALTH PROBLEMS OF RESPONDENT
Does respondent have a health problem?
WIN I WIiN II
MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total
Yes 51% &9% 28%
21 20 41
No 60% 40% 72%
62 42 104

Missing 0 0
Chi Square Level -
of Significance

Fupl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total Enpl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total
Yes 50% 15% 34% 30% 467 32% 22% 28%

23 7 16 46 19 13 9 41
Neo 74% 18% 8% 70% 60% 327 a¥% 72%

80 19 9 108 62 33 9 104
Migsing 0 0 o 0 o ’
Chi Square Level *%%* *
of Significance
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TABLE 17

FEMALES

Yes

No

Missing

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

FAMILY HEALTH PROBLEMS

Is there anyone in respondent's household who iIs sick

anpd disabled and reguires constant care?

WIN T WIN II
Empl. Enempl. Not Empl, Total Successful 1Unsuccessful Total
11% 11% 67 447 56% 5%

1 1 9 - 4 5 9
60% 11% 94% 53% 477 95%
89 16 149 94 82 176

1 0 6 6
Hx -

2i1
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TABLE 18.

FAMILY HEALTH PROBLEMS

Is there anyone in respondent's hogsehold who is sick

and disabled and recuires

WIN I

constant care?

WIN II
MALES Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
Yes 12% 24% 65% 11% 36% 647 107
2 4 11 17 5 9 14
No 74% 16% 10% 89% 60% 40% 90%
100 22 14 136 74 49 123
Missing 1 0 0 4 4
Chi Square - ### c
Level of
Significance
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TABLE

FEMALES

No

Prefer Not
To Answer

Yes

Missing

Chi Square Level
of S8ignificance

Prefer Not
To Answer

Yes

Missing

Chi Sgquare Level
of ‘Significance

POLICE RECORD

Ware you ever convicted for anything?

WIN I WIN IT
Successful Ulisuccessful Total Successful Unsguccessful Total

S2% 48% 967% 52% 48% 95%
78 71 149 98 89 187
0% 100% 1% 0% 0% ox
0 1 1 0 0 0
33% 67% 4% 60% LOX 5%
2 4 6 6 4 10

1 2 0 0

Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

60% 407% 66% 56% L4% 79%
61 40 101 64 50 114
0% 100% 1% 100% 154 - 3%
0 1 1 4 0 4
48% 52% a3z 58% 42% 18%
24 26 50 15 11 26

2 0 0 1

b ¢
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TABLE 20 POLICE RECORD

Were You ever convicted for anything?

WIN I WIN 1II

FEM ALES Empl. Unempl. Net Empl. Total Empl . Unempl. Not Empl. Total
No 58% 107 32% 967 51% 10% 39% 95%
87 15 47 149 96 19 72 187
Prefer Not 0% 100% 04 1% 0% o% o% 0%
To Answer 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 . 0
Yes 33% o% 67% 4% 60% 20% 20% 5%
2 0 4 6 6 2 2 10
Missing 2 1 0 0 0 0
Chi Square - -
Level of
Significance
M ALES Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Uaempl. Not Empl. Total
No 66% 18% 16% 66% 57% T 31% . 12% 79%
67 18 16 101 65 35 14 114
Prefer Not 0%  100% o 12 100% 0% 0% 3%
To Answer 0 1 0 1 4 0 0 4
Yes 68% 14% 18% 337 4o% 9% 15% 18%
. 34 7 9 50 12 10 4 26
Missing 2 0 0 0 1 0
Chi Square ¢ -
Level of
Significance
1853
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SECTION 2
COMPONENTS OF THE WiN PRNGRAM

Tables 21 through 33 pertain to the discussion of the

WIN Program components presented on pages 38 to 44 in the text.

15

187

interSludy. 123 East Grant Slreet s Mimneapohs, Minnesota 55403




TABLE 21 JOB GOAL

WIN I WIN II
FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful  Unsuccessful Total
tdad A 55% 45% 83% 52% 48% 5%
Job %Goal 7l 58 129 89 83 172
Did Mot 31% 697% 17% 6% 40% 5%
Have a 8 18 26 ) 4 19
Job Goal
Missing 2 2 9 6
Chi Square %* -
Level of
Significance
MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful  Unsuccessful Total
Had A 62% 38% 71% 57% 43% 98%
Job Goal 62 38 100 78 60 138
Did Not 42% 587 29% 677 33% 2%
Have a i7 23 4%} 2 1 3
Job Goal
Missing 6 8 3 1
€hi Square * -
Level of
Significance

2i06
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TABLE 22

FEMALES

Really
Wanted It

Wasn't
Sure

Really
Disliked It

‘ Missing

Chi Squdre
Level of
Significance

MALES

Really
Wanted It

Wasn't
Sure

Really
Disliked Tt

Missing

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

CLIENT'S FEELING ABOUT JOB GOAL

WIN I WIN TIY
Successful 1Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
58% 427, 737 567 44 % 81%
53 39 az 75 60 1357
46% 54% 227 41y 59% le%
13 15 28 11 16 27
67% 33% 5% 20% 8n¥ 3%
4 2 3] 1 [ 5
1 2 2 3
- a
Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
657 35% 84% S7% 437 83%
51 28 79 64 ) 48 112
42% 58% 132 50% 50% T16%
5 7 12 11 11 22
677 33% 3% 0¥ 100% 1%
2 1 2 0 1 1
4 2 3 0
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TABLE 23 WIN ORIENTATION

WIN I
FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total
Participated 50% 50% 82%
and Completed 65 64 129
Orientation
Participated, Bukt 07 100% 1%
Did Not Complete 0 2 2
Orientation
Did¢ .Not Partici~ 59% 41% 17%
pate in Orientation 16 11 27
Missing 0 1
Chi Square Level c
of Significance
MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total
Participated 65% 35% 617
and Completed 60 32 92
Orientation
Patrticipated, But 477 53% 13%
Did Not Complete 9 10 19
Orientation
Dig¢ Not Partici~- 42% 59% 277
pate in Orientation 17 24 41
Missing 1 1
Chi Square Level *k

of Significance

213

190

InterStudy /123 East Grant Strect ' Minneapelis: pinneseta 55403




TABLE 24

HELPFULNESS OF WIN ORIENTATION

WIN Orientation was helpful to respondent.

FEMALES
Agree

No Opinion
Disagree
Missing

Chi Square Level
of Significance

MALES
Agree

¥No Opinion
Disagree
Missing

Chi Square Level
of Significance

WIN 1

50%
53

100%
1

447%
11

0

Successful Unsuccessful Total

50% 80Z%
32 105
0% 1%
0 1
56% 19%
14 25
0

-
-

Successful Unsuccessful Total

65%
47

67%
4

55%
13

0

219
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35% 657
25 72
337 3%
2 6

45% 30%°

15 33
0
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TABLE 25 WIN COUNSELOR

WIN I
FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total
Met with WIN 53% 477 91%
Counselor 94 84 178
Did Not Meer With 567 447 9%
WIN Counselor 10 8 18
Missing 0 1
Chi Square Level -
of Significance
MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total
Met with WIN 55% 45% 92%
Counselor 73 60 133
Iiid Not Meet With 83% 17% g7
WIN Counselor 10 8 12
Missing 0 0
Chi Square Level a
of Significance
ol
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TABLE 26 HELPFULNESS OF WIN CNHUNSELOR

The WIN Counselor was helpful to respondent.

WIN 11
FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total
Agree 53% 47% 78%
73 65 138
ko Opiuioun 80% 20% 3%
4 1 3
Disagree 47% 53% 13%
16 18 34
Missiug 1% 0%
Chi Square Level *k
of Siguificance
MALES Successful Unsuccaessful Total
Agree 59% 417 82%
63 43 106
No Opinion 50% 507 2%
1 1 2
Disagree 36% 647% 17%
8 14 22
Missing 1% 2%
Chi Square Level a
of Significance
2z1
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FEMALES

Participated
Completed
Not Completad

Did Net
Participate

Missing

Chi Square ]
Level of
Significance

MALES
Partiecipated

Completed
Not Completead

Did Not
Participate

Missing

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

TAELE 27

VOCATIONAL TRAINING

WIN 1 WIN 11
Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Upsuecessful Total
56% 44% 56%
62 48 110
80% 20% 347
43 11 54
43% 57% 22%
15 20 35
33% 67% L% 48% 527 447
23 46 69 42 45 87
0% 1% 0% 0%
2% —
Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
66% 34% 40%
38 20 58
58% 42% 167
14 10 24
54% 46% 9%
7 6 13
56% 44% 767 52% 48% 60%
65 51 116 45 42 87
1z 07 0% ny
- a
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TABLE 28 VOCATIONAL TRAINING

, WIN I WIN 11
FEMALES Empl.  Unempl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Net Empl, Total
Participated 62% 9% 297% 56X
68 10 32 . 110
Completed 82% 6% 13% 347
44 3 7 54
pid Not 49% 20% 1% 22%
Complete 17 7 11 35
pid Noi 42% 10% 48% 447 397% 13% 48% 44%
Participate 29 7 33 69 34 11 42 87
Missing 1 ¢ 0 0 0 0
Chi Square  *%*%* Rk
Level of
Significance
MALES Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total
Participated 67% 21% 12% 40%
39 12 7 58
Completed 62% 23% 15% 9%
8 3 2 13
Did Not 75% 8% 17% 16%
Complete 18 2 4 24
Did Mot 66% 18% 16% 76% 48% 39% 13% 60%
Participate 76 21 19 116 42 34 11 87
Migsing 0 0 0 0 0 0
Chi Square - Hk
Level of
Significance
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TABLE 29

FEMALES

Participated
Completed

Did Not
Complete

Did Not
Participate

Migsing

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

MALES

Participated
Completed

Did Not
Complete

Did Mot
Participate

Missing

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

BASIC EDUCATION

WIN T WIM 1T
Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
46% 54 427
37 44 81
567 44% an%
27 21 48
21% 719% 187
Y 22 28
58% 427 52% 57% 43% 59%
48 35 83 65 49 114
0 0 2 0
Hkk b
Successful Unsuccessful Total fuccessful Unsuccessful Total
5372 477 347
26 23 49
52% 48% 15%
12 11 23
51% 49% 247
19 18 37
607 4n 61% 59% 41% 667
56 38 94 57 30 96
j] 0 0 j]
224
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BASTIC EDUCATION

WIN I
FEMALES Empl. Unempl. Not Empl, Total Empl.
Parvicipated 47%
38
Completed 56% 17% 27% 30%
27 8 13 48
Did Mot 29% 11% 617% 18%
Complete 8 3 17 28
Did Not 68% 7% 25% 52% 55%
Participate 56 6 21 83 62
Missing 0 0 0 2
Chi Square et %k
Level of
Significance
M ALES Empl . Unempl. Not Empl. Total Empl .
Participated 457
22
Completed 52% 22% 26% 15%
12 5 6 23
Did Not 54% 30% 16% 247
Complete 20 11 6 37
Did Not 76% 11% 14% 61% 62%
Participate 71 10 13 94 59
Missing 0 0 0
Chi Square  ** b
Level of
Significance
225
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WIN II
Unempl. Not Empl. Total
6% 47% 42%
5 38 8l
14% 32z 59%
16 36 114
0 0
Unempi. Not Empl. Total
39% 16% 34%
19 8 49
28% 10% 66%
27 10 96
0 0
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TABLE 31

FEMALES

Participated
Completed

Did Not
Complete

Did Wot
Participate

Missing

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

MALES

Participated
Completed

Did Not
Complete

Did Wot
Participate

Missing

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

JOB SEARCH ANP PLACEMENT

220
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WIN I WIN IX
Successful linsuecessful Total Successful Tnsuecessful Total
647, 3R% 50%
(X1 35 98
72% 28%
23 9
33% 67%
2 4
467 547 41% 59% 507
55 64 41 58 aq
1 1 0 n
Kk #ekk
Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsucecessful Total
537 47 % 75%
57 51 108
71% 29%
42 17
S0% 50%
2 2
477 537 ny 30% 257
43 48 26 11 37
0 0 0 0
Kok *




TABLE 32 JOB SEARCH AND PLACEMENT
pid anyone from WIN try to find a paying job for you.

WIN I WIN II
FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Suctessful  Unsuccessful  Total
Yes, 33% 67% 4% 70% 30% 5%
Part-time 2 4 6 7 3 10
Yes, 72% 28% 20% 64% 367 3B%
Full~time 23 9 32 47 27 74
Ho 46% 54% 76% 43% 57% 5%
55 64 119 48 63 111
Missing 1 1 2 0
Chi Square %% kK
Level of
Significance
MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful  Unsueccessful Total
Yes, 50% 507% 3% 0% 100% 1%
Part-time 2 2 4 0 1 b
Yes, [R¥A 29% 38% . 56% L4% 747
Full~time 42 17 59 60 437 107
No 47% 53% 59% 62% 38% 25%
43 48 91 23 14 37
Missing 0 0 0 0
Chi Square  #*¥% -
Level of
Significance
cyey
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TABLE 33 JOB SEEKING SKILLS

WIN II
FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total
Participated 59% 41% 3R%
41 29 70
Did Not 49% 51% 647
Participate 62 64 126
Missing 1% 07
Chi Square Level c
of Significance
MALES Suceessful Unsuecessful Total
Participated 547 467 45%
35 30 65
Did Not 40% 60% 55%
Participate 32 48 80
Missing 0% 0%
Chi Square Level -
of S8ignificance
228
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SECTION 3
FINANCIAL FMCENTIVES
Tables 34 through 58 correspond to the discussion of WIN

and non-WIN financial incentives presented in the text on pages
45 ko 51.
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TABLE 34

FEMALES
Yes

No

Don't Xnow
Missing
Chi Square

Level of
Significance

No
Don't know

Missing

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

WIN REGISTRATION REQUIREMENT

Are you legally required to be in the WIN Program?

Successful Unsuccessful Total

3% 897 18%
9 20 29
56% 45% 814
71 57 128
50% 50% 1%
1 1 2
0 0

*x

Successful Unsuccessful Total

57%
47

56%
39

100%
1

0
0

43%
36

447
31

0%
0

0

54%
83
45%
70
1%
1

239
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Successful Unsuccessful Total

48%
39

56%
61

50%
4

0

52%

42

447
47

50%

4
0

41%
81

55%

108

42
8

Successful Unsuccessful Total

51%
48

e7%
32

100%
3

0
*
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497
46

33%
16

0%
0

0

65%
94
33%
48

2%
3




TABLE 35 WIR REGISTRATION

Did you volunteer to participate in the WIN Program?*

FRMALES
WIN II
FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total
Yes 54% 46% 94%
59 50 109
No B67% 14% 6%
: 6 i 7
Don't know 07 07 0%
0 0 0
Missing 0% 0%
Chi Square Level -
of Significance
MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total
Yes 67% 33% 88%
30 15
No 502 50% 12%
3 3 6
Don't know 0% n% 0%
0 0 0
Missing 0% 0%

Chi Square Level -
of Significance

*aAsked only of those respondents who didn't indicate WIN Program

was mandatory.
2pd
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TABLE

FEMALES

Yes

No

Don't Know
Missing

Chi Square
Level of

36

Significance

bon't Know

Missing

Chi Sguare
Level of

Significance

WIN REGISTRATION

-
Would respondent have volunteered to be in the WIN Program
if they hadn’t been legally required to participate?#

WIN I WIN II
Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Umsuccessful Total
35% 657 797 447 56% 75%
8 15 23 27 34 IR
177 83% 21% 617 L) 227
1 5 6 11 7 18
0y (1)4 n7 50% 5N% 37
n 0 n 1 1 2
n 0 n 0
Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
617 39% 617 53% 47% 827
31 20 51 41 36 77
5N 50% 397 417, 59% 187
16 1é 32 7 10 17
0% 0¥ 0z ny 0% or
0 0 n 0 §] 0
n 0 0 0
- c

*asked only of those respondents who indicated WIN Program mandatory.
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TABLE 37 WIN PROGRAM SANCTIONS
What did respondent think would happen to them If they
either dropped out of WIN or didn't cooperate with the
program?
WIN I WIN I
FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
Nothing 57% 43% 25% 53% 47% 347
4 3 7 35 31 66
Cut-of £ AFDC 0% 100% 14% 46% S4% 30%
Check 0 ' 4 4 26 3l 57
Reduce AFDC 38% 63% 29% 67% 33% 3%
Check 3 5 8 4 2 6
Withhold AFDC 0% , 0% 0% 33% 67% 3%
Check 0 0 0 2 4 6
Be Talked Into 50% 50% 7% 50% 50% 2%
Cooperating 1 1 2 2 2 4
Other 17% 83% 21% 56% 44% 13%
1 5 6 14 11 25
Don't Xnow 0% 100% 4% 66% 34% 15%
0 1 1 19 10 29
Missing 0 1 2 2
MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
Nothing 1% 4 36% 13% 69% 31% 18%
7 4 11 18 8 26
Cut-of £ AFDC 53% 47% 60% 51% 497 53%
Check 26 23 49 39 38 77
Reduce AFDC 57% 43% 9% 40% 60% %
Check 4 3 7 2 3 5
Withhold AFDC 50% 50% 2% 0% 100% 1%
Check 1 1 2 0 1 1
Be Talked Into 50% 50% 2% 0% 100% 6%
Cooperating 1 1 2 0 9 9
Other 73% 27% 13% 100% 0% 12%
8 3 11 18 0 18
bon't Know 0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 6%
0 0 0 € 3 9
Missing 0 1 0 0
o
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TABLE 38  FINANCIAL INCENTIVE OF THE WIN PROGRAM

pid respondent participate in any WIN activity for which they
received payment?*

WIN 1Y
FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Tofal
Yes 52% 48% 86%
86 80 166
No 61% 39% 14%
17 11 23
Missing 1% 2%
Chi Square Level -
of Significance
MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total
Yes 58% 42% aox
67 49 116
No 55% 45% 20%
16 13 29
Missing 0% 0%

Chi Square Level -
of Significance

*830 per month for participation in training classes and up to
540 per month for expenses,
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TABLE 39 FINANCIAL INCENTIVE OF THE WIN PROGRAM

How did respondent feel about the amount of money received
for participating in certain WIN activities?

WIN 1T
FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total
Too Much 100% 0% 1%
2 0 2
About Right 49% 51% 70%
66 69 135
Not Enough 60% 40% 297
34 23 57
Missing 2% 1%
MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total
Too Much 0% )4 0%
0 0 0
About Right 56% 44% 64%
51 40 91
Not Enough 59% 417 367
30 21 51
Missing 2% 1%
235
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TABLE 40 FINANCIAL INCENTIVES OF THE WIN PROGRAM

How did respondent feel about the amount of money received
for participating in certain WIN activities.*

WIN II
FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total
Too Much 0% 0% 0%
0 1) 1)
About Right 47% 53% 68%
53 59 112
Not Enough 62% 38% 32%
32 20 52
Missing 1% 1%
MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total
Too Much 0% 0% 0%
0 0 0
About Right 60% 40% 617%
52 28 70
Not Enough 56% L4 % 39%
25 20 45
Missing 0% 1%

*Only those respondents who had participated in a WIN paying

activity. '
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TABLE 41

FINANCIAL INCENTIVES OF THE WIN PROGRAM

would respondent be willing to participate in WIN paying
activities if they didn't receive payment?

FEMALES

Yes

.No

Missing

Chi Square Level
of Significance

MALES

Yes

Ne

Missing

Chi Square Level
of Significance

WIN II

Successful Unsuccessful Total

36% 44% 617

66 51 117

487 522 3°%

36 a9 75
2% 3%

Successful Unsuccessful Total

61% 39% 9%
61 39 100
487 327 317
21 23 44
1% 0%

b
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TABLE 42 FINANCIAL INCENTIVES OF THE WIN PROGRAM

Would respondent be willing to participate in WIN paying
activities if they didn't receive payment?*

WIN II

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Tetal

Yes 55% 45% 59%
54 44 98

Neo 487 52% 41%
32 35 67

Missing 0% 1%

Chi Square Level -

of Significance

MALES Successful Unsuccessful TFotal
64% 6% 67%
49 : 28 77

No LY 55% 33%
17 21 38

Missing 1% 0%

Chi Square Level ok

of Significance

*Onily those respondents who had participated in a WIN paying

activity. : o 3 ‘%
- <
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TABLE 43 WIN PROGRAM SACTIONS
Are there any penalties for being absent from the
WIN Program without an excuse?

WIN II

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Yes 52% 487 527
53 49 102

No 53% 47 % 40%
42 37 79

Don't XKnow 56% 447 8%
9 . 7 16

Missing 0% 0%

Chi Square Level -

of Significance

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Toral

Yes 51% 49% 48%
36 34 70

No 64% 3e% 467
43 24 67

Don't Xnow 50% 50% 6%
4 4 8

Missing 0% 0%

Chi Square Level -
of Significance
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TABLE 44 WIN PROGRAM SANCTIONS

What are the penalties for being absent from the
program without an excuse?*

WIN I
FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total
Reduce WIN 497 51% 73%
Expense Check 33 35 68
Other 40% 60% 22%
8 12 20
Don't Know 60% 40% 57
3 2 5
Migsing 9% 0%
MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total
Reduce WIN 52% 48% 63%
Expense Check 23 21 44
Other 50% 50% 29%
10 10 20
Don't Know 50% S0% 9%
3 3 6
Missing 0% 0%

*Asked only of those respondents who indicated there were
penalties for being absent fromthe WIN Program.
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TABLE 45 GENERAT. KNOWLEDGE OF BEING ABLE TO WORK AND

RECEIVE WELFARE

Can a woman work and receive welfare at the same timel

WIN I WIN II
FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Syccessful linsuccessful Total
Yes 52% 48% 97% S5% 45% 92
78 72 150 96 80 176
Neo 0% 100% % 33% 67% a%
v} 4 4 5 10 15
Missing 5 0 3 3
Chi Square Level a b
of Significance

Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total

Yes 58% 10% 327 97% 55% 9% 6% 92%
87 15 48 150 96 16 64 176
No 25% 25% 50% 3% 27 27% 467 8z
1 1 2 4 4 4 7 15
Missing 3 1 1 2 1 3

Chi Square Level -

dek
of Significance
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TABLE 46

SPECTIFIC KNOWLENGE OF BETNG ABLE TO WORK AND

RECEIVE WELFARE

Would a friend on AFDC who made $100 in a month have more
money to spend after the reduction in her welfare check?

. WIN I WIN Ir
FE S Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Teotal
Yes, More 49% 51% 76% 57% 43% 76%
Money to JSpend 52 54 106 73 55 128
No, Same Amount  63% 34% 24% 55% 45% 24%
to Spend 21 12 33 22 18 40
Missing B 12 9 20
Chi Square Level c -
of Significance
Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total
Yes, More 60% 10% 29% 76% 54% 9% 37% 76%
Money to 64 11 K| 106 69 12 47 128
Spend
No Same 55% 9% 6% 24% 58% 10% 2% 247
Amount to 18 3 12 33 23 4 13 40
Spend
Mizzing 9 3 8 1o 5 14
Chi Square Level -~ -
of Significance
214
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TABLE 48 SPECIFIC KNOWLEDGE OF EXPENSES ALLOWED BY THE

WELFARE DEPARTMENT WHILE WORKING

while she works, will the welfare department consider
for allowable expehses:

FEMALES
WIN I WIN II
Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
Child Care
Yes 50% 50% 98% 53% 47% 96%
68 67 135 86 77 163
No 67% 33% 2% 83% 17% 4%
2 1 3 5 1 6
Missing 11 1¢ 13 15
Transportation
Yes 52% 48% 81% 597 41% 78%
56 52 108 75 53 128
No 50% 50% 19% 5% 65% 22%
13 13 26 13 24 37
Missing 13 12 16 .16
Income and Social
Security Taxes
Yes 55% 45% 1% 57% 43% 65%
47 39 86 52 40 92
No 56% 447 30% 537 47% 35%
20 16 36 26 23 49
Missing 14 23 26 30
Union Dues
Yes 55% 45% 67% 627 38% 53%
42 35 77 44 27 71
No 55% 45% 33z 48% 52% 47%
21 17 38 30 33 63
Missing 18 26 30 33
Work Expenses
Yes 54% 467 59% T47% 26% 45%
35 30 65 39 14 53
No 57% 44% 41% 49% 51% 55%
26 20 46 33 34 67
Missing 20 28 31 45
215
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FEMALES

Said They Knew
About The Plan

Said They Did
Not Know About
The Plan

Missing

Chi Square Level

TARBLE

47

GENERAL KNOWLEDGE AND RECOGWITION OF THE

INCOME DISREGARD*

of Significance

Said They Knew
About the Plan

Said They Did
Not Know About
the Plan

Missing

WIN 1 WIN II
Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
53% 47% 80% 52% 48% 85%
66 59 125 87 79 166
h4% 56% 20% 53% 47% 15%
14 18 32 16 14 30
1 1 1 0
Empl. Unempl. WNot Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total
59% 11% 30% 80% 547 g% 374 85%
74 14 37 125 89 15 62 166
50% 9% 417% 20% 43% 20% 37% 15%
16 3 13 32 13 6 11 30
1 0 1 0 0 1

Chi Square Level -
of Significance

rpespondent was read @ simple statement of the Income disregard and asked if
they knew about the regulation.
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TABLE 49 GENERAL KNOWLEDGE OF THE INCOME DISREGARD PLAN
How did client hear about the plan?
WIN I WIN II

FEMALES Succegsful Unsuecessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
Social Worker 60% 40% 29% 56% 447 33%

21 14 35 31 24 55
WIN Program 53% 47% 59% 51% 49% 51%

38 34 72 43 42 85
Other 40% 60% 12% 5 16%

6 9 15 lgz igz 26

Missing 1 2 0 0

Empl. Unempl. HNot Empl. Total Empl. Unempl., Not Empl. Total
Social Yorker 66% 6% 29% 20% 66% 13% 28% 33%

23 2 10 a5 36 7 12 55
WIN Program 60% 10% 31z 59% 46% 9% 45% 217

43 7 22 72 39 8 38 85
Other 47% 33% 20% 12% 54% 0% 46% 16%

7. 5 3 15 14 0 12 26
Missing 1 0 2 0 0 0
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TABLE 50 THE EFFECT OF THE INCOME DISREGARD ON WORK EFFORT

Mas the Income Disregard caused you to work more hours
or Seek more training or jobs?

WIN I WIN I
FEMALES Sueccessful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsugecessful Total
Yes 59% 42% 43% 43% 57% 407
i 22 53 ’ 29 £} 67
No 497% 51% 57% 59% 417% 60%
34 36 70 58 41 99
Missing 1 1 0 0
Chi Square Level - *
of S8ignificance
Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Tgtal Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total
Yes 76% 9% 15% &43% &45% 5% 50% &40%
©40 5 8 53 3o 3 33 66
No 57% 13% 40% 37% 592 12% 297 60%
33 9 28 70 59 12 29 100
Missing 1 0 1 0 0 0
Chi Square Fkk Kk
Level of

Significance
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TABLE 51 THE EFFECT OF THE INCOME PISREGARD ON WORK EFFORT
Do you think the Income Pisregard will cause more
AFDC clients to work?

WIN I WIN II
FEMALES Suecessful Unsuecessful Total Suecessful Unsueccessful Total
Yes S56% 447 13% 56% 44% 70%
60 48 108 73 58 131
No sz 63% 27% 43% S57% 30%
15 25 " 40 24 32 56
issing 6 5 7 3
Chi Square * a
Level of
Significane

Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total

Yas 63% 9% 28% 73% 57% 8% 5% 70%
68 10 30 108 75 10 46 131
No 43% 18% 40% 27% 41% 16% 43% 0%
17 7 16 40 23 9 24 56
iHissing 6 0 5 4 - 2 4
Chi Square * * )
Level of
Significance
1
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FEMALES

Yes

No

Missing

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

Yes

No

Missing

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

TABLE 32

THE EFFECT OF THE INCOME DISREGARD ON WORK EFFORT

Has the Income Disregard made work more appealing to you?

WIN I WIN 11
Sucgessful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
524 48% 62% 52% 487% 64%
49 45 94 65 60 125
467 S4% 8% S4% 46% 36%
26 3 57 37 32 69
5 3 2 1
Empl. Unempl. Yot Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. T6t31
647 7% 29% 62% S51% 10% oy 647
50 7 27 04 64 12 49 125
467 18% 7% 38% S4% 127 34% 362
26 10 21 57 37 8 24 69
5 0 1 1 . 1
sk -
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TABLE 53 GENERAL KNOWLEDGE OF BEING ABLE TO WORK AND RECEIVE WELFARE
Can a man work and receive welfare at the same time?

WIN I WIN 11
MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful  Unsuccessful Total
Yes 57% 44% 70% 58% 42% 70%
52 40 92 54 39 93
o 53% 48% 30% 50% 50% 0%
21 19 40 20 20 40
Hissing 14 8 9 3
Chi Square - -
Level of
Significance
Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl., Total
Yes 67% 12% 21% 70% 54% 32% 14% 70%
62 11 19 92 50 30 13 93
“o 68% 25% 8% 30% 537 35% 10% 30%
27 10 3 40 22 14 4 40
Missing 14 5 3 9 2 1
Chi Square [kl -
Leve! of
Significance
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TABLE 54 SPECIPIC KNOWLEDGE OF BEING ABLE TO WORK AND RECEIVE WELFARE

How many hours per month do you think a man with a family
.exactly like yours could work before he would no longer
receive an AFDC check?

WIN I WIN 1I

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Suceessful Upsuccessful Total
None 67% 33% 6% 100% 0% 4%

2 1 3 2 0 2
less Than 62% 38% 53% S50% S50% 29%
100 Hours 13 11 29 8 8 16
100 Hours 60% 40% 9% 64% 36% 20%

3 2 5 7 4 11
100 - 159 67% 337 6% 88% 12% 14%
Hours 2 1 3 7 1 8
160 Hours Or 33% 67% 27% 63% 37% Ly
More 5 10 15 12 7 19
(full-time)
Missing 22 15 18 19

Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total Empl., Unempl. Not Empl. Toral

None 100% 0% 0% 6% 50% 9% 50% 4%
3 0 0 3 1 0 1 2
less Than 66% 3% 31% 53% 56% 31% 13% 29%
100 Hours 19 1 9 29 g 5 2 16
100 Hours 40% 40% 20% 9% 82% 9% Y 20%
2 2 1 5 9 1 i 11
100 - 159 67% 0% 33% 6% 88% 0% 12% 14%
Hours 2 0 1 3 7 0 1 8
160 Hours 67% 20% 13% 272 42% 47% 11% 34%
or More 10 3 2 15 8 g 2 19
Migsing 26 5 6 16 15 6
2590
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TABLE 35 GERERAL KNOWLEDGE OF THE HUNDRED-HOUR MAXIMUM

WORK RULE#®

WIN I WIN 11
MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
Said They 65% 35% 32% 59% 417 33%
Knew of Rule 32 17 49 27 19 46
Said They Did 52% 48% 68% 57% 437 67%
Not Know of 55 50 105 54 41 95
Rule
Missing 0 0 2 2
Chi Square b -
Level of
Significance

Empl. Unempi. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. UNot Empl. Total

Said They 657 14% 20% 32% 063% 24% 13% 33%
Knew of Rule 32 7 10 49 29 11 ] 46
Said They Did 68% 18% 147 68% 53% 35% 127 67%
Not Know of 71 19 15 105 50 34 11 95
Rule
Missuing 0 0 0 2 1 1
Chi Square - ) -
Level of
Significance

*Respondent was read a simple statement about the 100-hour maximum work rule
and asked if they knew ahout the regulation.

[
ot
Pt
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MALES

No Change

TABLE 56

SPECIFIC KNOWLEDGE OF BEING ABLE TO WORK AND RECEIVE WELFARE
If a man who is receiving AFpC begins to work, put works less

than 100 hours per month, now would the first $30 he earned
change the size of his AFDC check?

AFDC Cancelled 50%

Larger

Smaller

Missing

o Change
AFDC
Cincelled
Larger

Smaller

tissing

WIN I WIN II
Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
477 53% 56% 67% 33% 46%
9 10 19 22 11 33
50% 67 0% o% 0%
1 1 2 0 0 0
0 0 0 75% 25% 6%
3 1 4
69% 31% 38% 547% 467 49%
9 4 13 19 16 a5
33 25 10 11
Empl. Unempl. Hot Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Hot Empl. Total
68% 16% 16% 56% 61% 27% 12% 467
13 3 3 19 20 9 4 33
100% 0% O 6% ) 0% 0% 0%
2 0 0 2
0% 0% 0% 0% 75% 257 0% 6%
3 1 0 4
7% 8% 15% 38% 66% 26% 9% 49%
10 1 2 13 23 9 3 35
a7 7 14 4 11 6
252
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TABLE 57 SPECIFIC KNOWLEDGE OF BEING ABLE TO WORK ANP RECEIVE WELFARE

If a man who 1s receiving AFDC begins to work full-time,
aow would this change the size of his AFDC check?

WIN 1 WIN 11

MALES Succeszsful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuvccessful Total
Ne Change 0% 100% 22 : 100% 0% 2%

0 1 1 2 0 2
AFDC 55% 46% 67% 57% 43% 49%
Cancelled 18 15 33 24 18 42
Larger 0 0 0 0 0 0
Smallex 53% 4372 31% 61% g% 48%

8 7 15 25 16 41
Missing 206 17 3 5

Empl, Unempl. ©Not Empl, Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl., Total

No Change 100% 0% 0% 2% 50% 0 50% 2%
1 0 0 1 1 0 1 2
AFDC 73% 18% 9% 67% 57% 31% 12% 49%
Cancelled 24 6 3 33 24 13 5 42
lLarger 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Smaller - BO% 7% 13% 31% 59% 34% 7% 48%
12 1 2 15 24 14 3 4]
HMissing 25 4 14 1 3 4
]
293
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TABLE

58 THE EFFECT OF THE HUNDRED-HOUR RULE ON WORK BEHAVIOR

Has the 100-hour rule made any difference in the number
of hours per month you have worked or plan to work?

WIN I
MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total
Yes 33% 67% 4%
2 4 6
No 57% 43% 967
85 63 148
Missing 0 0
Chi Sgquare -
Level of
Significance
Empl, Unempl. ©Not Empl. Total
Yes 677 33% 0% 4%
& 2 0 6
No 67 167 17% 967
99 24 25 148
Missing 0 0 0
Chi Square -
Level of
Significance
ry =
201
22%

WIN IT
Successful Unsuceessful Total
75% 25% 9%
9 3 12
56% 44% 91%
71 57 128
3 2
Empl. Unempl. MNot Empl., Total
S8% 25% 17% 9%
7 3 2 12
56% 33% 12% a1%
71 42 15 128
3 1 i
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SECTION &
: ATTITUDINAL VARIABLES
Tables 39 through 116 pertain to the section on non-
monetary and attitudinal variables presented on pages 52 to 67

in the report. Immediately following these tables are the

questions and methodology used to construct the attutude scales.

227
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TABLE 59 JOB SATISFACTION
Aggregate Job Satisfaction

WIN I win II
FENA Successful  Utisuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful  Total
High 67% 33% 48% 56% 447 42%
45 22 67 43 34 77
Medium 40% 60% 7% 53% 47% 48%
21 31 52 47 41 88
Low 33% 67% 15% 41% 59% 9%
7 14 21 7 10 17
Missing 8 11 7 8
Significance
Reliability .92 . .94
Coefficient v e
Chi Square Level &k -
of Significanue
CaLE Successful  Unsuccessful Total Successful  Unsuccessful Total
tigh 60% 40% 65% 63% 37% 49%
35 36 9 41 24 65
Medium 57% 43% 31% 6l% 9% 7%
25 19 44 30 19 49
Low 20% 80% ¥4 45% 55% 15%
1 4 5 9 11 20
issing 6 8 3 8
*lman -'”:C\n' :3-6? 42.3? t‘lll 42.12 44.7& '39
Signiidc .,
Reliabil:vy .89 .96
Coefficiunt
Chi Square Level c o= -
of Signficance 2 D)
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TABLE 0 JOB SATISFACTION
Aggregate Job Satisfaction

WIN I WIN II
FEMALES Empl. ©Unempl. Nocr Empl, Total Empl., \Unempl, [Not Empl, Total
iligh 81% % 12% 48% 53% 10% 36% 42%
54 5 8 67 41 8 28 77
Medium 48% 10% 42% 37% 51% 11% 8% 487
25 3 22 52 45 10 33 88
Low . 29% 29% 43% 15% 477 12% £1% 9%
6 6 9 21 8 2 7 i7
Missing 6 1 12 8 1 6
Mean/Level Of 42,40 36.67 .01 43,06 41.03 -39
Significance
Reliability .92 .94
Coeflficient
Chi Square Level k& -
of Significance
MALES Empl. Unempl. Wot Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. EJ_;:}'I__
High 78% 13% 10% 65% 49% 38% 12% 497
70 12 9 91 32 25 8 65
Hediom 642 23% 14% 31% 61% 24% 1Ly 74
28 10 6 44 30 12 ) 49
Low 20% 4£0% 40% 4% 65% 25% 10% 15%
1 2 2 5 13 5 2 20
Missing & 2 8 6 4 1
Mlean/ Level OF 43,64 41.96 .35 41.42 45,55 .17
Siznificance
Reliability .89 96
Coefficient -
L I AR
Chi Square Level ¥ ol -
3f Significance
229
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TABLE 61 WORK ETHIC
all things consideredr, do you think it is worthwhile
for you to work?
WIN I WIN II

FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
Yes 59% 41% BO% 57% 43% B6%

75 52 127 93 69 162
No 19% B1% 20% 23% 77% 14%
Missing 0 0 5 4
Chi Square Level #%%* Kekk
of Significance
{ALES Successful Uusuccessful  Total Successful  Unsuccessful  Total
Yes 58% 42% 9 3% 58% 42% 94%

82 60 142 78 57 135
No 40% 60% K4 50% 50% 6%

4 6 10 4 b 8
Missing 1 1 i i
Chi Square Level -~ -
of Significance

-
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TABLE 62 WORK ETHIC

All things considered, do you think it is worthwhile
for you to work?

WIN T WIN 1X
FEMALES Ewpl. LUnempl. ©Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total
Yes 69% 107 21% 80% 56% 9% 35% - 8ex
87 13 27 127 91 14 57 162
No 13% 13% 75% 20% 31% 19% 507 14%
4 4 24 32 8 5 13 26
Missing 0 ¢ ¢ 3 2 4
Chi Square Level *#% ek
of Bignificance
MALES Empli. Unempl. ©Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total
Yes 70% 18% 12% 932 57% 31% 11% 94%
99 26 17 142 77 43 15 135
No 30% 174 TO0% 7% 25% 37% 37% ¥4
) 3 0 7 10 2 3 3 8
Missing 1 0 1 2 Y ’ 0
Chi Square Level #*#* *
Of Significance
259
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TABLE 63

WORK ETHIC

If you had enough money to meet your needs without workin
working., would you:

3 = work full-time at somethind you enjoyed
2 = work part-time at something you enjoyed
I = not work at all?
WIN 1 Win II
FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
3 42% 58% 28% 50% 50% 23%
19 26 45 22 22 44
2 59% 417 627% 56% 447 70%
58 40 93 75 60 135
1 25% 75% 10% 40% 607 8%
4 12 16 6 9 15
Missing 0 0 1 2
Chi Square *k -
Level pf
Significance
MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
3 57% 43% 57% 57% 43% 54%
50 38 88 44 33 77
2 62% 38% 36% 53% 477 43%
34 21 55 33 29 62
1 274 7137 7% 1007, 174 3%
3 8 11 4 0 4
Missing 0 0 2 0
Chi Square a b
Level of
Significance
1 A
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TABLE 64 WORK ETHIC
IF you had encugh money to meet your needs without working., would yous

3 = work full-time at something you enjoyed
2 = work part-time at something you enjoyed
1 = not work at all
WIN I WIN II
FEMALES Empl., Unempl. Not Empl, Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total
3 67% 7% 27% 28% 48% 5% - 48% 23%
30 3 12 45 21 2 21 44
2 S4% 14% 2% 62% 53% 13% 5% 710%
53 L4 31 98 71 17 47 135
1 50% 0% 50% 10% 53% 13% 33% 8%
8 0 8 16 8 . 2 5 15
Missing 0 0 0 2 0 1
Chi Square Level b -
of Significance
MALES Empl. Unempl. Mot Empl., Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total
3 2% 15% 14% 57% 52% 36% 12% 54%
63 13 12 88 40 28 9 77
2 627% 20% 18% 6% 5% 29% 15% 43%
34 11 10 55 35 18 9 62
1 55% | 8:74 27% 7% 100% 0% 0% 3z
] 2 3 1L 4 0 0 4
Missing 0 0 0 2 0 0
Chi Square Level - =
of Significance
261
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TABLE 65 ATTITUDES TOWARDS WORK

Work Ethic.

WIN I WIN II
FEMALES Successful  Unisuctessful Total . Successful Unsuccessful Tetal
High 59% 41% 63% 58% 42% 66%
57 40 97 70 51 121
Moderate 41% 59% 28% 40% 60% 26%
18 26 b4 19 28 47
Low 28% 71% 9% 50% 50% 8%
4 10 L4 7 7 14
Missing 2 2 8 7
Mear/ Level of 6.86 6.54 .03 6.83 6.67 .13
Significance
Reliability .09 .16
Coefficient
Chi Square Level #*% a
of Significance
MALES, Successful  Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful & Total
High 58% 42% 79% 55% 45% 77%
71 51 122 58 47 105
Moderate 48% 52% L4% S4% 46% 18%
1o 11 21 13 11 24
Low 55% 44% 6% 88% 12 6%
5 &4 9 7 1 8
Missing 1 1 5 3
Mean /Level 0Of 7.16 7.17 . .98 7.05 7.17 A
Significance
Reliabilitcy .22 .27
Coefficient .
Chi Square Level ** 262 a
of Significance
234
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TABLE 66

ATTITUDES TOWARDS WORK

Work Ethic.
WIN I WIR Il
FEMALES Empl. Umempl., Not Empl. ~Total Empl. Unempl, Not Empl. Total
High 62% 11% 26% 56% 56% 10% 4% 66%
54 10 23 87 68 12 41 121
Moderate 48% 11% 41% 28% 45% 9% 47% 26%
21 5 18 44 21 4 22 47
Low 21% % 71% 9% 43% 21% 36% 8%
3 1 10 14 6 3 5 14
Missing 3 1 0 7 2 6
Mean/ Level of 6.93 6.40 .00 6.79 6.69 .43
Significance
Reliability .09 .16
Coefficient
Chi Square Level ###% -
of Significance
MALES Empl. Unempl. ot Empl, Tokal Empl, Unempl. Not Empl. Total
High 70% 16% 14% 79% 50% K174 12% 17%
85 20 17 122 52 40 13 105
Moderate 62% 18% 19% 14% 71X 17% 13% 18%
13 4 4 21 17 4 3 24
Low 447 22% 3% 6% 50% 25% 25% 6%
4 2 3 9 4 2 2 8
Missing 1 0 1 8 0 0
Mean fevel of 7.25 6.98 .08 7.07 7.14 .64
Siganificance
Reliability .22 .27
Coefficient
Chi Square Level - 263 c
of Significance
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TABLE

FEMALES

2

Missing

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

MALES

Missiug

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

WORK ETHIC

1 = Jim thinks a lot of people get ahead without working hard.
Getting ahead in life does not alwaVs depend on hard work.

2 = Sam thinks you have to work hard if you want to get ahead

InterStuch 127 Enlt Geant Strect £ sunneapohs. suinnes.ola 55003

in life. You do not 9et anYwhere without working hard.
WIN I WIN 1T

Successful  Unsuccessful  Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
53% 47% B2% 53% 47% B1%
68 60 128 Bé 75 159
39% 61% 18% 54% 46% 19%
11 17 28 20 17 37
2 1 [ 1
c -

Successful Uusuceessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
56% 443 80% 56% 43 72%
68 54 122 58 45 103
61% 9% 20% 63% 7% 28%
19 12 31 25 15 40

0 1 [ 2
264
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TARLE 68 WORK ETHIC

1 = Jgim thinks a lot of people get ahead without working hard.
Getting ahead in life dvoes not always depend on hard work,

2 = Sam thinks you have to work hard if you want to get ahead
in life. You do not get anywhere without working hard.

WIN I WIN 1I

FEMALES Empl. Unempl., Not Empl. Total Empl, Unempl. Not Empl. Total
2 58% 10% 2% 82% 51% 11% 38% 8l%
74 13 41 128 8l 18 60 159
1 54% 11% 36% 18% 57% 8% 354 19%
15 3 10 28 21 3 13 37
Missing 2 1 0 0 0 1
Chi Square - -
Level of
Significance
MALES Empl. Unempl. Wot Empl. Total Ewpl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total
2 69% 16% 16% 80% 52% 35% 13% 72%
84 19 19 122 54 36 13 103
1 61% 23% 16% 20% 63% 254 13% 28%
19 7 5 3l 25 10 5 40
Missing 0 0 1 2 0 0
Chi Square - =
Level of
Significance
265
237

InterStosly 103 Lost CGrand Sirect stneapoin, Ahonesola 55403




TABLE 69 WORK ETHIC
1 = Tom feels you should only work hard if you Jget something out
of it, You do not owe vour boss anything. You are a sucker
if you work harder than you have to.
2 = Pim feels that people should work hard. You Just feel better
after you put in @ hard dav's work.
WIN I WIN II
FEMALES, Successful  Uidsuccessful  Teotal Successful  Unsuccessful Total
2 50% 50% 90% 527% 48% 94%
71 71 142 95 87 . 182
1 67% 33% 10% 58% 42% 6%
10 3 1s 7 5 12
‘Missing 0 2 2 ' 1
Chi Square - -
Level of
Significance —
MALES Successful  Uusuccessful  Total Successful  Unsuccessful  Tetal
2 55% 457 92% S7% 447 93%
77 64 141 T4 57 13s
1 83% 17% 8% 0% 30% 7%
10 2 12 7 3 10
Missing 0 1 2 2
Chi Square * -
Level of
Significance
238
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TABLE 70

MALES Empl.

2 57%
81

13 60%
9
Missing 1

Chil Square Level -
of Significance

MALES Empl.

2 67%
94

13 75%
9
Missing 0

Chi Square Level =
of Significance

WORK ETHIC

1 = Tom feels you should only work hard if you get something out

of it.

You do not owe your boss anything.

i1f you work harder than you have to.

2 = Tim feels that people should work hard.
after you -put in a hard day's work.

You are a sucker

You just Ffeel better

WIN I WIN II
Ungmgl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl., Not Empl. Total
11% 32% 90% 527 11% 37% 94%
15 46 142 95 20 67 182
7% 33% 10% 427 8% 50% 6%
1 5 15 5 1 6 12
1 0 2 0 1
Unempl, ot Empl. Total Empl. TUnempl. MNot Empl. Total
17% 16% 92% 57% 317 12% 937
24 23 141 74 41 16 131
17% 8% 8% 30% 50% 20% 7%
2 1 12 3 - 5 2 10
0 1 3 0 0
c
© 239
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TABLE

ERMALES
Agree

Qualified
Disagree

Missing

71

ATTITUDES TOWARDS WORK

Parceived benefits to family of working.

Mean /Level of
Significance

Chi Square Level
of Significance

;

Agree

Qualified

Disagree

Missing

Mean/level of
Significance

Chi Square Level
of Sdignificance

WIN I WIN I
Successful Uiisuccessful Total Successful  Unsuecessful Total
45% 55% 14% 59% 41% 11%
10 12 22 13 9 22
47% 53% 2% 57% 43% 23%
24 27 51 26 20 46
55% 452 54% 50% 50% 65%
47 39 86 65 64 129
0 0 D 0
4.80 5.08 .43 4.51 4.30 .45
Successful  Unysucecessful Total Successful  Unsuccessful Total
57% 43% 24% 43% S57% 16%
21 16 37 10 13 23
52%. 48% A 60% 40% 29%
29 27 56 25 17 42
62% 38% 39% 61% 39% 55%
37 23 60 48 31 79
0 1 0 1
5.38 5.71 .35 4.71 5.23 .15
268
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TABLE 72 ATTITUDES TOWARD WORK

Paerceived benefits to family of working.

WIN I WIN IX
FEMALES Empl. [Unempl. [Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total
Agree 68% 9% 23% 14% 36% 14% 50% 11%
15 2 5 22 8 3 11 22
Qualified 61% 14% 25% 32% 61% 13% 26% 23%
31 7 13 51 28 6 12 46
Disagree 52% 9% 38% S54% 51% 9% 40% 65%
45 8 33 86 66 12 51 129
Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mean /Level of 53.24 4,53 .04 4,40 4,42 .95
Significance
Chi Square Level - -
of Significance
MALES Empl. Unempl., WNot Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl., Total
Agree 59% 227 19% 24% 43% 43% 13% 16%
22 8 7 37 10 10 3 23
Qualified 77% 143 9% 7% 45% 45% 10% 29%
43 3 5 56 19 19 4 42
Disagree 63% 17% 20% 39% 65% 22% 14% 55%
38 10 12 60 51 17 11 79
Missing 0 0 ) 1 1 0 0
Mean fLevel of 5,52 5.52 .99 4.50 5.47 .01
Significance
Chi Square Level - . *
of Significance -2 09
241
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WILLINGNESS TO OVERCOME BARRIERS / HASSLES TO EMPLOYMENT

TABLE 73
WIN I

FEMALES Successful Udsuccessful Total

tHigh 63% 3% 26%
26 15 41

Moderate 50% 50% 69%
53 54 107

Low 13% 88% 5%

1 7 8

Missing 1 2

Mean/ Level of 12.09 11.00 .04

Significance

Reliability .73

Coefficient

Chi Square Level

of Significance

MALES Successful Uusuccessful  Tota)l

High 60% 40% 49%
44 29 73

Moderate 54% 46% 49%
39 33 72

Low 33% 67% 2%
1 2 3

Missing 3 3

Mean/Level of 13.69 13.02 .19

S8ignificance

Reliability .63

Coefficient

Chi Square Level = ly

of Significance ‘2320
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win II
Successful Unsuccessful Total
66% 4% 16%
19 10 29
51% 49% ax
78 75 153
50% S50% 2%
2 2 4
5 6
11.57 11.20 .30
.57
c
Succesgful Unsuccessful Total
62% 387% 374
32 20 52
55% 45% 62%
48 39 87
50% 50% 1%
1 1 2
2 2
12.80 12.60 .65
.54




Wiy II
Unempl. Not Empl. Total
14% 387 16%
4 11 29
10% 36% B2%
15 55 153
25% 5% 2%
1 3 4
1 5
11.33 T4
Unemp]. Not Empl. Total
29% 12% 37%
15 6 52
33% 13% 62%
29 11 87
S0% S0% 1%
1 1 2
1 0
12.47 .33

TABLE 74 WILLINGNESS TO OVERCOME BARRIERS / HASSLES TO EMPLOYMENT
WIN I
FEMALES Empl, Unempl, Not Empl., ‘Total Empl.
High 667 10% 24% 26% 487
27 4 10 41 14
Moderate S8% 12% 30% 697 S54%
62 13 32 107 83
Low 13% 0% 88% 5% 0%
1 0 7 8 0
Missing ll o 2 5
Mean/Level of 12,19 10.70 .00 11.45
Significance’
Reliability .13 « 37
Coefficient
Chi Square Level ##%#% e
of Significance
MALES Empl. Unempl. i#ot Empl. Total Empl.
High 64% 22% 14% 49% 60%
: 47 16 10 . 73 31
Moderate 72% 14% 14% 49% S47%
52 10 10 72 47
Low 33% 0% 6674 2% 0%
1 0 2 3 0
Missing 3 0 3 3
Mean/Level of 13.44 13.31 .81 12.91
Significance
Reliability .63 .54
Coefficient .
r
Chi Square Level * 27 i e
of Significance
243
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TABLE 75

WIN T

EESALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Empl. Unewpl. Not Fmpl. Jotal
No Problems 23% 25% 242 28% 247 18% 247

24 J = 47 29 5 13 47
Transportation LU% 7% 8% 8% 10% 8% 8%

10 6 16 8 2 6 16
Child Care 19% 29% 24% 16% 247, 35% 24

20 27 &7 16 5 26 47 .
Not Enough 27% 17% 22% 26% 19% 19% 227
Time For 28 16 44 26 4 14 44
Children,
Family Life
Sick Kids 4% 1% 3% 3% 5% 1% 3%

4 1 5 3 1 1 5
Less Time Forx 6% 3% 5% 7% 0% 3% 5%
Home Chores 6 3 9 7 0 2 9
Bad Hours 5% 3% 4% 4% 10% 3% 4%

5 3 8 4 2 2 8
Affects 0% 1% 1% 1% 374 0% 1Y
Personal o 1 1 1 i} 0 1
Health
Makes Outside 1% 0% 1% 1 07 0% 1%
Activities 1 0 1 1 0 0 1
Harder
All other 6% 14% 10% 7% 10% 147 10%

13 19 7 2 10 19
Missing 0 0 0 0 0
Chi Square b -
Levels of
Significance
L
273
244
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TABLE 76 PERCEIVED HASSLES OF WORK
WIN IL
MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Fpl. Unempl. Not lmpl. Total
No Problems 61% 53% 57% 58% 59% 50% S7%
49 33 82 46 27 9 82
Transportation KA ) 13% 7% 5% 7% 17% 7%
2 8 10 4 3 3 1¢
Child Care 3% 3% 3% 3% 2% 6% - %
2 2 4 2 1 1 4
Not Enough 10% 3% 7% 10% 4% 0%, 7%
Time For 8 2 10 8 Z 1 S 10
Children,
Family Life
Sick Kids 0% 2% 1% 4 2% 178 1%
0 A 1 0 1 0 1
Less Time For 0% (1y4 (14 1y4 0% 9% (1%4
Home Chores ] 0 0 0 o 1] 0
Bad Hours 14% 7% 11% 13% 11% 0% 11%
11 4 15 1¢ 5 0 15
Affects (14 1% 1% (1)1 r% 6% 1%
Personal 0 2 2 0 ) 1 1 2
Health
Makes Outside 1% 0% 1% 1% 2%, 0% 1%
Activities 0 2 2 2 1 1] 2
Harder
All Other 11 13% 12% 10% 11% 22% 12%
9 8 17 8 5 4 17
Missing 2 0 2 0 0
Chi Square ok -
Levels of
Significance
245
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TABLE 77 PERCEIVED HASSLES OF WORK

What do you consider to be your biggest problem(s)
with child care?

WIN IT

FEMALES Successful Unsuecessful Total Employed Unemployed Mot Employed Total

No problem 49% Jox 44% 58% 29% Jo% : 447
51 36 87 59 6 22 87
No good child care 15% 18% 17% 12% 19% 23% 17%
availabhle ls 17 33 12 [ 7 33
None available 4% 4% 4% 3% 10% 4% 4%
elose to home/work 4 4 8 3 2 3 8
Too expensive 2% 8% 5% 4% 5% 5% 5%
2 7 9 4 1 4 9

Not enough money 0% 2% 1% 0% 5% 1% 1%
from welfare for 0 2 2 0 1 1 2
child care )
Won't take sick 5% 72 6% 5% 5% 7% 6%
children 5 6 11 5 1 5 11
pon't like strangers 2% 37 3 1% 0% 5% %
caring for my 2 K] 5 1. 0 4 5
children
Arrangements not 6% 5% 6% 4% 14% 5% 6%
flexible for 6 5 11 4 K] 4 11
special hours
Laeck of care or 7% 42 6% 6% 5% 5% 6%
supervision for 7 4 11 6 1 4 11
after school hours
All other 11% 10% 107 8% 10% 14% 10%

’ 11 9 20 8 2 10 20
Missing ' 0 0 0 0 0
Chi Square Level - *
of Significance

274
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TABLE 78 PERCEIVED HASSLES OF WORK

what do you consider to be your biggest problem(s)
with child care?

WIN I1
MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Employed Unemployed Not Employed Total
No Problem 813% B4Y% 83% 78% 9% 89% 83%
68 52 120 63 41 16 120
No good child care 2% 10% 6% 7% 4% 0% 6%
available 2 6 8 6 2 0 8
None available 1% 3% 2% 3% 0% 6% 2%
close to home/work 1 2 3 2 0 1 3
Too expensive 2% 0% 1% 3% 0% 0% 1%
2 0 2 2 0 0 2
Not enocugh money 1% 0% 1% 0% 27 0% 1%
from welfare for 1 0 1 0 1 0 1
child care
"Won't take sick 0% (1)1 0x 0% 0% 0% 0x
children 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
pon't like strangers 0% 0% o% 0% o% 0% 0%
caring for my 0 o . 0 0 0 0 0
children
Arrangements not (%4 2% ax 4% (1) 4 6% %
flexible for 3 1 4 3 0 1 4
special hours
Lack of care or 0% 0Z ()4 o% 0% 0% 0%
supervision for 0 0 0 8] f 8] 0
after school hours
All other 6% 2% 4% 6% 2% 0% 4%
5 1 6 5 1 0 6
Missing 1 0 0 1 0
Chi Square Level b -
of Significance
275
" : 247
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TABLE 79 INTERFERENCE OF WORK WITH OTHER ROLES

WIN I WiN II
FEMALES Successful  Utisuccessful Toral Successful Unsuccessful Total
Low 57% 43% 8% 50% 50% 2%
4 3 7 1 1 2
28 23 51 25 30 55
High 50% 50% 34% 57% ‘ 43% 54%
15 15 30 38 29 67
Miscing 34 37 ' 40 33
Significance
Reliability .78 .79
Coefficient
Chi Square Level - c
of Significance
MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
Low 66% 34% 28% 60% 40% 35%
19 10 29 18 12 30
Moderate 54% 46% 67% 59% 42% 64%
37 31 68 32 22 . 54
High 100% 0% 5% 100% 0% 1%
5 0 5 1 0 1
"
Missing 26 26 32 28
Mean /Level of 35.03 34,54 .50 35.53 35.62 -90
Significance ’
Reliability .81 .72
Coefficient
Chi Square Level - h
of Significance
248
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TABLE 80 INTERFERENCE OF WORK WITH OTHER ROLES

WIN I WIN II _
FEMALES Empl. Unempl, Not Empl, Total Empl. 1Unempl., . Not Empl, Total
Low 57% 0% 43% B 50% oy .
4 0 3 7 1 0 o
Moderate 55% 10% 35% 58% 55% 20% 25% 44%
28 5 18 51 10 11 14 55
High 607% 17% 237 34% 497 9% 42% 54%
18 5 7 30 33 6 28 67
Missing 31 7 23 18 4 31
Mean/ Level of 30,90 30.84 .95 28,89 28,78 .87
Significance
Reliabiliecy Coefficient .78 .79
Chi Square Level
of Significance - -
MALES Empl. Unempl. Kot Empl. Tokal Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total
Low 83% 10% 7% 287 437 37% 20% 35%
24 3 2 29 13 11 6 30
Moderate 63% 18% 19% 67% 63% 31% 52 647
43 12 13 68 34 17 3 54
High 80% 20% 0% 5% 100% 0% 0% 17
4 1 0 5 1 0 0 ]
Missing 32 10 10 33 18 9
Mean /Level of 35,35 33.65 .03 35.31 35.89 42
Significance
Reliability Coefficient .81 W72
Chi Square Level
of Significance a -
249

InterStudy 7123 Last Grant Street svnneapahs, Ainnesata 55403

277




TABLE 81

ATTITUDES "TOWARD WELFARE PROGRAM

Many people feel there are serious problems with the

welfare system.

WIN I

Do you think so?

WIN II
FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
Yes 50% 50% 85% 56% 447 72%
64 63 127 79 62 141
Mo 467 55% 15% 45% 55% 28%
10 12 22 25 31 56
Missing 7 3 0 0
Chi Square - b
Level of
Significance
MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Totq}
Yes 55% 45% 74% 57% 43% 68%
57 47 104 56 42 98
No 53% &% 26% 574 437 2%
19 17 36 27 20 47
Missing 11 3 0 o
Chi Square - -
Level of
Significance
278
250
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TABLE 82 ATTITUDES TOWARD WELFARE PROGRAM
Dissatisfaction with welfare.
WIN I WIM II
FEMALES Successful  Unisuccessful  Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
High 0% 100% 5% 67% 33% 6%
0 6 6 6 3 9
Moderate 56% 44% 70% 60% 40% 59%
49 39 88 49 33 82
Low 53% 47% 25% 47% 53% 3s%
17 15 32 23 26 49
Missing
Mean/Level Of 4,58 4.93 .35 4,64 4,31 .40
Significance
Reliability .53 .65
Coefficient
Chi Square Level ok c
of Significance
MALES Successful  Uusueccessful Total Successful  Unsuccessful Total
tigh 100% 0% 1% 0% 100% 2%
1 0 1 0 2 2
Moderate 50% 50% 72% 527 48% 65%
36 36 72 32 30 62
Low . 62% 8% 267 68% 32% 33%
16 10 26 21 10 31
Missing
Mean/Level Of
Significance 4.56 4.70 .73 - 4.08 5.00 .02
Reliability “ 47 L49
Coefficient
Chi Square Level - ar *
of Significance 279
251
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TABLE

EEMALES

High
Moderate
Low

Missing

Mean /Level OF
Significance

Reliability
Coefficient

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

MALES.
High

Moderate
Low

Missing

Mean fLevel Of
Significance

Reliability
Coefficient

Chi Squaré
Level of
Significance

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI

83

ATTITUDES TOWARD WELFARE PROGRAM

Dissatisfaction with welfare,

WIN I WIN IT
Empl. Ungmpl. Not Empl. Total  Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total
33% 33% 33% 5% 8% 0% 22% 6%
2 2 2 6 7 0 2 9
59% 9% 32% 704 57% 9% 347 59%
52 8 28 88 47 7 28 82
59% 13% 28% 25% 43% 16% 41% 35%
19 4 9 32 21 8 20 49
4,58 4,98 .29 4.83 4,11 07
.53 .65
- b
Empl. Unempl. ot Empl. Total Empl., Unempl. Not Empl. Total
(1):4 100% 0% 1% [1)4 oz 100% 2%
0 1 Q 1 0 Q 2 2
63% 17% 21% 72% 61% 27% 11% 65%
45 12 15 72 38 17 7 62
17% 19% 42 26% 61% 26% 13% 33%
20 5 1 26 19 8 4 31
4,25 5,35 .01 4,39 4.63 .55
A7 .49
* K%
230
252
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TABLE 84 ATTIT'™DES TNWARD WFI FART PROGRAM

Tolerance of welfare abuse.

WIN 11

FEMALES Successful Unsvecessful Total

Low 53% 474 ) 55%
51 46 97

Moderate 59% 1% 29%
30 21 51

High 45% 55% 16%
13 16 29

Missing 10 10

Mean fLevel Of 8.31 8.20 .66

Significance

Reliability .73

Coefficient

Chi Square Level

of Significance -~

ALES Successful Uusuccessful Total

Low 57% 43% 56%
43 a3 76

Moderate 557 457 32%
24 20 44

High 63% 38% 12%
10 6 16

Missing & 3

Mean fLevel Of

Significance 8.42 8.46 .87

Reliability . 66

Coefficient

Chi Scuare Level ]

of Significance . 2 8 l

253
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TAELE 83

FEMALES

Low

Moderate

High

Missing

dean fLevel Of
Significance

Reliabilicy
Coefficient

Chl Square

Level of
Significance

MALES

Low

Moderate

High

Missing

Mean fLevel Of
Significance

Reliabilicy
~ Coefficient

Chi Square
Level of
Significance

ATTTITUDES TOWARD WFLFARER PROGRAM

Tolerance of welfare abuse.

WIN I

Empl. Upempl. Not Empl, Total
47% 13% 39% 55%
46 13 38 97
61% 10% 29% 29%
31 5 15 51
8% 7% 55% 16%
11 2 16 29
14 1 5

8.28 8.23 .B4

.73

b

Empl. unempl, ot Empl. Total
51% 67 13% 56%
39 27 10 76
S5v7 27% 14% 32%
26 12 6 44
56% 38% 6% 12%
9 6 1 16
7 1 18

8.38 8.50 .62

L ]
.65
282
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TABLE 86 ATTITUDES TOWARD WELFARE PROGRAM

Tolerance of welfare abuse. (would you criticize people
who do the following things?)

% Responded YVes
Successful Unsuccessful Emploved Unempl. Not Empl.

Earn money and not  Females 62% 567% 58% 65% 58%
report it to the s o . p
cascworker Males 65% 65% 68% 64% 53%
Use welfare money Females 82% 80% 84% 86% 75%
for liquor or . . .

gamb1ling Males 81% 77% 79% 30% 77%
Participate in a Females 36% 37% 37% 48% 33%
sit—-in to get

higher welfare Hales 462 39% 39% 46% 50%
payments

Report never having Females 86% 83% 857% 91% 82%
received a welfare g g
check when it had Males B7% 90% 89% 89% 8372
come

Secretly receive Females 692 66% 68% 62% 69%
support from the c o
father of childeen Males 67% 71% 64% 70% 85%
who Iives

separately

283

255
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TABLE 87 ATTITUDFS TNWARNS WFLFARF PROGRAM

Availahility of welfare

WwiN I1

FEMALES Successful {Insuccessful Total

Low 55% 45% 16%
16 13 20

Moderate 55% 457 60%
&9 48 1n7

High 49% S51% 247
21 22 43

Hissing 8z 10%

Mean/Level of 2.65% 2.77% .50

Significance

Reliabilitv L02%

Coefficient

Chi Square Level -

of Significance

MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total

Low 507 507 13

. 9 o - 18

Moderate 597 41¥ 6o?
55 38 93

High 547 467 18%
13 1. 24

Missing 67 &7

Mean/level of 2.617 2.557 .75

Significance

Reliability 477

Coefficient

Chi 8quare Level -
of Significance

2841

256
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TABLE 883 ATTITHDES TOWARDS WRIFARE PROGRAM
Av‘ailability of welfare
WIN 11
FRHALEg Employment Imemplovment HNot Emploved Total
Low 55% 10% 35% 167
16 3 10 29
Moderate 497 157 6y 6Ny
52 16 39 107
High 56% 1% 42% 247
24 1 18 43
Missing 10% 1¥ 7%
Mean/Level of 2.75 2.6a .61
Significance
Reliability .62
Coefficient
Chi Square Level a
of Significance
MALES Employment linemplovment Not Fmployed Total
Low 617 22y 17% 13y
11 & 3 18
Moderate 537 347 137 69%
- 49 32 12 . 93
High 637 297 8% 187
15 7 2 24
Miseing 6y 3% ' 1%
Mean/Level of 2.64 2.52 .51
Significance
Reliability A7
Coefficient
Chi Square Level *
of Significance
285
257

Intersiucly 123 East Grant Siecel Ainneapolis, NMinnesota 55403




TABLE B89

If there are a lot Female
of children and the

parent cannot Male
support them

adequately

If the parent is Female

able-bodied and will

only work if he or Male
she can Bet the type

of work desired

If there is one Female
parent and he or

she is able-bodied Male
and simply does not

feel like working

If there is one Female
parent (female) and

she feels that the Male
mother's role is in

the home

If there is one Female
parent (female) and

she does not try to Male
keep up the home

InterStuch 123 East Grant Street, Ainpeapolhs, Atinnesota 55403

ATTITUDES TOWARD WELFARE PROGRAM

Availability of welfare. (Should welfare
be available to families in the following
situations?)

% Responded Yes

Successful Unraccosdfu!l Employed Unempl. HNot Empl.

987 99% 99% 957
96% 97% 96% 98%
29% 37% 347 30%
32% 34% 3% 37%
13% 20% 16% 5%
13% 8% 16% 6%
80% B4Y 78% 86%
82 87% 82% 89%
447 43% 50% 24%
39% 32% 43% 23%

285

258

99%

947

33%

29%

21%

0%

B5%

78%

39%

39%




TITLE 90

FEMALES Successful

PERCEIVED STIG!'A OF WILFARE

n aeneral, fow do you tnink people in this community

Jeel about recrle whe get AFDC payments?

Hostile 607
44
Indiffaerent 317
20
Understand-
ing as..
14
‘Iissing 3
C4i Square ##
Level of
Significance =

MALES Sucecessful Unsuccessful Total

WIN I WIN II
Ensuccessful Total Suceessful Unsuvecessful

407 497 61% 39%

22 73 40 26

437 26% 4% 53%

19 39 28 29

62% 25% 32% 48%

23 37 35 32

7 3 b

Successfull  Unsuccessful

Total

fostile 617
37
Tndifferent 387
22
Understand
ing 347
22
iising 6

Chi JSquare #%
Leval of
Sienificance

39% 443 63% 38%
24 61 25 15
427 275 61% 39%
16 38 22 14
455 29% 3 457%
19 41 36 29
8 0 4

287

N

259 N
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28%
40

26%
36

467
65




TABLE 91 PERCEIVED STIGHA OF WELFARE

I general, how do you think people in this community
Szl about people who g2t AFDC payments?

. o WIN I WIN 1I

FEMALES Empl. tnespl, Mot Empl. fotal  Empl. Unempl. Nok Empl. Total

Hostile 68% L0¥ 22% 497 59% 2% 32% 35%
50 7 16 73 39 6 21 66

Indifferent 547 10% 36% 26% 45% 13% 42% 29%
2] 4 14 39 25 7 23 55

Understand--

ing 35% 147 51% 25% 51% 9% 402 © 36%
13 5 19 37 34 6 27 67

Missing 7 1 2 4 2 3

Chi Square * e

Level of

Significance

MALES Empl. Unempl., Mot Empl. Total Empl, ' Unenmip] . Not Empl. ‘Total

lfostile 75% 13% 11% 447 60% 30% 10% 28%
46 8 7 61 24 12 b4 40

Indifferent 710 187 113 277 53% 3674 11% 26%
27 7 4 33 13 13 4 36

Understand~

ing 49% 274 24% 29% 55% 29% 15% 46%
20 1 10 41 36 19 10 65

Uissing 10 0 4 2 2 0

Chi Square - -

Level of

Significance

260
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TABLF 92 PERCETVED STIGMA NF WFLFARF

Some people who get AFDC pauments saw that they feel
embarrased or uncomfortahle when theu are with people who
are not on welfare. Qthers say theuv don't feel this way
at all, Po you feel embarrassed or uncomfortable?

WiN I WIN TI

FEMALES Successful Unsuceessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total

Alwavs 5%% 42% 0% Ler LY 287
18 13 31 26 30 56

Often 477 537 487 56% 447 457
36 40 76 49 39 a8

Sometimes 53% 477 0% 62% 387 117
R 7 15 13 8 21

Never 51% 49¥ 22% 507 5n% 16¥
18 17 35 16 16 32

Missing 1 1 N 0

Chi Square - . -

Level of

Significance

MALES Suceessful Insuccessful Total Successful I'msuccessful Total

Alwavs 437 57% 207 fLY 367 2ay
19 25 &6 27 15 &7

Nften 587 42y 32¢ 547 467 £17
23 20 48 32 27 54

Sometimes 737 277 77 537 477 127
S 3 11 g 8 17

Never 65% 357 327 56% 449 197
32 17 49 15 12 27

Missing 0 2 0 N

Chi Square a -

Level of

Significance

289
261
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TABLE 93

FEM ALES Empl.

PERCEIVED STIAIA OF WELFARE

Some people who get AFDL payments say that they feel
embarrassed or uncomfortable when they are with people
wno are not on walfare. Others say they don't feel this
way at all. Do you feel embarrassed or uncomfortabie:

WIN I . WIN 1I
Uneanpl, Bot Fmpl. Total  Empl, Unempl. Not Empl. Total
197 297 20% 50% 9% 41% 28%
6 9 31 28 5 23 56
7% 34% 48% 53% 8% 39% 45%
5 26 76 47 7 34 88
13% 27% 10% 52% 19% 29% 11%
2 4 15 11 4 ] 21
9% 34% 22% 50% 16% 34% 16%
3 12 35 16 5 11 32
i 0 0 0 O

Unempl. dot Empl. Tatal Empl .

Always 52%
15
Gften 59%
45
Sometimes 60X
£
dever 57%
20
‘tissing 1
Chi Square -
Level of
Significance
MALES Empl
Always 594
26
Often a7
32

Sometimes 822

dever 4%
36
Missing o
Chi Square -
Level of
Significance

21% 21% 29% 62%
3 9 44 26
213 13% 327 637
10 6 48 37
05 18% 7% 47%
0 2 il 8
12% 14% 2% 37%
6 7 49 10
1 i o
290

2R2

Unempl.  Not Empl, Total

31% % 2%
13 3 42
20% 17% 41%
12 10 53
47% 6% 12%
8 1 17
48% 154 19%
i3 4 27
0 .0

T O L B Y L T R R b Seareeor s Sy




TABLE 94 JERCIIVED §714.0A OF WELVARE
Fave your ohillpew over been leased or diseriminated
arainst besguse sour Famils is/was on uvelfare?
WIN T WIN I
EEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Sucuessful  Unsuccessful  Total
Yes 53% 477 a2 33% 477 83%
65 58 123 83 73 156
o 485 32% 18% 437% 52% 18%
13 14 27 lé 17 33
Vissing 3 6 5 3
C:i Zquara - -
2val of
Cignificance
HMALES Successful Uasuccessful Toral Successful  Unsuccessfu)  Total
Yes 697 403 1% 393 49% 83%
8J 54 134 0 47 117
Xlo 39% 627 nx 457 54% 17%
3 8 13 11 i3 24
Missing 2 5 2 2
Cai Square ¢ c
Level of
Significance

231

2461
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TABLE 95 PERCEIVED STIGMA OF WELFARE

Have pyour children ever been teased or discriminated
against because your family ts/was on welfare?

WIN I WIN II
EM ALES Eapl.  Unempl.  Not Empl. Total  Empl.  Unempl. Not Empl. Total
Yes 55% 115 34% 82% 0% 13% 37% 83%
58 13 42 123 78 20 38 156
Ho 67% 114 22% 18% 587% KY4 39% 18%
18 3 6 27 19 1 13 a3
Mlissing 5 1 3 3 0 k)
Chi Square - c
Level of
Significance
M ALES Empl. Uneunl.  Not Empl.  Toral Empl.  Unempl. Not Empl. Total
Yes 69% 15% 16% 9L% 61% 27% 12% 83%
93 29 21 134 71 32 14 117
" &t g b 0% 3% l??;
Ho 627 13% 23% 3 38% 59% 1
8 2 3. 13 0 12 3 24 -
llissing 2 4 L 1 2 1
Chi Square - *
Level of
Significance
€y«
292
264
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TABLE 96 ATTITI'DES OF OTHERS RFGARDING WEtFARF AND WORXK
Perceived Stigma of Welfare
WIN I WIN II
FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
High 472 53 21% S54% 46% 38%
14 16 30 37 32 69
Moderate 52% 487 597 53% 47 % 47%
44 40 24 46 40 86
Low 647 367 20% 52% 487 157
18 10 28 14 13 27
Missing 5% 127 7% 8y
Mean/Level of 5.87 h.33 .14 6.67 6.79 .68
Significance
Reliabilicy .30 .43
Coefficient
Chi Square Level - -
of Significance
MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
High 56% L&¥ 27 607 40% 407
20 16 36 33 22 55
Moderace 56% 447 547 59% 417 46%
40 32 72 17 26 63
Low 737 277 19% 587 42% 14%
19 7 26 1t 8 19
Missing ] 12 2 ]
Mean/Level of 5.97 6.53 .10 .88 6.84 .9l
Significance
Reliability .24 42
Coefficient
Chi Square Level c -
of Significance
'3
293
265
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TABLE 97 ATTITUDES OF OTHERS REGARDING WELFARE AND WORK
Fercelved Stigma of Welfare
WIN I WIN II
FEMALES Emnl, Unezol. Lot Empl. Total Empl. Unempl, Not Empl, Total
Higo 40% 13% A% 217 49% ¥ 42% 38%
12 4 14 30 34 6 29 69
Hoderate 587 11% 312 59% 53% 13% 34% 47%
49 9 26 84 46 11 29 86
Low 687 7% 25% 20% 56% 7% 377 I15%
19 2 7 28 I5 2 10 27
Missing 11 2 4 7 2 6
Mean/Level of
Significance 5.73 6.55 .01 6.61 6.85 A
Reliability .30 A3
Coefficient :
Chi Square I -
Level of
Significance
MALES Empl. Unempl. bot Empl. Total Empl,  Unempl. Not Empl. ‘fotal
High 50% 28% 22% 27% 64% 25% 11% 40%
18 10 8 16 35 14 6 55
Moderate 75% 14% 11 547 52% 323 16% 46%
54 10 8 72 33 20 10 63
Low 73% 8% 197 19% 53% 42% 5% 14%
19 2 5 26 10 8 1 i9
Missing iz 4 4 3 4 1
‘tean/Level of
Significance 5.94 6.72 .03 7.12 6.53 .08
Reliability W24 42
Coeffieient
Chi Square k ¢
Lavel of
Significance
294

266h
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TABLE 98 ATTITUDES OF OTHERS REGARDING WELFARE AND WORK

Influence of family and friends towards welfare.

WIN T WIN II
FEMALES Successful Uiisuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
. Low 59% 41% 13% 52% 48% 12%
10 7 17 11 10 21
Moderate 62% 38% 63% 55% 45% 61%
53 33 B6 60 50 110
High 18% 82% 24% 50% 50% 27%
b 27 33 24 24 48
vissing 12 11 9 9
Mean/ Level of 16.29 19,52 .00 17.18 17.61 .51
Significance
Reliability . 56 .45
Coefficient
Chi Square Level - -
of Significance
MALE Sucvessful Unsuccessful Total Success ful Unsuccessful Total
Low 57% 43% 23% S56% 447% 30%
17 13 30 22 17 39
Moderate 59% 41% 06% 59% 412 61%
51 36 87 47 32 79
High 43% S7% 117 55% 45% 9%
6 B 14 6 5 11
Missing 13 10 8 8
Mearny Level of 15.14 15.84 .32 14.63 14.65 .98
Significance
Reliability 47 .53
Coefficient
Chi Square Level a - -
of Significance 2 95
267
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TABLE 99

ATTITUDES OF OTHERS REGARDING WELFARE AND WORK

Influence of family and friends towards welfare.

WIN I WIN II
FEMALES Empl. Unempl. Not Fmpl. Toral Empi. Unempl. Not Empl. Total
Low 71% 12% 18% 13% 48% 19% 33% 12%
12 2 3 17 10 4 7 21
Yoderate 64% 8% 28% 63% 55% 9% 36% 61%
59 7 24 86 60 10 40 110
High 45% 15% 39% 247 48% 10% 42% 27%
15 5 13 33 23 3 20 48
Missing 9 3 11 9 2 7
Mean/Level of 14,91 19.35 .00 17.54 17.21 .61
Significance
Reliabilicy .56 .45
Coefficient
Chi Square Level s -
of Significance
MALES Empl. Unempl, Wot Empl. Total  Empi. Unemg_{... Not Empl. Total
Low 66% 20% 13% 23% 62% 1% B4 30%
20 6 4 30 24 12 3 39
Moderate 71% 13% 16% 667% 56% 32% 13% 61%
62 11 14 87 44 25 10 79
High 36% 36% 29% 11% 45% 457% 9% 9%
5 5 4 14 5 5 1 11
Missing 16 4 3 9 3 4
Mean/ Level Of 14,89 16.55 .02 14,32 15.05 .32
Significance
Reliability 47 .53
Coefficient
Chi Sgquare Level -~ 26 -
of Significance 8
InlerSiaeh 123 Basl Grane Moo aneapolis Sunnesola 55 303
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TABLE 100

SELF CONFIDENCE RELATED TO WIN PROGRAM

297

WiN 11
FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total
High 55¥ 457 437
36 30 66
Moderate 53% 47% 54%
44 39 23
Low 2n¥ an¥ 37
L 4 5
Missing 23¥% 20
Mean/Level of 7.31 7.10 .30
Significance
Chi Square level -
of Sienificance
MALES Successful  Unsuccessful Total
High 73% 277 6%
32 i2 44
voderate 517 49y 5a7,
17 35 72
Low 177 837 57
1 5 6
Migsing 13% 1oy
Mean/Level of 7.27 6.54 .00
Sisnificance
Chi Square Level ok
of Significance
269
Iateestiely 107 Caak Gorand Street Stnacapnabis, Stanesola 35403




TABLE 101

SELF CONFIDENCE RFLATED TO WIN PROGRAM

WIN IT
FEMALES Emp loyed Uremploved Not Emploved Total
High 53% 8% 39% 43%
35 5 26 66
Moderate 51% 12% 37% S54%
42 10 31 83
Low 20% 50% 40% 3%
1 2 2 5
Missing 24 4 15
Mean/Level of 7.31 7.11 .32
Significance
Chi Square Level b
of Significance
MALES Emp Loyed Unemp loyed Jot Employed Total
High 70% 20% 9% 367
31 9 4 44
Moderate 47% 38% 15% 59%
34 27 11 72
Low 50% 33% 17% 5%
3 2 1 6
Missing 13 8 2
Mean/Level of 7.21 6.65 .02
Significance
Chi Square Levei b
of Significance
270
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TABLE 102 SELF CONFTDENCE RFLATTVE T0 AETTIVC A JOB
Personal efficacp.
Win T Uiv 17
FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful tnsuccessful Total
High 507 417 3Ny 577 437 347
27 15 46 30 n A0
Moderate 577 . 437 427 0% s5n¥ o7
37 28 65 3R 3R 76
Low 367 64 287 53¥ a7y 25¥%
1A 28 [} 26 73 40
Missing 1 3 ) 1 2
Mean/Level of 7.84 7.36 04 7.65 7.67 .93
Significance
Reliability . 36 .h1
Coefficient
Chi Square % -
Leve! of
Significance
MALFS Successful I!'nmsuccessful Total Quccessful Tmsuccessful Total
High bLY 267 379 any any an?y
316 20 S6 34 23 57
Moderate 507 a7 L& 5AY La* 3RY
39 . 27 6h . 30 24 54
T.ow 347 ah? (k4 587 427 237
10 10 26 19 14 33
Missing 2 1 n 1
Mean/level of R.15 7. 44 .00 7.86 7.80 .84
Significance
Reliability .51 .62
Coefficient
Chi Square it -
Level of
Bignificance
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TABLE 103 SELF CONFIDENCE RELATIVE TO GETTING A JOB
Personal efficacy.
o ALES oo NIR T WIN II
FEM Empl. lUnempl, Mot Empl, Toral  Empl. Unempl.  Not Empl. Total
High 76% 1372 11% 30% S54% 9% 36% 36%
35 6 5 46 38 6 25 70
Moderate b0% 9% 317 427 55% 7% 38% 397%
39 6 20 42 5 29 76
Low 36% 9% 55% 28% 417 20% 39% 25%
16 4 24 44 20 10 19 49
Missing 1 1 2 2 0 1
Mean/Level  7.99 7.08 .00 7.78 7.53 .26
of Significance
Reliabiliry 56 .63
Coefficient
Cni Square i a
Level of
Significance
MALES Empl. Uinagmpl, Not Empl. Total Empl. Urtempl. Net Empl. Total
(tigh 737 La% 13% 37% 61% 30% 9% 40%
4] 8 7 56 35 17 5 57
Moderate 685 207 125 447 55% 33% 11% 38%
45 13 8 66 30 18 6 54
Low 527 17 315 197 457, 33% 21% 23%
15 5 9 29 15 11 7 33
Missing 2 0 1 1 0 0]
Mean /Level 8,01 7.50 . 04 8.01 7.61 W11
of Significance
Reliability .51 .62
Coefficient
hi 3quare a -
Level of
Significance
272
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TABLE 104 SELF CONFIDENCE RELATTVE TO GETTING A JOB

WIM t WIN IT
FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Tnsuccessful Total
High 707 3ny 237 497 517 347
23 In 33 25 26 51
Moderate 597 51% 55% 55% 457 ANty
38 40 7R 40 Iy g0
Low 3i8¥ 632 22% 507 sNY 5%
12 20 32 4 4 8
Missing 8 8 26 23
Mean/Level of 11.05 9,07 .0n 18.3n 18.41 .80
Significance
Reliability .45 3R
Coefficient
Chi Square ke -
Level of
Significance
JALES Successful Insuccessful Total Successful !'nsuccessful Total
High 69% 317 187 fO¥ 317 asY
18 8 26 29 13 42
Moderate . 55% 457 ©eNY 53% 48Y 539
47 38 35 33 30 63
Low 407 a0% 217 - 477 537 137
12 13 30 7 S 15
Missing 10 3 14 11
Mean/Level of 11.01 in.1le N2 18.58 17.41 .03
Significance
Reliabilitv W42 47
Coefficient e
Chi Square Akt b
Level of
Significance
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TABLE 105 SELF CONFIDENCE RELATIVE TC GETTING A JOB

\ RIN I WIN 1I
FEM ALES Empl. Unzapl. Not Empl. Total  Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. Total
High 79% 6% 15% 23% 49% 8% H43% 34%
26 2 5 33 25 4 22 5%
Moderate 58% 13% 29% 55% 55% 11% 343 60%
45 10 23 78 49 10 30 .89
Low 28% 13% 59% 22% 38% 25% 38% 5%
9 4 19 3z 3 2 3 8
Missing 11 1 4 25 5 19
Meanf/level 1,31 9.52 .00 18.43 18.28 .73
of Significance
‘Reliability .45 .36
Coefficient
Chi Square fdedt -
Level of
* Significance
MALES Empl. Unempl. Not Empl. ‘fotal Empl. Unenpl. Not Empl., Total
High 81% 8% 12% 18% 1% 24% 5% 35%
21 2 3 26 30 10 2 42
Moderate 71% 16% 122 60% 49% 7% 14% 53%
6l 14 10 85 3l 23 9 63
Low 40% 23% 37% 21% 40% 33% 262 13%
12 7 il 30 6 5 4 15
Missing 9 3 1 14 8 3
Mean fLevel 11.06 9.74 .00 18,67 17.34 01
of Significance )
Reiiability A2 47
Coefficient
Chi Square ¥
Level of
Significance
g
302
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TABLE 106 SELF CNNFINENCE RILATIVE TC GETTING A JOB

Joh intervier anxiety.

WIN I WM 1T

FEMALES Successful I'nsuccessful Toral Successful I'nsuccassful Toral

f.ow L4% 367 17y 55% 45% 1n¥
12 15 27 11 G 2n

Moderate 55% 45% 397 LAY 54% 357
34 28 62 31 A i¥i

High sn¥ 507 437 50y 41% T 54Y
34 34 68 6l 43 104

Missing 1 1 1 5

Hean/Level of 4.81 4.79 .94 4,26 4.51 .32

Significance

Chi Square - c

Level of

Significance

MALES Successful I1msuccessful Total Successful Iinsuccessful Total

Low 4R 547 237 72% 38¥ 177
16 19 35 1R 7 25

Yfoderate 657 357 327 847 LAY 477
32 17 490 37 31 68

High 587 &4% 457 53% 479 357
30 a1 70 27 24 51

Misging N 1] ' 1 n

Mean/Level of 4.93 4.94 .08 5.15 4.87 .32

Significance

Chi Sauare [ o

Level of

Significance

303
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TABLE 1fV/

FEMALES Empl.

Low 63%
17
iloderate 58%
36
High 54%
37
Hdissing 1

llean/Level 4,97
of Significance

Chi Square -
Level of
Significance
MALES Empl
Low 71%
25
Moderate 61%
30
High 69%
48
Missing Q

Mean/ level 5.01
of Significance

Chi Square -
Level of
Significance

SELF CONFIDENCE RELATIVE TO GETTING & JOB

Job interview anxiety.

WIN I WIN 11
Unempl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Upempl. Not Empl. Total
15% 22% 17% 607 10% 30% 10%
4 6 27 12 2 6 20
13% 29% 39% 49% 10% 407 35%
8 18 62 33 7 27 67
7% 38% 43% 50% 12% 38% 54%
5 26 68 52 12 40 104
0 1 5 0 1
4.58 17 4,47 4.28 W43
Unempl, Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl . Not Empl. Total
11% 17% 23% 647 3z2% 4% 17%
4 6 35 16 8 1 25
20% 18% 327 51% 35% 13% 47%
10 9 49 35 24 9 68
17% 14% 45% 57% 27% 16% 35%
12 10 70 29 14 8 51
0 0 i 0 0
4.78 .48 5.04 5.02 .94
344
276

interSiud, 503 Last Grand Strect “Aunarapolis, Alnnesota 53403




TABLE 108 EXPECTATIONS

which of the following do you feel you will most }ikely
be doing one year from now? (lst Interview)

WIN I WIN II

FEMALES Successful Ulisuccessful Total Successful  Unsuccegsfdul Total
Employed 63% 37% 62% 59% 417% 747
Full-time 61 36 97 82 57 139
Employed 47% 53% 12% 35% 63% 9%
Part-time g 10 19 6 11 . 17
In Training or 23% I 17% 36% 647 15%
School 6 20 26 10 18 28
Unemployed 27% 13% 10% 20% 807 3%

4 11 15 1 4 5
Missing 1 1 5 3
Chi Square Level %%% wk
of Significance
MALES Successful  Uunsuccessful Total Successful  Unsuccessful  Total
Emp loyed 622 38% 80% 61% - 39% 88%
Full-time 76 47 123 78 49 127
Employed 50% 50% 5% 25% 5% 3%
Part~time 4 4 8 1 3 4
In Training or 40% 60% 7% 31% 69% 9%
School 4 6 10 4 9 13
Unemployed 17% 837 8% 0% 100% 1%

2 10 12 0 1 1
Hissing ' 1 0 o 0
Chi Square Level  ®# ) *k
of Significance )

39
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TABLE 109 EXPECTATIONS

Which of the following do you feel you will most likely
be doing one year from now?  {lst Interview)

WIN I WIN I1
FEM ALES Empl, Unempl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl. Not Empl, Total

Employed 74% 10% 16% 627 60% 12% 28% 734
Full-time 72 10 15 97 83 17 39 139
Employed 47% 16% 37% 12% 41% 0% 59% 9%
Part-time 9 3 7 19 7 0 10 17
In Training 31% 15% 54% 17% 29% 7% 64% 15%
or School 8 4 14 26 8 2 18 . 28
Unemployed % 0% 33% 10% 40% 0% 60% 3%
1 0 14 15 2 0 3 5
Missing 1 0 1 2 2 4
Chi Sguare  *#*# bl
Level of
Significance’
MALES Empl. Unempl. Not Empl., |Total Empl. Unempl, Not Empl, Total
Employed 76% 16% 7% 80% 58% 32% 9% 88%
94 20 9 123 74 41 12 127
Employed 38% 38% 25% 5% 25% 25% 50% 3z
Part-time 3 3 2 8 1 1 z 4
In Training 30% 30% 40% 7% 467 23% 317 9%
or School 3 5 4 10 6 3 4 13
Unemployed 17% 0% 83% 8% 0% 100% 0% 1%
2 0 10 12 0 1 0 1
Missing 1 0 0 0 0 0
Chi Square - %#%#* *k
Level of
Significance
278

Intee5tudy £ 123 East Grant Street/ Minaeapolis, Mianesota 55403

3i6




TABLE 110 EXPECTATIONS
What do you think your Iabor force status will
be one year from now? (2nd Interview)
WIN II
F ES Successful Unsuccessful Total
Employed Full-time 64% 36% 70%
82 46 128
Employved Part-time 24% 77% 9%
] 4 13 17
In Training or School 21% 79% 13%
5 19 24
Unemployed 627 39% 7%
8 S 13
Missing 5 10
Chi Square Level of Fkk
Significance
MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total
Employed Full-time 647 36% 87%
74 41 115
Emploved Part—time 0% 100% 1%
0 1 1
In Training or School 21% 79% 11%
3 11 14
Unemployed 33 67% 2%
1 2 3
Missing S 7
Chi Square Level of aiaddd
Significance

279
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TABLE 111 EXPECTATIONS

What do you think your labor force status will be
one year from now? (2nd Interview)

WIN II
FEMALES  Employed Unenployed Not Employed Total

Employed 667 12% 22% 70%

Full-time 85 15 28 128

Employed 18% 12% 1% 9%

Part-time 3 2 12 17

In Training 21% 74 1% 13%

or School 5 2 17 24

Unemployed 31% 0% 69% 7%
4 0 9 13

Missing 5 2 8

Chi Square #%#*%

Level of

Significance

MALES Employed Unemployed Not Employed Total

Emploved 65% 29% 6% B87%
Full-time 75 33 7 115
Employed 0% 0% 100% 1%
Part-time 0 . 0 1 1
In Training 21% 36% 434 11%
or School 3 5 & 14
Unemployed 0% 67% 33% 22
0 2 1 3
Missing 3 6 3
Chi Square ok
Level of
Sienificance
3.8
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TABLE

FEMALES

Will Not Be

Wilt Be

Missing

Chi Squate Level
of Significance

MALES

Will Nor Be

Wilt Be

Missing

Chi Square Level
of Significance

112

EXPECTATIONS

Which do you think is more likely: that you will or will not
be receiving an AFDC check at this time next year?

{1st Interview)

WIN I WIN 11
Successgful Uhsuccessful Total Successful IUnsuccessful Total
59% 41% 71% 58% 42% 63%
63 43 106 67 49 116
35% 65% 29% 46% 54% 7%
15 -28 43 31 37 68
3 7 6 7
#dede a
Successful  Uusuccessful  Total Successful  Unsuccessful Total
59% 41% 91% 62% 38% 90%
79 55 134 79 49 128
39% 62% 9% 27% 3% 10%
5 8 13 4 . 11 15
3 & 0 2
c *ik
3u9
281
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TABLE 113

EEMAIFS  Empl.
Will Not Be 71%
75
Will Be 30%
13
Missing 3

Chi Square - k%%
Level of

Significance
MALES Empl.
Will Not Be 72%
96
Wi11 Be 39%
5
Misging 2

Chi Square  %#%%*
Level of
Significance

EXPECTATIONS

Wwhich do you think is more likely, that you will or will not
ba receiving an AFDC check at this time next year?

{ist Interview

WIN 1 WIN I1
Unempl. Not Empl. Total Empl. Unempl . Not Empl. Total

9% 20% 71% 57% 13% 30% 63%
10 21 106 66 15 35 116
9% 61% 29% 467 7% 47% arz
4 26 43 1 5 32 68

3 4 5 1 7

*

Unempl, Not Empl. Total Empl. Lanempl. Not Empl. Total
15% 13% 01% 59% 33z 9% 90%
20 18 134 . 75 42 11 128
15% 56% 9z 50% 20% 40% 10%

2 6 13 6 3 6 15
4 1 ] 1 1
e
310
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TABLE 114 EXPECTATINNS

Which do you think is more likely: that vou will or will not
be receiving an AFDC check at this time next year?
{2nd interview)

WIN IT
FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total
Will Not Be 587 43% p0%
65 48 113
Will Be 477, 537 any
35 30 74
Missing 4 6
Chi Square c
Level of
Significance
MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total
Will Not Be S58% 43% 95%
77 57 134
Will Be 437 57% 5%
3 4 7
Missing 3 1
Chi Square -
Level of
Significance

3i1
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TABLE 113 EXPECTATIONS

Which do you think is more likely: taht you will or will not
be raceiving an AFDC check at this time pext year?
(2nd Interview)

WIN 11
FEMALES Employed Unemployed Not Employed Toral
Wwill Not Be 59% 14% 27% 60%
67 16 30 113
Will Be 43% 4% 53% 40%
32 3 39 74
Missing 3 2 5
Chi Square Leve] %%
of Significance
MALES Employed Unemployed Not Employed Total
Will Not Be 58% 31% 10% 95%
78 42 14 134
Will Be 14% 29% 57% 5%
1 2 4 7
Missing 2 2 o

Chi Square Level **%
of Significance

312
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TABLE 116 EXPECTATIONS
wWhich do you think is more likely, that you will
or will not be receiving an AFDC check at this
time next year? (lst Interview)
Are you receiving an AFDC check now?
{2nd Interview)
FEMALES WIN IX
Not receiving AFDC Receiving AFDC Total
Will nmot be 38% 62% 63%
44 72 116
Will be 4% 96% I7%
3 6% 68
Chi Square Level *k
of Significance
MALES
Will not be 73% 26% 89%
94 34 128
Will be 47% 53% 10%
7 8 15
Chi Square Level *k

of Significance

313
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ATTITUDES TOWARD WORK

Work Ethic

1/2/3/4 added
Low (4-5)
Medium (6)
High (7-8)

1. All things considered, do you think it is worth it
for you to work?
Yes.vosess 1
NOo.vsssuws O

For each pair of statements, tell me which one comes closest to describing
how you feel about things.

2. a. Tom feels you should only work hard if you get
something oyt of it. You do not owe your boss
anything. You are a sucker if you work harder
than you have to.

b, Tim feels that people should work hard. You
just feel better after you put in a hard day's

work.
a=1
Which one do you agree with more? b =2
3. a, Sam thinks you have to work hard if you want
to get ahead in life. You do net get anywhere
without working hard.
b. Jim thinks a lot of people get ahead without
working hard. Getting ahead in life does not
always depend on working hard.
=2
Which one do you agree with more? : =1

4, If you had enough money to meet your needs without
working, would you:

Work fuli-time at something you enjoved.......

3
Work part-time at something you enjoyed....... 2
Not Wol'k AE All.vuerevrrrrrrrrsrrrrrrrrrrarane 1

314
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ATTITUDES TOWARD WORK

Perceived benefits to family of working

1/2 added
Disagree (2-4)
Qualified (5~7)
Agree (B-10)

What would be the estent of your agreement ov disagreement with the
following two statements?

1, The more momey a person earns, the more his/her
children will respect him/her. Do you:

Strongly agree. siiiieciiaiatsaraastranananss D
BEYCE . v vvsrssnsssvsarsansarsasrsasrsaansrass O
DiSagYee, OFs.ssssussararssssssarsassssssssars &
Strongly disagiee..sv.isssesssrrssesssssanreas 1

2, The more money a person earns, the better the
family can get along with ome amother, Do you:

StronglY AFLER.sr.rrusrrsrrsrsrssssssvasarsas 3
ABEEC . s sruurranssasarcansrarsassassssesaanans &
DiSagree, OT sssessrerrvarsasssssoasnsssasass &
Strongly disagree..sssrsrsrsrsarisasrarasansa 1

315
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ERIC
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_

WILLINGNESS TO OVERCOME BARRIERS/HASSLES T0O EMPLOYMENT

1/2/3/4/5/6/7 added
Low {0-7)

Moderate {(8~-13)
#igh (14-21)

1.

In order to get a job, I would be willing to
travel at most

8. An hOUT OF MOTE.vssvrerearrasvnanrarasasanasnsvsss
b, Between % an hour and an ROUT s srsssssesssssssssss
¢, A half hour OF 1€SS5.svsvassarasvassvasranrsssssnsnns
d, T would rather not Work..ssssssvarsssssssrssvrrsnss

The pay that I would be willing to take

a. Would have to be higher than my last job...svsss..
b. Could be the same as my last job.ssesssverssnsasns
¢, Could be lower than my last job ..vvvisnnssrvrsnss
d. I would rather not Workisvssssssssssssssessssaansa

I would be willing to work

a, With a boss watching me all the times.svsvvsvsrvas
b. With a boss watching me some of the Cime...vsvvsss
¢, (nly where I was opn my own most of the time.... ..
d. T would rather not Worksssessssasvevasssssssssssss

I would be willing to work

a. Ooly in my ownt line of work.ssssssssssvansvvanssvs
b, In some new line of work that 1s similar to

my usual work {or my WIN job goal).vesvesvsvsnsnns
cs At almost anything. ... ssvesssrsssserssarrsnsrsnas
d., I would rather DOL WOTK..ssssssssssssvssvssnnsvnss

I would be willing to take a job

a, Only that would be steady from now Omtseassssarsaes
b, Which is steady for now but with a chance

that I might get lald off in the distant future...
¢, Even if thevre was a chance I might get

lald off S00M s ssrssrsrssssesssssssssrssssrsrssss
d. I would rather mot work....vavevavnuransnasnsnass

I would be willing to take a job

a, Only if it was eXciting.iv s vossrsnsssnsnsnsnnssnes
b. That meant doing the same thing over and

OVEY ABAIMsasaarsrarrrrasrsrsvanstsasrstanrssssrss
¢, That was sometimes interesting and sometimes not..
d. T would rather not Work.sssesssssrsnsnrsssrsnrnsan

I would be willing to take a job

a, If I have to take training in a good new field...,
b, If I have to take trainming in any field......sss.,
c. If I have to take training in my own field........
d, T would rather mob work.ss.vsessnrssrssnnrnsrenas

288
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INTERFERENCE OF WORK WITH OTHER ROLES

1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/10/11 added
High Interferemce (22-29)
Moderate Interference (30-36)
Low Interference {37-44)

I am going teo read the names of some activities. For each activity, tell
me whether you think working would result (or does result) in your per-
forming that activity better, worse, or no different than if you were not
working.

Better“““““‘““‘“““““““““““‘ &
No Diffe‘:ently...................«....u..u. 3

WOrSE¢¢¢ccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccc 2

1, Taking care of your children
2, Playing with your children
3. Doing jobs around the house
4, Doing the cooking

5, Being a husband or wife

6., Being a friend and neighbor
7. Being a careful shopper

8., Being a club member

9, Being a good citizen
10, Having a social life
11, Getting enough rest

289
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ATTITUDES TOWARD WELFARE PROGRAM

Polerance of welfare abuse

1/2/3/4/5 added
High (5-6)
Moderate (7-8)
Low (9-10)

Would you criticize people whe de the fellowing things?

1.

3.

Earn money and do not report it tg the caseworker.

Use welfare money fgr liquor gr gambling.

Participate in a sit-in ln & welfare cffice
to get higher payments.

Report never having received a welfare
check when 1t had come.

Secretly receive support from the father
of children who lives separately.

318
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ATTITUDES TOWARD WELFARE PROGRAM
Availability of welfare

1/2/3/4/5 added
Low (0-1)
Moderate {(2:--3)
High (4-5)

Do you think that welfare should be available to families in the following
siruations?

1. If there are a lot of children and the parent
cannot support them adequately.

Yes.e.. 1
Nottt” 0
2, If the parent is able~bodied and will only
work if he or she can get the type of work
desired.
Yes.e.e 1
NOU’OO' 0
3. If there is one parent and he or she is
able-bodied and simply does not feel like
working.
Yes.... 1
No’t”’ 0
4, If there is one (female) parent and she
feels that the mother's role is in the home.
Yes.va. 1
NOOOOO' 0
5. If there is one (female) parent and she
dces not try to keep up her home.
Yes”” 1
NOUU’OI 0

319
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ATTITUDES TOWARD WELFARE PROGRAM
Digsatisfaction with welfare

1/2/3/4/5/6 added
Low (0=3)
Moderate (4-8)
High (9-12)

Many people feel there are serious problems with the welfare system. Do
you think so?

If yes: What are the problems?

Mentions Agrees when  Disagrees or
spontaneously suggested doesn't know
1. Cash grants are too low. 2 1 0
2. B8ome say that social workers
aren't fair in applying rules. 2 1 0
3. Some say that some pecople get
money who should not, or some
people get too much money. 2 1 0
4. Some say that some people get
less than they are entitled to. 2 1 0
5. Some say that social workers
pPry into your private affairs. 2 1 0
6. Some people say the flat grant
system is unfair. 2 1 0
292

InterStudy /123 East Granl Street/ Minneapolis, pinnesola 55403

ERIC 340




ATTITUDES OF OTHERS REGARDING WELFARE AND WORK
Influence of family and friends towards welfare

(6+7) X 4 + (BX5) +1+2 + 3
Low (6~12)

Moderate (13-20)

High (21-27)

1. During the last three months, how many times have
you invited friends or relatives over for parties
or just to talk and spend your time together?
Would vou say you've done this:

Two or more rimes 3@ Week. v vvssssssrsssssrsssssnsss
Once @ week, oo estitsssntnnoursnasssassnassnnssns
Two Oor three times a MONth..sssss s ssarrosssanss
Once 8 MONEtH. s cuss s assrossranssossssssnosssosassss
Only once or twice in the last three months.......
S T - 3 - T 0

O =MW

Fow I will read some statements about how people feel about friends.
Please teil me if you agree or disagree with each statement.

Agree Disagree

2. T have as many friends as a person

would want. 2 1
3. Friends, for me, are necessary for ‘

a well-rounded life. 2 1
4, I have a lot of respect for my

friends' opinions. 2 1
5. I have a lot of respect for my

relatives' opinions, 2 1

6. How many of your friends are on welfare now?

-
Mostoo--..---ala-aa--o-oo-ooo-a-ooa-.o--aooooao.ooo
Some........... ----- N N N L R TR A N )

FEWOOOOIOOOIOO00000000OlooIOOIOOOIOIIOOIIOOIOQIOOI

(S N ST

None......a.............-...............-.........

293
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ATTITUDES OF OTHERS REGARDING WELFARE AND WORK

Influence of family and friends tovards welfare
Cont.

low many of your friends are working full-time now
{i.e., over 100 hours a month)?

U
5 3=
COME . s s vt v s s mraar b st b asentraarnnnaattannaentie
=P

None.....¢....¢.¢¢.¢......¢¢...--.¢.¢....¢..¢.....

tlow many of your relatives not living in your home
or apartment are on welfare now?

All’..’.””’..”.”.’.U”’U”””UUU’UUUU””””
MDSt.-»..-.-..».-........................-.....»..
SDmeO”U'U’UU”U”O"’O"UIUU”’--U’U’-QU”QQQUU”
Few"".“UUU“0.0‘0.‘0“‘00“‘00‘0“00‘0‘0.0».."0

None-OQ-a0---aoo-0--aoo---oooa0--0-00----0000--00.
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ATTITUDES OF OTHERS REGARDING WELFARE AND WORK
Paroeived Stigma of Welfare

1/2/3 added
Low (2-4)
Moderate (5~7)
High (8-10)

1. 1In general, how do you think people in the community
feel about people who get AFDC payments. Would you
say they feel:

Very understanding......cvevsuerunnss craaaaas canen
Fairly understanding. . ... coitinrnsssrrnsnsnnnns .
Tndifferentc.......vvuvus, . b a o ees e
Fairly hostile ©r....vv.vvns ShsstE s aEsEs e
Very hostile.. v iisrur s esnsnanrnannssnnnsssnnsns

2. Some people who get AFDC payments say that they feel
embarrassed or uncomfortable when they are with people
who are not on welfare. Others say that they doa't
feel this way at all., How do you feel?

Never.ssivaruss trarataraar et P T
Sometimes.. i snuas P R s rs s st by teraan
Often, OF+ srvnnunnnns senenraa et s .
Always smbarrassed or uncomfortable....sveuvusrns ,e

3. Have your children ever been teased or discriminated
against because your family is/was on welfare?

Yes--; --------- NN RN R N R R A R R R R E S NN R

NO--;;----;----g-;o--o--o-; ------ I NN NN
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SELF CONFIDENCE RELATIVE TO GETTING A JOB
Job interview aixiety

1/2 added
High (2-4)
Moderate (5-6)
Low (7-8)

1. Before being interviewed forxr a job, how nervous would you
say You usually feel:

Ver}h--.----------.------.---.a......--------,----
Fairly..---..--.-..-----.---..----.---.-.----.----

&bit, O o v v 0 0 0 0 s s e s
NHot nexrvous a8t all. . .veevrvarvovavnvirosnssnassnons

2., After being interviewed for a job, how much do you
worry about the results!

ot 8 all,iovusnsussnstaarasasassansasansnosssnna
JUSE @ bBltevsruurrsassarssaassarnsassaassansessrnna
A Fait amOUDIT. s vasae tsiavrsssstssaansassatosansss
A great deal . i viiriissiii s asa
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JOB SATISFACTION

1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/10/11 added
Low (11-25)

Medium (26-40)

High (41-55)

How satisfied are (were) you with this on your job?

Not Satisfied........ou.....................
Slightly Satisfied.iveesossscsosvsssssssrsrsss
Satisfied.sesssresssrorssrssssranssssssssssss
Very Satisfied.ssssssvsssrsssrsssresssssssres
Extremely Satisfied.ssesesvsssvsssvsssssssssss

oo

1. Being able to keep busy all the time.

2. The chance to do different things from time to time.

3. The way your boss handles his people.

4, The way your job provides for steady employment.
5. The chance to do something that makes use of your abilities.
6. Your pay and the amount of work you do.
7. The chances for advancement on the job.
8., The working conditions.
9, The way your co~workers get along with each other.
10. The feeling of accomplishment you get from the job.

11. Making more than you would get just being on welfare.
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SELF CONFIDENCE RELATIVE TO GETTING A JOB

Personal efficacy

1/2/3/4/5 added
Low (5-6)
Moderate (7-8)
High (9-10)

This card has more pairs of statements that people might use to
describe the way things usually go for them. Tell me which one
of each pair best describes how things usually go for you.

1. a. When I make plans, I am almost certain that
I can make them work. as=
0oR b =
b. It is not always a good idea to plan too
far ahead because many things turm out to
be a matter of good or bad luck anyway,

2. a. 1I've usually felt pretty sure my life would
work out the way I gant it to. a=
OR b=
b. There have been times when I haven't been
very sure that my life would work out the
way I want It to.

3. a. When I make plans ahead, I usually get to

carry things out the way I expected, a=s
OR b =
b. Things usually come up to make me change my
plans,

4, a, When people disagree with me, I sometimes
start to wonder whether I am right. a=
OR b=
b. I nearly always feel sure of myself, even
- when people disagree with me,

5. a. I often have trouble making up my mind about
important decisions. . a
OR b
b. I do mot have much trouble making up my mind
about important decisions.

N

InterSiudy F123 East Grant Strect/ Minneapolis, hMinnesola 55403

[

[

|




SELF CONFIDENCE RELATED TO THE WIN PROGRAM

1/2 added

Low (2-4)
Moderate (5-7)
High (8-10)

1. I am going to read some statements that describe how well
different people might think they will do in the WIN program.
Which one of these best describes how you feel about your
own chances?

I am sure I will be able to make it
Chrough the program without any troubleaaaalalllllllll 4

I am sure I will be able to make it,
but I may have a little trouble. seevrvsrorenrrrnnness 3

T think I will be able to make it, but
I Will haVe a lot Of troublellaaallalallllalllaaacaotl 2

I am afraid I might not be able to make itisvsrvrrsies 1

2, How do you think you will do compared to the others who
are in WIN? Which one of these statements best describes
vour feelings? '

I think I will do much better than most

Othe rs in wIN IR I R I R BTN O DN BRN N BN B BN RN DN RN DN B BRI RN B NN R BN RN RN BN ) 5
I think I will do a little better than

mos t. Others L IR SN R RN ST NAT RN R RN RN RN TN TN TN I RN TN TN TN RN AT R T Y I B B B B B N N B Y R I B B B ) 4
I think I will do about the -same as

most OtherS‘ L DRI RN R N RN N T R RNT ST RN R N I RN RN TN T I B I T I I I Y Y I B B R R N B B B B ) 3

I think maybe I will not do as well as
most others““““““““.“‘.““‘““.“““‘.‘l‘l2

I think I will do much worse than most

otherSO‘“‘l““‘“l““a“‘a"l““al“““‘l“‘l“l‘ 1

. 327
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SELF CONFIDENCE RELATIVE TO GETTING A JOB
Overall Self Confidence
WIN I  Personal efficacy items (p.298) + 1

Low (6-8)
Moderate (9-12)
High (13-15)

WIN II Personal efficacy items (p.298) + WIN confidence items (p.299) + 1

1. Assuming that you are unemployed right now, what
do you think would be your chances of getting a
job you really want?

Almost Certain»»»0-000000000000-00000000000000 e 5
Very good»-.»;»»;0-0000000000---000-000-000;»-;000 4
50-5000000000--00000000000000000000-00000;0000»-00 3
Not so good»»»»»0000-000000000000000»»00000000000;2
VEI'}V 1ittle Chance..........»»»»»»»»»»»»»»...»»»»» 1

oo
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SECTION &
" OUTCOME VARIABLES

Tables 117 through 127 pertain to the discussion of
follow-up outcomes presented on pages 68 to 76.

Tables 120 through 123 present changes in the level of
average monthly earnings which pccurred between the three year
period prior to entry into WIN and the follow-up period after
WIN termination. Summing over the observations which fall along
the diagonal (from upper-left to lower-right, as indicated) pro-
vides the total of cases whose earnings did not change, positive-
ly or negatively, sufficiently to move them to a higher or
lower $530 interval. Observations above and to the right of the
diagonal indicate recipients whose positive change of earnings
placed them in a higher $50 interval. The observations below
and to the left of the diagonal indicate clients whose negative

change In earnings placed them in a lower $50 earnings level.
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FEMALES Empl.
Successful 78%
* 63
Unsuccessful 36%
28
Missing 0
B _1’/"
Chi Square L
Level of
Significance
MALES Empl.
Successful  82%
7L
Unsuccessful  48%
32
Missing 0
Chi Square &k
Level of
Significance

TABLE 117

EMPLOYMENT $TATUS AT FOLLOW-UP

WIN I
Unempl. Neot Empl. Total  Empl,
7% 15% 51% 80%
6 12 81 83
14% 50% 49% 20%
11 39 78 19
0 0 0
Hkk
Unempl. Not Eumpl. Total Empl,
12% 7% 57% 14%
10 6 87 61
24% 28% 447 2%
16 19 67 20
0 0 0
s
389
302
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WIN IIX
Unempl. Not Empl, ota
9% 12% 537
9 12 104
13% 67% 47% .
12 62 93
0 0
Unempl. Not Empl. Total
227 5% 3?7
18 4 83
457 23% 43%
28 14 62
0 0

Loaneapahe, W oaneata 53103




TABLE 118 POST-WIN EMPLOYMENT WISTORY

Successful at WIN Termination

Employed at Follow-up cn WIN Job

Employed at Follow=-up, but not on
WIN Job

Not Employed at Follow-up, but
employed on another job since WIN Job

Not Emploved at Follow=-up, and not
employed on another job since WIN Job

Unsuccessful at WIN Termination

Employed at Follow=-up and had more than
one job since WEIN termination

Employed at Follow-up, but only one job
since WIN terminaticn

Not Employed at Follow-up, but employed
since WIN termination

Not Employed at Follow-up and not
employed since WIN termination

WIN I
Females Males
31 35
32 35
9 5
9 11
14 17
14 15
28 24
22 11

331
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WIN II
Females Males
61 49
22 12
3 3
18 17
3 8
16 12
19 23
55 19




TABLE 119 WORK HISTORY PRTOR TO WIN

WIN T WIN II
FEMALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
Job During’ 55% 46% 56% 607 402 42%
Three-year 48 40 83 49 . 33 82
Period Prior
to WIN
Previous Job (4 33% 13% 56% 447 287
But Not in 14 7 21 30 24 54
Three-Year
Period to WIN
No Job Prior 397 6l% 3% 400% 6N% 3
te Wiy 19 30 49 24 36 60
Missing 0 1 1 n
Chi Square * wk
Level of
Significance
MALES Successful Unsuccessful Total Successful Unsuccessful Total
Job During 50% 417 47 59% 41% 9Ny
Three-Year 75 52 127 77 53 130
Period Prior
to WIN
Previous Job 60% 40% 3% 5n% 50% 67
But ¥ot in 3 2 5 4 4 8
Three-Year
Period to WIN
No Jot Prior 457 55% 13% 33% 67% 4%
to WIN 9 11 20 2 & 6
Missing 0 2 0 1
Chi Square - -
Level of
Significance

332
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TABLE 120

Tevel of MemW1y |~

Cruss Unrniugs In
J-¥car Period
Prior to Entry

WIN I TFEMALES
Level of Gross Earnings at Follow-Up

ko
Total}l Job

inte WIN 1=-50 ) 51-100 | 101~150 | 151-200] 201-250 | 251-300 | 301-350 ] 351-400 | 401-450] 451-500] S01-550] 551-600] 601-650| 651-700| 701+

Total 140 60 - - 2 2 2 2 5 4 3 13 14 12 6 & 11
. { 8 nissing)

No .Jub Prier To 68 30 - - 2 1 2 1 - 1 3 5 8 8 3 1 3

WIN ar No Job In
3-Year Period
Prior to WIN

Job in Y~Year
Period Prior To
WiN:

$ 1-50

51-100
101-150
151-200
201250
251-300
301-350
351-400
401-450
451-500
5C1-550

551-600

601-650

651=-700
701+

(2 missing)

72 30
{16 mis=ing)

2 2
2
] 1
7 3
6 2
9 4
14 8
7 3
7 4
6 i
3 -
2 -
3 i
11
0 -




O

TABLE 121

Tovel ol Wmtlity
Groms Larnings In
J=Year Periml

WIN I MALES
Level of Gross Earnings at Follow-Up

frior to Estry No
Into WIN Total] Job

101-150

151-200

201-250 | 251-300

301-352_L§51-&DD

401-450

451-500

501-550

601~650

651-700

Total 122 [17
(30 wissing)

so Job Prigor Te 22 13
WI¥ or No Job In (3 missing)

3=Year Period
Prior to WIN

Job in 3-Year 100 3
Period prior To ¢ 7 migsing)
Win:

$ 1-50 0
51~200 1
101=150
151~200
201-250
251-300
301-350
51=400
401-450
451-500
501-550
551-600
601650
651-700
701+
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE 122

Leve! of Monthly
tirosws Eatnipgs 1n
I-Year Period

WIN IY FFMALES
Level of Gross Earnings at Follow-Up

Prior Yo Entry [T

Into WIN Total} Job | 1=50] 51-100 | 101-150 | 151-200 | 201-250 | 251-300 | 301-350] 351-4007 401-450] 451-500| 501-550( 551-600% 601-65CG| 651-700| 701+

Total 186 92 0 [ 3 k] 5 2 [ 13 10 15 ? ? 9 k| 5
(10 Missing

No Job Prior To 114 63 - 1 - - 2 - - k] 2 5 3 1 7 1 -

WiN vr No Job Tn { O Missing)

I~Yoar Period

Prier to WIN

Job in 3=Year 72 29 - 1 1 2 1 1 1 & 2 ? 3 1 - - 3

Period Prior To
WiN:

$ 1-50

51-100
101-150
151-200
201-250
251-300
301-1350
351-400
£01-430
451-500
503-550

551-600

601650

651-700
701+

{10 Misaing)

0 o
2 2
a2
7 a
8 13
{1 A
9 5
9 1
0 3
22
6 2
31
2 -
0 -
1 -
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TABLF 123

Level of Monthly
Gross Earniongs In
3-Year Period

WIN ITI DMALES
Level of Gross Earnings at Follow-Up

Prior eo Enkry Mo :
Into WIN Total] Job | 1=50 [ $1=-100 | 101-150 | 151=-200} 201-250 | 251=-300] 301-350 | 351-4D0 | 401=-450) 451-500 | 501-550| 551-600 | 601-650] 651~700| 701+
Total 127 55 o 0 2 2 2 0 0 0 7 5 [ 8 5 9 26
(17 Missing)
No Job Prior To 14 9 - - - - - - - - - - - 1 - - 1
WIN or No Job In ( O Missing)
3~Year Perilod
Prior to WIN
113 46 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 3

Job in 3-Year
Period Prior Te
WIN:

$ 1-50
51=100
131~-150
151200
201-250
251-300
301-350
351-400
401-450
451~-500
501-550
551-600
601-65C
651-700

701+

{17 Missing)

12

10

18

37

14
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TABLE 124 EARNINGS OF RECIPIENTS

WIN L WIN II
Average Monthly Average Monthly Average Monthly Average Monthly
Gross Earnings OGross Earnings Gross Earnings Gross Earnings

in 3-Year ar Follow-up in 3-Year at Follow-up
Period Prior to Period Prior to
Entry Into WIN Entry Into WIN
FEMALES
Successful 331.97 584 .66 384.02 480.67
Unsuccessful 344.94 410.24 302.25 333.53
Ratio of Successful
to Unsuccessful .96 1.43 1.27 1.44
Earnings
Mean Level of .704 .806 .013 .00L
Significance
MALES ,
successful 617.89 838.02 666,51 683.62
Unsuccessful 604.34 766.13 633.37 597.58
Ration of Successful
to Unsuctessful 1.02 1.07 1.05 1.14
Earnings
Mean Level of .820 .000 .970 .188
Significance
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TABLE 125 AFDC STATUS AT FOLLOW-UP

WIN I WinN II
Receiving Not Receiving Total Receiving Not Receiving Total
ATDC_at AFDE at AFDC at AFDC at
Fellow-up Follow-up Fol low—up Follow-up
FEMALES
Successful 41% 59% 51% 62% 39% 53%
33 48 81 64 40 104
Unsuccessful 68% 322 49% T 88% 12% 47
53 25 78 az 11 93
Missing 0 0 0 0
Chi Square Level — **%% Kk
of Significance
MALES
Successful 9% 91% 57% 15% 86% 57%
8 79 a7 12 71 a3
Unsuccessful 31% 67% 447 52% 48% 43%
21 46 67 32 0 62
Missing 0 0 0 0
Chi Square Level #%%* *dk
of Significance
310
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TABLE 126 AFDC STATUS AT WIN TERMINATION
WIN 1 WIN II
Receiving liot Receiving Total Receiving Not Receiving Total
AFDC at AFDC_at AFDC_at AFDC at
WIN WIN WIN WIN
Ternination Termination Termination Termination
FRMALES
Successful 73% 27% S1% 81% 19% S3%
59 22 81 84 20 104
Unsuccessful 87% 13% 497 100% 0% AT
68 10 78 93 0 93
dissing 0 0 0 0
Chi Square Level  ** Rk
of Significance
MALES
Successful 36% 04% 57% 52% 48% 7%
31 56 87 57 52 109
Unsuccessful 65% 35% 43% 76% 24% 23%
43 23 b6 25 8 33
Missing 0 1 1 2
Chi Square Level hkk *k
of Significance
311
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TABLE 127 -~ APDC STATUS AT FOLLOW-UP

WIN I WIN II

Receiving Not Receiving Total Receiving  Not Receiving Tolal
AFDC at AFDC at AFDC at AFDC at
Follow-up Follow-up Follow-up Follow-up
FEMALES
Employed 40% 60% 57% 62% 8% 52%
36 55 91 63 39 102
Unemployed 76% 24% 11% 76% 242 11%
13 &4 17 16 5 21
Not Employed 73% 27% 327, 91% 9% 38%
a7 14 51 67 7 74
Missing 0 ¢ 0 0
Chi Square Level  *%% kkk
of Significance
MALES )
Employed 3% 97% 67% 10% 90% 56%
3 100 103 8 73 81
Unemployed 4o% 54% 17% 547% 46% 32%
12 14 26 25 21 46
Not Employed 56% 44% 16% 61% 397 12%
14 11 25 11 7 18
. Missing 0 0 0 0
Chi Square Level — #%% kkk
of Significance
34V
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PART F

RESULTS OF THE REGRESSINN AMALYSIS

The first phase of our analvsis has been bi-variate in
nature. That is, we have presented a sequence 0f two~way tables
displaying an outcome variable (emploved status at WIN termina-
tion or a follow=-up) and its relationship to other variables
which we hypothesized should, positively or negativelv, impact om
employment outcomes. Using appropriate statistical technidues,
we have determined whether the independent variable under studv
was related to either of the outcome variables and, if related,
the direction of association.

While this tvpe of analvsis is very useful, it has limita-
tions. It is a starting point for examining the explanatorv vari-
ables set forth in the conceptual framework by providing a
description of gur sample in an assessment of the importance of

each variable. This tvpe of analvsis is limited, however, in

that it does not permit us to control for other factors impacting
on the outcome variable. =

In order to examine a2 number of variables simultaneously,
suggested bv a priori reasoning and the bi-variate analysis as
being relevant to the employment outcomes of WIN recipients, we
performed multiple regression analysis. This technique enahles
one to measure the relative significance and size of the impact
of each variable while controlling for the influence of other
variables affecting the outcome variable. In this phase of the
analysis, we attempted to select & set of variables which best
predicted employment outcomes for WIN clients.

The following presentation discusses each of the variables
which were entered into our regression analysis as independent
sariables to explain either success/failure at WIN termination

or emploved/not employed status at follow-up.
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SOCIO-ECONDMIC CHARACTERISTICS

Race

Race did not appear as a significant explanatorv variable
for either employment status at termination or at follow-up.
Based upon our previous finding in the bi-variate analvsis, this
result was not surprising. In general, Ramsev County has only a
small percentage of non-whites and this fact is refleected in our

samples.
Education

Having a high school education did not increase the
probability of WIﬁ clients being employed at WIN termination
or follow~up for any group. Although the coefficient on the
education variable was always positive, it was not statis=~
tically significant for any sample group. The lack of a
significant impact of education on employment outcomes is
explainable., &ince one of the primary purposes of WIN is to
provide basic education and/or vocational training to clients
previously deficient in these areas, education prior to WIN

may no longer be a reliable predictor.

Family Size

Family size (defined as the numher of persons covered by
the AFDC grant) did not have a significant impact on the probabil-
ity of employment outcomes for WIN clients. Since the theoretical
expectations of this variable were ambiguous to begin with, this
result is not surprising. On one hand, we would eXpect that the
larger the number of children in a family the greater the minimum
expected amount of homework reduired and, therefore, family size
would pe expected to have a negative effect on market work. On

3472
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the other hand, while AFDC programs pay more as the family size
increases, the grant structures are such that the per capita
grant declines, meaning that unmet need rises as family size
increases. Because family size appears to be positively asso-
ciated with unmet need, ye expect family need, in this context,
to be positively associated with emplovment outcomes. The net
result of these two influences is not predictable from theory
and our empirical findings suggest that neither is predominmantly

strong.

Marital Status

Being married with the spouse living in the household
was positively related to employment putcomes for three of our
sample groups: WIN I and WIN II females and WIN I males at
WIN termination. For each of these groups, clients who were
married and whose spouses were in the AFDC household were
more likely to be employved at WIN termination than those who
Wwa2re not married and/or were married and were not living with
their spouses. Under the AFDC regulations, females are not
permitted to be the grantee in intact families unless the

father 1s incapacitated and unable to work or unable to earn

his potential salary. Under these circumstances, the financial
circumstances of incapacitated cases may be such that the
female must seek empleoyment to supplement the AFDC allowances.
For the male-headed AFDC-UF (unemployed father) cases, the
presence pf a mother in the household relieves the father

of the responsibilities of non-market activities, such as child

care.

343
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Ages of Children

As discussed in the chapter on personal and fawily char-
acteristics, preschool children were initially thought to pose
the greaiest child care problems for the employment of AFDC
females. Later research, however, suggested that children three -
years of age or younger were the main deterent to female AFDC
employment since the majority of day care facilities will not
accept children In this age bracket. Because WIN II recip-
ients were interviewed twice in this study, we were able to
obtain information on children three years of age or younger,
whereas, for WIN I recipients we obtained information only on
children younger than Six years of age. The results of our
regression support the latest findings that mothers with very
young children (three years of age or younger) are less likely
to be employed than mothers with older children. The presence
of a child three years of age or younger was significantly
and negatively related to employment status at both WIN
termination and follow-up for WIN II females, whereas the

variable representing preschool children was not significaﬁt
for WIN I females for either employment outcome.

HealEh and the Respondent

In all groups clients who reported having a health problem
were less likelv to be emploved at either WIN termination or
follow-up than those who did not indicate @ health problem. Gen-

erally, however, this variable was not significant statistically.

Prior Work History

When the variable representing prior work history entered
the equations, the direction of the impact was alwavs positive,

as expected. That 1is, clients who had worked pPrior to entering

344
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the WIN Pregram were more likely to be employed at termination

and at follow-up than those who had not worked prior to WIN entry.
While the direction of impact was as expected, the coefficient

Onl this variable was notr significant. While the mere presence of
a previous job is important, knowledge of the quality and dura-
tion of previous work history should improve the explanatory
power of this variable. Since this information was not available,
the fact that the presence of prior work variable entered the

equation with a positive coefficient is significant in itself.
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WIN PROGRAM COMPONENTS

Adult Basic FEducation

In seven out of the eight regressions the basic education
component of the WIN Program entered the equations with a nega-
tive sign, although this variable was not significant in any
regression. This finding reinforces the result cbtained in the
bi-variate analysis on adult basic education. Again, it is
necessary to consider the process that mav be going on to place
these findings in proper prospective. Clients entering adult
basic education may be the least well equipped of the WIN clients
educationally, and their inability to do well in . emplovment mav
reflect this educational lack more than the fact of their parti-
cipation in adult education. Our findings seem to imdicate the
inability of even this additional education to make a particular-
ly unqualified group competitive in the job market. This
interpretation appears more likely tham attributing any negative

influence to adult education itself omn employment.

Vocational Training

Vocational trainimg positively influences employment out~
comes For WIN II clients, although the size and significance of
the impact of vocational education is greatér for employment
status at follow-up than at WIN terminiation. This finding
supports our previous amalysis which indicated that vocational
education increased the probability of employment in the future
but possibly not in the short rum. For the WIN I group, voca-
tional education did not impact significantly on emplovment

status at either WIN termination or f llow-up. In fact, for the
male WIN T clients the 8ign on the vocational educatiomal variable

was negative.
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Job Goal

Because the job goal is specific to the WIN Program itself
and not to employment in general, this variable entered the re-
gressions explaining employment at WIN termination only. For
the WIN I clients, the presence of a job goal was associated with
increased probability of being successfully terminated from WIN,
although the coefficient was not statistically significant for
WIN I females. Because the job goal variable was specified as a
dichotomous (0~1) variable and approximately 95% of the WIN II
respondents reported having a jﬁb goal, we did not expect this
variable to differentiate between WIN termination status for

this group.
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ATTITUDINAL VARIABLES

Traditionally, we expect men and women to differ in their
attitudes towards market and non-market activities. Primarily,
the role of the male has centered on market work, whereas, that
of the female has centered on work in the home. Therefore, in
the following discussion of the attitudinal variables the rela-
tive impact of these variables was expected to differ between

WIN males and females.

Aggregate Job Satisfaction

The results of the regression analysis concerning aggregate
job satisfaction are similar to those found in the first phase of
our analysis. For WIN I males and females, the higher the score
on the Job satisfaction, the higher the probability of emplovment
at termination from WIN, Although the Job satisfaction variable
also entered the employment at follow-up equation for the WIN
clients with a positive coefficient, the impact was not generally

statistically significant.

Work Ethic

More than 90% of the total WIN I and WIN II samples scored
moderate to high on the work ethic scale. In general, males who

scored low on the work erhic scale were more likely to be employ-

ed at WIN termination and follow-up. The regressions supported
thig previously found relationship between work ethic and male
employment, i.e., the work ethic variable entered the equation
with a negative sign. In the regression explaining female em-
ployment status, the coefficient of rhe work ethic scale variable
was positively related to employment. While these results are
mixed and in some instances contrary to our expectations, we must
also note that the scale designed to measure work ethic is not
3438
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statistically reliable. Given the inconsistency of the work
ethic scale, the reader should not attach 2 gBreat deal of signi-

ficance to the findings concerning work ethic.

Willingness to Overcome Barriers/Hassles to Emplovment

The scale developed to measure willingness of clients to
overcome hassles and barriers to employment was assigned 2 posi-
tive coefficient in seven of the eight equations. While the co-
efficient of this variable was not always significant in a |
statistical sease, the scale itself was generally reliable and
indicates a tendency for People with higher scores on this scale

to be emploved either at WIN termination or follow-up.

Dissatisfaction With The Welfare Program

The scale designed to measure clients' attitude toward
the welfare pProgram in general was not a reliable predictor of
employment outcomes. The results were inconsistent both in
the initial bi-variate analysis and multi-variate analysis.
Neither the direction or significance of this variable was
consistent for the sample groups. Dissatisfaction with AFDC
status and the AFDC program is difficult to explain. Speci-
fically, theory does not suggest that those capable of self-
sufficiency or those relatively dependent on welfare should
be more or less satisfied with the AFDC program. Our data
confirm this ambiguous attitudinal position and, hence, negate

the value of this attitude as a predictor of employment success.

Perceived Stipgma of Welfare

A composite index measuring the pPerceived stigma of
being on welfare was developed by including questions pertaining
to embarrassment of the clients in the presence of friends or
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relatives who are not no welfare, community hostility towards
welfare recipients, and discrimination towards clients' children
because of their family receiving welfare. This scale developed
to measure perceived stigma of being on welfare was not statisti-
cally reliable. Therefore, results based on this scale are
suspect. Although we expected that the higher the perceived
stigma of being on welfare, the higher the probability of success-
ful employment, generallY this variable was negatively correlated
with employment. Again, welfare clients who do not have the
capability of self-sufficiency via employment and, therefore,

view welfare as a way of life, may generally have a higher per-
ceived stigma of welfare Ehan clients who view welfare as only a
short-term arrangement necessary because of a major but eventually

solvable problem which has occurred.

Influence of Family and Friends Toward Welfare

The scale developed to measure the strength and direction
of influence by family and friends towards working and welfare
had the expected impact on employment. The higher the influence
towards welfare and, therefore, the weaker the influence towards
work, the less likely clients were to have favorable employment
outcomes. While this variable was generélly not statistically
significant, it was significant in the case of termination

status for WIN I females.

Personal Efficacy

Personal efficacy was positively and significantly associ-
ated with emPlovient for several groups: -WIN I males at termina-
tion and WIN 1 females at follow-up. It was also positively
associated but not statistically significant for WIN I males at
follow-up, WIN II males at termination, and WIN 1I males and
females at follow-up.
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WIN TERMINATION STATUS

Employment status at WIN termination proved to be the
best predictor, in terms of significance and magnitude of
impact, of employment status at follow-up. The probability of
being employed at follow-up was substantially greater for
clients who were successfully terminated from the WIN Program
than those who terminated WIN unsuccessfully. This result
could occur for one of two reasons. On the one hand, it could
be that a particular type of client, who has positive work
attitudes and a greater potential to succeed i the labor
market, will do well in WIN. On the other hand, it may be
that those c¢lients who do well in WIN acquire an additional
boost in skills, confidence, job history, ete., which enables
them to continue to achieve above average results, even after
termination from WIN, and even though their own circumstances
may change over time.

We think it is highly significant that the WIN sueccess=-
ful clients have positive carryovers from their experience in
WIN. Since the majority of WIN II ¢lients indicated they had
either volunteered to participate in the WIN Program or would
have volunteered if WIN pariticpation had not been mandatory,
and, theoretically, all WIN I clients volunteered for the
program, most WIN participants view the WIN Program as a pro-
vider of services which the individual needs. Regardless of
the nature of these services, whether they are objective, such
as providing educational and vocational tralning, or subjective,
such as increasing self-confidence or reinforcing other posi-
tive attitudes towards work, WIN appears to provide incentives
and gservices to clients to enable them to Perform well in re-

gard to employment over a period of time.
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TABLE 128

REGRESSION EQUATIONS
Dependent Variable: Employment Rate at WIN Termination

Regression Coefficients

) WIN I WIN II
Variables
J Females Males Females Males
Race -, 071 087 -.077 -.175
(.547) (.610) (.541) (.266)
Education 127 .059 »152 .,101
(.345) (.641) (.161) (.448)
Family Size .037 -.006 -.017 .006
(.282) (.839) (.609) (.860)
Married, Spause Present .218 »260 »308 »135
(.033) (.162) (.165) (.530)
Age of Children -.044 -.248
(.507) (.018)
Health of Respondent -.074 -.222 -.116 .065
(.503) (.091) (.290) (.621)
Prior Work .101 .113 .207
(.509) (.235) (.302)
WIN Job Goal 047 . 288
(.732) (.036)
WIN Adult Basic Education -~,055 .023 -.113 -, 104
(.463) (.750) (.255) (.444)
WIN Vocatidnal Training . 049 -.088 L0099 .148
(.443) (.351) (.308) (.241)
Job Satisfaction . 007 . 003 -. 0007
(.099) (.645) (.831)
Work Ethic .035 .0586 -.0863
(.537) (.302) (.337)
Willingness to Overcome .015 .026 .026 .025
Barriers to Employment (.333) (.145) (.190) (.451)
Pissatisfaction with -,015 .011 .027 -.052
Welfare (.507) (.728) (.192) (.100)
Perceived Stigma of -.041 .003 -,013
Welfare (.172) (.901) (.683)
Influence of Family and -.025 -. 004 .008 -, 007
Friends Toward Welfare (.033) (.755) (,474) (.637)
Personal Efficacy -.005 . 094 . 008
(.917) (.026) (.830)
Constant .219 -, 609 .005 1.15
(.703) (.420) (.992) (.139)
R=Squared .268 . 248 .138 .148
F-Statistic 2.06 1.30 1.15 .729
DOF 16 & 90 17 & 67 15 & 108 16 & 67
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TABLE 129 REGRESSION EQUATIONS
Dependent Variable: Employment Rate at Follow-up
i Regression Coefficients
]
Variables : WIN I WIiN 171
Females Males Females Males
Race ~.034 .165 ~.037 .080
(.743)  (.273) (.716)  (.549)
Education .089 .054 . 046 .132
(.461) (.635) (.593) (.245)
Family Size ~-. 007 -.008 .025
(.821) (.761)  (.360)
Muarried, Spouse Present .102 ~.022
. (.467) (.866)
- Age of Children -.063 -~.216
(.296) (.056)
Health of Respondent ~-.023 -.159 -.129 -.060
(.810) (.175) (.155) (.624)
Prior Work .201 . 084 .115
(.139) (.292)  (.514)
WIN Adult Basic Education ~-.106 ~.042 -.406 -.139
(.123) (.514) (.571) (.252)
WIN Vocatidénal Training -.019 177 175
(.814) (.023) (.118)
Job Satisfaction 007 .005 002 -.002
(.046) (.305) (.510) (.398)
Work Erhic .058 -.040
(.270) (.505)
Willingness to Overcome .017 .004 .014
Barriers to Employment (.229) (.-797) (.509)
Dissatisfaction with -.012 -.056 .034 . 027
Welfare (.554) (.045) (.044) (.347)
Perceived Stigma of -.035 -.033 ~.009 .047
Welfare (.137)  (.220) (.656) (.081)
Influence of Family and -.003 -.010 ~.005 -.018
Friends Toward Welfare (.764)  (.425) (.556)  (.167)
Personal Efficacy 060 .025 .022 .049
(.056) (.501) (.365) (.158)
WIN Termination Status .238 .197 .517 » 365
(.013) (.073) (.000) (.001)
Constant ~.541 .364 ~,248 ~.347
(.314) (.502) (.476) (.616)
R-Squared 372 .335 .453 .335
F-Statistic 3.596  2.14 5.54 2.11
DOF 15 & 91 16 & 68 16 & 107 16 & 67
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