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" .tiveness.of the respect1ve programs in foster1ng emp]Oyab111ty 1n the1r
»

Abstract-

-~
4

Three pfﬁot Emp]oyment A§§istance,P]ann1ng Programs, now ca]led PFPA'E o

after the Public Assistance‘Product1v1t¥ Act, were implemented in the
Spring and Summer of 1982 at Brooksville-Sumterville- Tavares (HRS,Dnstrict"

III), Nap les (D1str1ct VIII) .and Miam1 (Distr1ct XI)%. The Department of
- ’ ”
Health and Rehabilitative SerV1ces, D1vision of . Economic Serv1ces :

requested that research be conHucted under the aegis of the State T~

-

Un1versity System STAR program to first,, develop an assessment instrument ' ';

that can help d1fferent1ate 1nd1y1dua]s who are potentially employable from

4

those who* are probab]y unemployable, and second]y,_to evaluate the effec-.

c11ents. Data were gathered from two cohort groups; the first (n = 95)
mere sgojectg on whom data were o ered in November of 1982 and the

'seci‘ were, those (n = 12]) indyof 1983. Emp]oymentv'statds was

gathered at 60 days after registration foreboth'groups,'but data regarding
emp toyment at 180 days was gath;red on1y for the firgt group. The optimal
criterion measure for identification of employability var?ab]es‘was found

to be emoloyment status 180 days after registratiod,i ‘Four orédictor a
;variab]ee were identified which were significantTy (R = .43,-o $‘1§093)'
related to emoﬂoyment status.180 days after regiétration from.factor analy- |

+

éausa] mode11ng, and d1scr1m1natefana1ys1s procedures “These four

" variables were ab]e to diffdrentiate between those who were employed full-

or part-time (i.e. 'probab1y empToyab]e) from those who were unemp loyed ,

(i.e. probably unemp loyable) w1th 72 .8% correct cfass1f1cat1ons The Tau 4_

L
coefficient of reliability of.class1f1cat1on was .456. -The conclusion was R
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~ that,; because the stability of the prediction- equation has yet to be
~est"'abHsh_ed across different poﬁu]ations, an ihsErument based on the

t L4
.

fd?variab1e predictor mode]’Shou]d be explored further; but'on1y as ‘a - .

supp lement to existing“scréeﬁﬁng?brocedures. A prototype instrument, the

AY

AFDC EMpﬂoy5§ﬁ1ity Prediction Form, is presented- An evaluation standard

" Was deue%oped for the PAPA prog?ams. J&hé Nap]es'program has nBar]y all
- . .

a : . ) . N .
program components functioning at”adequate levels of performance while the
: , . g :

S Brooksvi 11e-Tavares-Sumterville and Miami programs both require “improve-.

ments in several components.
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;Rehabilitative Services, D1vision of’

'pilot Emponmeht Ass1stance Pﬂann?hg

-~

Introductiqq . ;4
In tha,Spr1ng and FaII of 1982, the Department of Hea]th and \

ervices, 1n1t1ated three -

)

(EAPP s), now called’ PAPA' S

after the PubTit Assistance Producti?jxy Act at M1am1 (D1str1ct XI),_A

Nap]es.(D1str1ct VIII), and Brooksillle,\Tavare&, and Sumterville _ 'g;;]~"
oo 2 (- .
(D1str1ct III) While éach PAPA,program has 1ts OWA un1que ph1losophy and
b Qn‘\

ch?racterist1cs regarding the delivery of serv1ces they all seek to

appra1se client needs, recommend or de11ver services to help them meet

their needs and to fo]]ow -up c11ents to determine whether they have
secured employment or require further ass1stance The PAPA's are'des1gned.
to assist single parent fam1]1es who have received, or have appl1ed tol
receive, Aid to Fam1l1es With Dependent Ch1]dren (AFDC) grahts _In March
of 1983, the FIor1da Leg1s]ature appropr1ated funds to create 15°new PAPA
pos1t1ons in FIor1da. Thys, the concept of prov1d1ng employment assistance
to AFDC rec1p1ents appears "to be supported, at least in the present. |
A request for Proposal (RFP) was issued by the bepartment of Health
and Rehabi]itative-Services, Economics Division in the Fall of 1982, under
the aegis of the State University System STAR program, calling for (1) the
development of an assessment instrument that can help caseworker$ to dif-
ferent1ate 1nd1v1duals who are potent1a11y emponabIe from those who are
probably unemp]oyguf? and (2) an evaluation of the effectiveness of the
respective pilot PAPA's in assisting jndividuals to sécure'employment. The

foIIOW1ng document then Qerves as both a formal research report and,an

. P
evaluat fon report " L. - : &
" / ..) )
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OQJect1ves

“The spec1f1c obJect1veS'f¢fthe proposal. were as fo]hows

’

] Develop a data co)lection instrument, based on variables iden--
tified through research, that d1fferent1ates between individuals
who- are potentially emp]oyab]e from those who may-be described as
probab]y unemployable. g

*

° _3Dakerm1ne the re11ab1t1ty with which pred1ct1ons of employabi-
lity can-be made; _ ; 8

. Deve]op a users manual for the'emp]oyabi]ity 1nstrument; and

e .Eva]uate the effect1veness of the PAPA's vin helping 1nd1v1dua1s to
' secure emp]oyment *

In the context of* negotiat1on between the contractor and HRS after the
award of the contract qne add1t1ona1 oinFt1ve was requbsted

o Conduct a pre11m1nary 1nvest1gat1qé regard1ng the deter-
m1nat1on of costs and benefits of"*

i

The F1nal Report addresses these obJectiues and is based on da®a t

gathered from two separate client cohorts.. Thleirst was a sample of 98

subJects on whom data were gathered in November of 1982 in which their

emp]oxw'nt status was ascertaLged at 60 days and 180 days after registra-
- P

tion in the respective PAPA's.. Data wese a];o gathered on a second cohort

[ 4

- of 121 subjects in June 1983. Howiier with th1s second cohort their

- i *
employment status was secured for ohly 60 days follow1ng-reg1strat1on.
Before each of the obJect1ves are addressedr a review of re]evant
background literature 1s presented perta1n1ng to the nature of the we 1fare

client as well as to psychometr1c issues which bear directly on the deve-
n . . N

-1opment/of an employabi Lity ﬁnstrument, herein called the AFDC

Employability Prediction Form.

e

he PAPA's to the State of Florida.
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S - _ - Background
. ) i . )
-The nature of the welfare client | L W e h

’ As.pne embarks on a.study of endjoyability characteristics of_Wejfare

y .‘recipients A‘basiq questipn ts a%ked:’ what are the fundamental determ}nants
'that either'compel or constrain unemp1eyed sﬁng{e'parents frrom sequring_-xs ’
.employment? This question can perhans.be viewedifro; two perspettixes that

rem1niscent of the nature nurtune controversy (Sanger, 1979) gaf view wﬂfﬂ
|} % :L ‘
" is that the status-of the welfare poor is”an outcome of | 11m1tat1ons mn per- L

3 ‘ RN J

L4
-r

sonal human resources (1 €., ab111t1es and persona11ty proc11v1t1es) The |

'opposwng view is that the ab111ty to secure employment js the fungt1on'of

i? instttutiona]*or3environmenta31y indiced-factors such as the,avai]abalty of r f
" jobs or* the difficulties associated with securing desirable chald care er =f5 : kgg -
‘.dependable transportat1on ' Nevertheless regard]ess of f'ttbﬁs that either - ‘n;T .

enhance or restra1n s1ngT§ parents from working, the we] are’ of their: f--v-Lf : hq. Y
ch11dren has h*g60r1ca11y been a major soc1a1 concern. _,‘“' . \;‘ ' \‘ ‘
| A1d for Degendent Children, or AFDC, was or1g1na11y part of the Social | ’
A% .Securlty Att of‘1Q35 (Sanger 1979) - The or1g1na1 1eg1s1at1on prov1ded .

ass1stance to mothers, not because they were unemp loyable, but because
there was.a scarcity of werk during the Great Depression.' And secondly,
there was a preVa%1ing cu]tura} attitude that mothers should not“be fgrgeé_
to'work._'This rationale supporting welfare for mothers perpetuated into
the 1960's fLevitan et al., 1972). Since WWII, AFDC payments have grown,
o dgugling each]gecade between 1947 and 1967. By_1979, ten million adults

were recipients of AFDC grants, providing for 72 million children or one

in every eleven childeen (Levitan, 1980). T ‘ | ' . ,;
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In its inception, the receiving of public welfare was vieweqﬂas a tem-

porary condition or as a-last resort:to be drawn upan-when all other alter-

natives had failed, puriﬁg the 1ong growth period in the American economy

Y

from the beg}nning of wor]d.war I through the mid~60's and the days of the ~

Gréat‘Sociéty; there was little opposition to the concept of providing .,

we Ifare if'genuine_neeq could be demonstrated. 'However,,more-recently,

-thh'thé,gradua]‘dec]ine 1q“the economic growth rate andtthe challenge to

the eventual realization. of the "Americam Dream", concern and criticism, *

have been levied aga1n§f“thé§wé1faﬁé~ppo¥'whomare'vieweg by many as
: : re : ed v,

M"getting a free ride" or as simply not Qénting to work (Levitan et al.,

1972, and Levitan, 1980). Tﬁus, 4tireotyp of Pschehing" welfare clients

"beating thé system" or'ownjng°p1ush automobiles courtesy of the taxpayer
. ' . —
abound. In fact, the first author recalls that a country and western hit

"Welfare Cadillac" was sited as a poignant social comment By~President

f

Richard Nixon one time during his term in office. The assumption, of
oy 3 x ' .
course, underly,ing 3uch cynicism is that there is not only a job for

everyone who seeks work_bgt that it 1is advantageous tq‘both wejfane reci-

: - i : ~o .
" pients and to society that all single parents be fully émpﬂoygd and self-

sustaining. a ‘ '& - f
Criti@%;of the welfare system often believe that those who must sub-

sist on'we1fare'are different with respect to the values and motives of the

4

work ing population.  Levitan {1980) found that one third of adul} we 1fare

recipients -are looking for,gprk. Furthef, he reported thaf most welfare

recipients-have héd some past work experience within the preceeding two
v . 4 h e 49
%

years. Goodwin (1972) found that poor people are as equally Cbmmitted to

the work -ethic as members.of'fhe|working class and that they 1déntify their

» \

- .
: L J . . - - L. . ‘ . ] . -‘(M.,. -
. : : 1-1 Y I
. ) . i N R . . RS . R
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self-esteem with work just as ;ﬁ:ongly In add1t1on Chess1nger (1980)

<.

v conf1rned these results in her comparison of we]fare mothers and mlddle

class work1ng mothers . shé found no~d1fferences between the?two “gréups
regarding Tife 90@1s‘and'desire to work Chess1nger (1980) did however ) Ty
find that 1ong -term welfare mothers 1acked¢conf1dence in their ability to - Y .

4

fan and keep JObS.
e The net Effect of lack of self confidence and environmental
coneraintEféey well Jead a welfare recibieng_to a stafe of ”1eafnedy'.
helpjessness", a phenomenon described hi/Se]igman (1975). Thi§/phenemenon -
was deeived ferm social ]earnihg theories (See Bandura,'l977 for eiamp]e)
and suggeste that indiv%dua]% can come to perceive rthfough ;epeated_
_ fa11ure that they are powerless to con?ro] events around them. ﬁmcordjng
’ to Se11gman (1975) individuals can learn that just as some eonsequences-ef.v
behavior are contro]]ab]e others are uncontrol]ab]e If. failures-are sef-' o “,:
f1c1ent1y frequent, recent, and 1ntens1ve and the failyres generéqgae to

across a variety of life's pursuits, a life style’ of pass1v1ty beg1ns to _

set in. Thus, it is not difficult to understand how a single parent, who . ,'g
K * , Q;
has had repeated failures in schoo] in sustaining heterosexua] q‘ﬂa- : o

t1onsh1ps, in job tra12}pg, in secur1ng child care or 1n f1nd1ng transpor-
tation can become virtually helpless and turn 1nward to the refuge of

ra1s1ng,a child and aceommodat1ng her aspirations to the meager resources

.

provided by public assistance. A . | ‘
- - B SN . . T

One of the ways to encourage welfare recipients to seek work and to o

reverse the cycle of "learned helplessness", the Federal government created
the "Thirty and. a. third" rule. 'This rule. allows welfare recipientsito -

discount a'bgrtion of their wages4jn calculating the welfare benefits ‘for Y
- . " . - i _ . e




\

) ". which one might be é]igibie Such. a“rule permits and encourages many‘

. liv with the loss of such/benefits as Medicaid- and Food Stanp% By

couraging single parents to participate in the economy at 1east part—

- r~

‘_‘ . time their job skiiis work habits, and seiﬁ-esteem are maintained even’

though they may not be entirely seif-sufficient | S ' i

¢ -~
N
p

) The reiationship bétween work and welfare is very complex. According
to~ Dgrbin (1969) and Chessinger (1980) we Ifare recipients_;e?d to make —
decisions that will maximize limited resources. Levitan, Rein, and Mar hk-
(1972), implore society to recognize—the interdependence of work and <w“& .
welfare They suggest that a program be formu lated which encourages

weifare recipients to work even though they will not be completely seTQ

) _
) and CheSSinger 1990 ) contlude that full, econo—

\ sqffic1enta Levitan
£ .
. mic independence may n e.a reaiistic goal gon some weifare mothers anq
»! pun. - .
¢ propose that just being part of the labor force, even on a part-time bas1s,

. ' § N
d will reSult in a net cost-benefitrto the family and to society. .2

. There’have'been several noteable government supported projectsﬂin ¥he \
70's designeo to help welfare recipients enhance.thejr'empioyability. ’
Among these wefe the Work In;entive Program (WIN) and Comprehensive
Employment Training Act (CETA). However, such etiorts have been subjected - LN
to'severe public critigism and as a consequence their funding has- bgeh .
reoUced considerab]y in light of'recent shifts in national priorities "Of
these programs, only the w%? program attempfed to assist Singie parent
families by prOViding government subsidized chiid care and transportation.

The Job Club Program in- Southern Fiorida (AZrin et a] 1980) is foynded
- "‘ .

on the belief that most clients are empioxapie and that transportation and

}




\

’

child care are major deterants to empl6yment. The PAPA programs, three of

»

Wthh are herein evaluated, appear to be glimmering\vestiges of hope that
]

51nqle parents can be helped to- Qecome more emp loyable and hence more self-

14 H

sufficient. * Therefore, the hypothesis undergirding the present investiga-
tion is that adequate and competent assiétance brovided tor~AFDC clients,
with certain characteristics, can make "a signiPicant, difference. in their
propenSity to seek and maintain employment, at least on a part- -time ba51s

“4. , . '. ‘ \\

Psychometic issues in instrumgntation.

4

The original thrust of the RFP, to which. this contractor responded,

was the development of a measure that coyld dﬁscriminate between those who

.
AN

are potentially emplqyable from those who are probably unemployable

'Osten51bly, such an instrument, 1f suff1c1ently valid and reliable, could

4
be useful for screening applicants for access to employment assistance

'programs (PAPA's) which are extremely l1m1ted resources. Ho.ever,

fulfillment of. the need for valid and reliable screening instruments has

seldom been attained in the fields of education medic/ne and the military.

by

The term’ Biographical Inventory Blank (BIB) is used in education to

. refer to 1nstruments that use non-cognitive determinants to predict academic

success, while the term Biodata is often used inathe military to refer to
)
background data that might indicate suchss in the miditary or in the pri—'
\ _ / :
vate s&ctor The research on binata as prgdictors of job or educational
success can“be described as generally spor tic and inconsistent For

examp le, Fishman and Pasanella (1960), in a review ‘of college selection

| studies, found r s ranging from .01 to .63 with.a median r of .13 between

‘biodata and grade poigt average. Willingham (1965) found an v of .25

T

\-
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between weighted biographical items and voluntary withdrawa] from college
In the military, by combining biodata with cognitive aptitude measures,
1)

~ '_' highly sigrificant r's in the .50 range are obtained predicting academic ¢

perfgrmance but the relative contributions of biodata to ‘the predictions >

£

" ‘are not reported (Mi]]er 1969) Stricker (1980) p01nts out‘after a

.
~F -

comprehensive rehiew of the Tliterature on non—cognitive ‘determinants of‘job."
performance, “non-cognitive determinants tend to be unstab]e operating in ' ';’
\ ohe study but. not in another, pnd their effectiveness wﬁgn they appear is - o~

weak" (pg 335). SN
(’Some of the inherant difficulties (Peterson 1981; Sechrest and | Y
/!
Phillips, 19f9 Webb et al. 1981)‘in the use of background information to -

/- predict job or educational. success inc Jude the.fo]iowing: (1) that indivi- -
“dual-items may discriminate againit-race or ethnic background (Baird, *

1976): (2) prediction eq§§tions operate differentiaﬂly for—ethnic or racial . .
groupsg (3) that background items may predict $ome aspects of job perfor - ‘

- mance'and not other;; (4) that the-.relationship between predictors and cri-

a
4

terion measures may not be con51stent over time eppeczally if either the
training program or job performance criteria ehanqxvdthe analogy to the
PAPA's is apparent); (5) records are not always kept/accurately or
consistently; (6) the relationships between predictor variables-criterion
variables is not 11near thus confounding the usg§of linear regression
statistics; (7) the eX1stance of the "base-rate prob]em" in that if one is
\\ predictinddto a binary variable (e.g., employed VS. unemp]oyed)-in which
thgr%rNAQ\a disproportionate split (for examp le 10-90), correct cia351fica-4
tion§ would be made most of the time even with erroneous information; and

(8) lack of independence of predictor variables relative to one another




.‘9

such that sonfe variab]es may be given spurious1y high weights as pred1ctors ' -
. wh . :
of a criterion meadure. - - ' | ~ L
./ |-

Even though tﬁe deve]opment of an emp]oyabi]ity assessment 1nstrument

is undertaken with caution and exper1menta1 reserve, the continued refine- ’ ¢
ment of 1nstruments over a period of time to enhance va]idﬁty‘and reliabi-
lity cou]d‘ultimately provide a valuable contribition to the effective
delivery of“human‘serv1ces.k.As suggested by Sechrest and Phi]]ips (1979)

-
apparent lack “of conceptualization of var1ab]es by researchers and eva-

one of the: major difficulties in the use of b1odata h1stor1ca1]y is the1r " . (
™

4

ui]uators. To overcome thjs'triticism, the‘methodo]ogy ‘employed in the pre- /

seneistudy is not one of simply acquiring information on a host of .
bAckground variables in hopes that one ‘or several of thefl possess some Rre-
‘dictive relatjonship to emp]oyabitity. The present study attempted to
first formutate a-priori model . from whtch to identify and derive,tariab]es.
fhrough the continued refinement of the model, the re1ationshipsramong
variables* become morg clearly portrayed. Finally, a set of valid and ™
reliable predictor yariab]es emerge from the process from whith'ﬁo.deyelop
screening or se]ectgon instruments . )”

The Programs . # 2

.~

* According to Stake (1967) many of.thq,purposes for program evaluation .

.%Q? - are accomp lished by merely describing a program. - Thus, each of the PAPA's

L]

is described succinctly in terms of its philosophy, personne],,orgSﬁiza-

tionallstructure' client screening and treatment processes, job develop-

J
pent procedures, and caseworker attitudes toward the program and their

perceived constraints to optima1 functionlng Anecdotal information was® -

AR ¥
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\ / o ,
gathered by the junior authors during: the November and June site visits.
o « , ] »
The authors .assume responsibility for any misleading or incorrect infor- .

mation resulting from such a research methodology. Y

District III: Brooksv11]e, Sumterville, and Tavares (B-T-S).

Philosophy. Located in the center of Florida, iﬁ]ﬁjd ‘from the
Tampa-St. Petersburg area, the integrating concept of this aggregate
program is that there is a propbrtioh of AFDC_retipiepts who are motivated,
to work, yet possess personai and psychological Barriers to becoming inde- »
pendent of tHe weifa#e system. These berriers(are the result of socializas/
tion processes that instill -a sense of Tow seii-esteem, and dependency .
The rolefof the Em'loyment Task Force (the iocel name ‘for PAPA)3casemana-

E\i;w;nrking relationships with clients in order to rein-

+

force their personal sense of_se]f-worth and dignity. The casemanager

gers is to establish

assists clients 1in addressing personal needs and links them with a range of
Qiagnostic, remedial, educationa]'and.bsychological services that are
designed to help overcome barriers toﬂempioyment. The overarching assump-
._itjon in this program is'that,if fhe barriers areeremqied or reduced, .
ciients would be more%sikely to seek and to obtain eﬁp]oyment. The coun-
selor then shares respensibiiity with eiients for the removal of obstacles

to employment.

-

Personneii_ The District Supervisor, Mr. williqm Lange, Has admi -

n

-nistrative authority over the three subprograms at Brooksvil]e Tavares v/;jh‘

'and Sumterv1]]e (B T-S) and 1s an articulate spokesperson for the PAPA's of

. .District III. Each subprogram is directed by a Pubiic Assistance

Supervisor who in turn directs and monitors the casemanagers whose job

ok
S
R

titles are Public Assistance Eligibility Specialists (PAES) Thus, there

-




" “Task Force (ETF)vto provide‘employability assistance to AFDC clients.

L

- 11 . ) ‘g '
is a line of administration between the District Supervisor who develops

and administers policy and the individuals mho provide direct service to

clients. One PAES worker at each site is assighed to the Employability

However, it appeared that the emp]pyab1l1ty function of the ETF casemana-

gers was perce1ved as being c]ear]y secondary to the payments funct1on of . ‘L,

'determ;ning e11g1b111ty for Food Stamps and AFDC. An organizat1onal chart

for District ITT is présented in Figure I on the next page .. \

Cl1ent screéhing and treatment processes Al] clients who'apb1y for .

ass1stance are screened for appropr1ateness for the EfE. The clients "are

recommended to the ETF based on the subjective impression of the client's ’

motivation, by the PAES casemanager At Tavares, the prjncipal reqU1re nt. ..

is that the client be_able to ‘communicate w1th the casemanager. If the

< ”

- client and casemanager agree that assistance by the ETF would be benefi-

L

cial, the client is scheduled for two to three 1nterv1ews to be conducted

over'a oqi.fo two month period. During the interviews, the casemanager

performs an assessment of the client's goals, educational background and

A _ . E -
. work history: After the secondbor third interview, the client is required

to sign an‘"Agreement of Understanding" nhich'establishes the client's
.rjghtgfand rgsponsibilities in the treatment process . +

The number of bn\;on-one 1nterv1ews can range, from one per week .to
one. per month. For some c]ients, a forma] diagnostic work-up, 1nclud1ng
behav1ora1 and psycho]og1ca1 assessment, is performed at the SCARC
Evaluat1on Center.. Based on the f1nd1ngs of~the evaluation, the case-’
manager and the client-devise a treatme p]an wyich inc ludes long and |

a4
short term goa]s and 1nterventions to meet “these goaT"‘\»Here the c]1ent
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| may be referredg}O a CETA program, vocational techn1¢a1 school, adult edu--
cat1;n job readiness .classes, etc.

If at any point\the casemanager or c]fent decide the program is no
longer beneficial, ‘she js returned to regular AFDC status. If the client
”s. comp letes the.plan or‘df the c]ienfjsecures emp loyment for more than six

months, she is dropped from the ETF rolls. If the client should lose ber
job prior to'sfx monthg, the client heéains in the progham and the treat-

ment plan is resumed. 5

Job_ Deve]opment Job deve]opment is the funct1on of the D1str1€t 111

General Services Superyisor for AFDC and the Commun1ty Task Force, a volun-

'\ . . »w -

tary coa]it1on of county employers and” AFDC/PAPA supervisory staff. The ;}
geal of task force is to develop job opp@ytunities'in the‘community.fer‘E?F \»
. ! *‘

o (PAPA) clients. ‘ A - NJ -
/Z...l ) . u/ .,‘ B
' Caseworker attitudes and perceived constraints According to verbal

.’/‘f\,' U ”

testimony,- several of the caséworkers from the three subprograms expressed

w‘@ - 5

that they feel 1hadequate]y tra1ned to funct1on as emp]oyment counse]ors
F,erform1ng as e1ther AFDC payments woc&éré or_as ETF casemanagers ebpears .
¢ to reqdhre_d?st1nct]y different skills and abilities. Further, the priori- |
ties for serving és:a payme;ts worker fah surbass those bf’serviné as an ,
\\ *  Régarding coﬂ%?haihts, the local economie%?(espeg ally Sumfkrville) ' .

emp loyment specialist..

-

. y - C . .
.‘ ' apparently do not provide a sufficient'number of job opprtupfties fﬁr AFDC
\ .

—~ .
Cool
: c11en s.in a geograph1ca1 location in which jebs ténd td b seasonal or - - « -

¢ . t e* LB . \ &

1nconswstent The trave11ng d1stance to ’ggce onportun1§1es (e.g., voca-

l

" tional training) is great (agaxn,e&piy1a1]y Sthervﬁlle) so as to present a

serious tran;pogxatioq'barrier. There is also a reported lack of adequate’
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assessment tools for sCreening clients into the program as well as_an
apparent lack of clear policyiregarding client eligibility for the ETF's.
Casemanagers are uncertain'who they should serve--those who are nearly job
- ..ready or those re_quiring extensive\‘a‘nd 1_ntens1've therapeutic interventions.
' Tf.le necessary cbdrdination between ch’ent needs for servic'e and community
"% service delivery agents ha_s, in some cases, not yet been established. The

]

sizeable AFDC caseload makes adequate follow-up of clients very difficult.
Thus, the ETF (F:APA) caseworkers are unable to document an&

kherefore gain %

edit. fdr ‘their accomplishments pertaining ‘to their emp[oyment',functioh. %

i } A final .w,a'y of descriéir{g a prpgram- at this point i ,,‘:,to as,certai\n t IS
A frequenqy of c: 1691,, needs d1agnosed by the caseworkerx /The_}vays‘ in ;vhi' h _\.’_ /
‘ caseworkers p&a ive chent needs may we]] be an operatwna] definition of * . C 3
rfrogrammat1c p ﬂosophy It cou'ld be that a cas}worker 1s more hkely to )
identify needs on ’he Resource ,Ut1l1zat1on Survey (See’ _Tab'le 1 on thle fxt_ |
pag ) that emulate the capab1ht1es -dehvery system than tq identify needs »

4

for which there are no services available. A list of needs and the percen- s,
» . .

V N . ¢ ( R . ’ .
, x tage of clients indicating the need for each PAPA program is bres;,n‘ted in "L [

.
Table 1 On the n:axt‘ page.,, Data from the two cohorts are presented separa-

AY

«
/ te]y since two d1f‘ferent sforms of the Resouree Utilization Survey were -

used. Needs of the first cohort were assessed by means of the ES 4132 ‘léorm
o ¥ while the needs of the second cohort were assessed using an elaborated ver-

- LI 4 .
For the District ITI populatio

; 'ision of the same linstrument (See Appgndix L& II respectively). ' 2
J the high priority needs appear to

¢
job skili training errployabﬂ1ty skill training, JOb 1nformat1on and’ voca- - \5
. / '

tional counsehng. Other needs that one would expect from the hterature
\ review, such als child care or transportation, were indicated.by less than _ .~

/.’

- . - ‘ ' - ’ .
- - /_/ \, 4 ' ,
R - * .
x 'y P . - . s . .3
. \ K > - P | »




Table 1 -«
. ’ | o . Y

Percentage diagnosed needs per PAPA program

*UB-T-S, — Naples- - Miami

First .. Second First =~ Second First - Second
o ’ : Cohort Cohort Cohort Cohort - Cohort Cohort
Needs ‘ . (Q:39} (n=26) * (n=28) (n=29) < .(n=31) $#(n=67)
1. .Job_skill traiping 72 % C100% -y 25% 65% 9% . 9
2. Employability skill : v : SR :
training - - NA3 100 . NAd 55 NA 19
3. -Job experience s 38 77 v 21 S 51 . 26 .10
4. Adult general education 36 19 29 34 10 1
5. Vocational counseling 82" 77 0 34 . 7 3
6. GED preparation 20 12 11 " 45 117 9,
7. .Mental health . , ' ' st EE
counseling 3 15 7 . 3 ‘§§ 0, 0. -
8. Physical disabilities . ) r ¢ e :
- compénsation .0 4 4 0 . -0 0
9. Job information NA 88 ¢ . NA. 86 ) * -+ NA 78 .
-10. Children daycare =~ . : . . :
services - 13 ’ 35 Y - 28 .3 3 .
11. Children funds. for - ‘ =
: ' daycare @ NA <19 . "~ NA . - 34 NA 4
12. Transportation, NA 31 . NA 69 - NA 10 -
13, Transportat1on funds NA' 0 NA 0 NA 0 -
14. Lanjuage assistance - NA 0 NA 3 NA 0
15, Child é&“ﬁ]th e . - L
servi ~ ¢ NA 4 N7 NA 10
. }65 Medical Services " NA 8 NA b7 “NA 0
7. Public housing NA , 8 NA 0 NA -3
18.,Job interview traiting .8 NAD 50 NA 29 - NA
19. pther hsz '3 0 68 - 0 25 0 .
" a. NA =not app11cab1e, item not included on in1t1a1 ES4132 form. '
= ndt applicable,. 1tem not 1nc1qded in FSU Resource Uti]ization Survey

b. NA
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} o) . .
half of the B- T S population The ETF casemanagers appear to emphas1ze

attributes of jop readiness rather than constra1nts which 1nh1b1t 1

employment caghis resu]t appears to be-1ncons1stent with overarch1ng phi]o—
-sophy of the program which emphasizes se]f—concept deve]opment and remova]
of constraints. . | . | e o - | {gs
District VIII'. Naples ) . _ . g

2

- Phi]osophpy “Located in the southwestern coast of F]or1da the Nap les

program begins from a different perspect1ve as coftrasted to D1str1ct ITI.

Here the rules, "Get 'em' moving and keep 'em moving" and "Don't let tem-
stew in their juices“ appear to-be the order of the day. The primary focus
is on job devédopment and job placement rather_than on the client personal

d development. The caseworker seeks to remedy job readiness difficulties as

| soon as possible and then to ]ink,them with job openings in the commqnity,

even if the jobs'are'only part-time. 'Perhapsﬁfn operating assumption
‘Undergirdinglthis approach is that clients will seek work if'they have
reassurance that job openings'are available. Second]y,_as inferred from

the background.discussion, welfare clients with ]ow self-confidence are

",more apt to engage in job seeking behavior if the r1sk of rejection or

—_—

fa11ure is reduce .
. Personnel. §:-B 1s only one caseworker Ms; Donna Ba]takis, in the Iy
Nap]es PAPA. program Such a program resemb]es a craft organization in ‘
the sense that one person oversees the entire production of a- product
She is physica11y hOUSed in the AFDC unit, but un]ike District III does
;- . nob share any of the.payments worker's: respons1b111t1es.. The PAPA
caseworker is organizationa11y responsﬁb]e to the AFDC Supervisor but 1n : -_"

practice reports directly to the Distr1ct Supervisor in Ft. Myers. The




N

7 :

L J

'dasewquer focuses’ her energies on screening clients, developing jobs,

placing clients in jobs, providing delivery of some employability services,

and follow-up eva]uationéi An‘organizational chart for District III s

presented on the next page.

Client screening and ireatment‘processeé. A1l AFDC clients in Nap'led,

.are ‘considered for admission to the PAPA program. The fedlow AFDC payments

_.workers refer elieqtg to the PAPA program if they have the'impression the

client is motivated\and .employable. :The PAPA caseworker then 1nterv1ews

>

the c¥1ent to obtain an employment h1story and to assess motivat1on If\in

o

doubt about whether a c]ient'possesses sufficient motivation, the -

caseworker maygsend a client to take an interview wiih the Floride State

. Employment Sefvice (FSES) or.to interview with a bog!%%ﬁa] e"ployer.. If

the client is unheard of again, the concfusion would be that either the

client was hired or she was too discouraged or unmot ivated to continue in
the PAPA program. ‘The number of personal-contacts between caseworker and
c]ient‘may vary from,l-fo 9.eepending on tﬁe ntmber of placements con- ‘

) 4
sidered. The PAPA caseworker wﬁ]l continue to work with a client, almost

,dogéedly so, until the c]ient secures enp]oyment She_(the caseworker)

will work with motivated c11ents aga1n if they are laid off or fired.

¢

Job deve lopment . ‘The caseworker, Ms. Donpa Ba]takis, bébdﬁse'she is
freed from AFDC paymehts responsibilities, devotes much of he} Eﬁe? to “job

deve]opment - She freguently ca]ls emp]oyers to 1nquire about pot®ntial JOb

open11§s and often speaks before local civic groups and other organ1zat1ons
3

X

such as the local:school board. She also is fairly met1cu]eus about

LT
©

follow-ups with both clients and their employers. She. appears to be a]mosé

L

“as interested in the attitudes and feelings of‘employers;as in, her clients.,

L

Ed

I adiadas .

u

B :
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She also‘works_with‘the school board to establish-job-welated courses in,

B -

the 1oca%5schools and community colleges. . . o >

"~

Case o%éer attjtudes and perceived constraints, Ms. Qa]takis‘reports

that she is.frustrated with HRS"Economic Services D{visiOn\s po]iCy to ‘ .‘“. s
foster cooperat1on between AF6C 'and othen ‘human service agenc1es in the

community. She feels*HRS policy fa]]s short when applied at he 10ca1

level in Napl‘es. She reports she is alsoYerMexed because l\ial HRS ser -

vice. delfvery agenc1es will not h1re her clients. Apparent]y, sh% per -
ceives. that local bus1nessmeh may wonder why tn;} shou 1d h1re AFDC clients
when HRS will not. ‘ However, all in all, she feels gratefu] that she has
;_been afforded the freedom to develop her own program. And because she id
.free of cumbersome paperwork associated w1th ~payments, %he is able to
devote more time to fostering a rapproachmeiﬁii#fﬁ”the business community. ...-.éf.
The results of the Resource Utilization’ Survey a]so support the way 1n )
which the program philosqphy is operationg]ized. _Referring_again back to
Tab]e i on-page 15, the high priority needs appear to be'job 1nformation,‘ )
job skill training, emp]oyab111ty sk111 tra1n1ng, job experience and ~
transportation. Because the newer survey form was more comprehens1Ve the
needs of the second cohort may be cons1dered a more accurate appra1sa1 of

o B

client needs in the Nap]es PAPA program. One can note that the job readi-

ness needs are paramount, which is cons1stent-w1th Ms. Baltakis philosophy.

Services such as \ocational counseling,-mental health_counseling, receive

1
'

Tow prionéty. She also appears to emphasize constratpts such as transpor- - .
‘tation and child'care:with'which;she reportedlv assists clfents._ | - ’

. R
N . .

[
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District;XI:' Miamf

: PhiTosophy Located in the heart of Liberty City, the'pivotal concept

An District XI appears to be that a proportion of AFDC rec1p1ents already -
~possess/th& skiTTs and motivation to become ga1nfu1]y empToyed and 1ndepen-
dent -of the weTfare system. These cTients are seen as entering the‘
ssistance rolls as a resplt of personaT and/or economic_hardship; Due to
a breakdowh 1n the1r immediate social and economic support structures:'they

must now turn to the-state as the “provider-of Tast«resort " The

-

underlying assumption s that these "job-ready“ clients shoqu (1)
» ..
N linkéd with job opportun1t1es in the community and (2) receive the emo-- .

tionaT suppodt and encouragement of the casemanager The. responsibiTity"
3
for empToyment Ties aTmost entire]y with the c11ent his/her skills, moti-

vation, and. resourcefulness Thus, the D1str1ct XI program nearly emulates -

4

a cr1sis management orientation--i e., to heTp reTativeTy well functioning }
.individuals “over the hill" and on to resum1ng their normally product1ve

.T1ves. with this approach, the client screendng processes would appear to - . ;
'be exeedingly 1mportant in the effectiveness of the program since the ‘
¢1mportance of the deveTopment of treatment pTans or the deT1very of ser-
vices to_address iong term or critica] needs should pe minimal.. Also one

wou 1d eipect with these assumptions that the Miami clienteTTe would be the
Teast chron1c of the three PAPA programs and to be the most “job ready "
PersonneT The Un1t Supervisor oversees the funct1on1ng of the PAPA : o

unit by monitoring staff performance and 1mpTement1ng HRS p011 .y for both

: empToyment a551stance and AFDC funct1ons. The casemanager who reports “to

- 2
the unit superv1sor provides ‘dfrect serV1ce to 50 - 75 cTients The .




caseaorker primary function is to da{ermine and to monitor client eligi-
b1]1ty for AFDC and for Food Stamps. The caseworker S sec0ndary functiop
1s to link motivated and job-ready clients’ with the job developer who
directs thé client to emp]oyment opportun1t1es in the commun1ty In this
way, casemanagers responsibilites are similar to the casewo‘?ers'of

»

District III. A job developer’ig afso included among the staff of the QAPA

.O,

program and reports to the pnit manager . The job developer's respon-
' sibility is to secure emp]oiment opportunities for PAPA clients. In*Miami,
most of the job placements have been with fast-food_chatns'and a phar- e
. maceutical manufacturer; _An organigationa] chart is presented‘for District

XI on the next page. - ‘t

Client screening and treatment processes. ‘ ‘ S ,;«/’°‘4\<;;
A11 clients who apply. for assistance in any of the 10 AFDC units, in . °

District XI are screened for_the‘PAPA program. The unit payments workers
- .

" informs-clients of the PAPA program and ascertains their interest in par-.
 §

ticipatﬁng in it. The interested c]1ents then subm1t app11cations to the
'

PAPA program Every month, the PAPA program casemanagers rece1ve a list.

of approX1mate1y 200 _FDC applicants. These clients are-then contacted : \el .
throughia letter sent By a PAPA casemanagers and are 1nformed that they . |
should follow-up their tent1on to part1c1pate in the program through’
phone calT’e Those “who -do, not respond within 10 days are dropped from ' ' ..%'_i
further con51derat1on. ‘Thpse who do call are quest1oned about their educa- | - ‘
.~ tional and employment backg ound over the phone. If c11ent§ remain |
-1nterested in participating nd if the éasemanagers believe they ﬁave‘a )
'reasonable chance for SUCCE§ in the;program, they are told they would

receive further %nstrnctions.,hrough the mail. Ftles of accepted clients

B LA Uy MY
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+ tion,

, developer whose actlvltles;conslst mainly of developing llalspns with .f'_ .

:1nformed of the job openlng An interview with the employer is arranged,

23

are transferred from the AFDC unit to the PAPA unlt, Tﬁsfcase'transfer.

,process-may takes from 2 weeks to 2 months. This fact bears directly on an

outcome criterion of the progrems—femployment rate 60 days after registra-

Y ‘

Once the folders arrive at the PAPA unit, the casemanager.lssues the
client a letter requestlng that¢shefcome in for an lnterv1ew Dur,ing the
interWiew, the casemanager perfordg!an employability assessment, comp letes ‘ T v
the Employment Record (EPR) and handles any problems with the AFDC grant. |
The client ig then informed of any employment oppartunities. However,-it
there are no lmmedlate Jjob open1ngs for wh1ch a given client’ 1s suited, the
client is ass1sted by helping her learn stratég1es for obta1n1ng work, e.g.
how to contact potential employers, 1nterv1ew1ng techn1ques and JOb 1nfor—
matlon resources The clients are then informed that they W1ll be ‘con- |
tacted if "and when employErs notify the ﬁhPA un1t of suitable employment a
opportunltles . e F - .

when a prospective emp loyer informs the PAPA unit of a JOb oppor-t

tunlty, A cllent 1is selected according to suitability for the job and is

The PAPA joh developer accompanies the;cjient-to the 1nteerew andicomplgl‘
tes the tax credit form for employing:AgDC cllentsi If the client. is hired
the case flle is retired. If the tlient is not hlred, she is encourgged to
continue seeklng work and remaing 1n the PAPA programnm There .are no -
systemmatic follow-up procedures used to obtaln information on elther hlred "
or not-hired cllents until AFDC recertl?icaﬂlon process (eveﬁy six months). L

Job development The JOb development functlon is performed by a job
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corporations willing to hire AFDC clients. Fast-tood chains are a primary
rsource of placement in Miami* _The Jjob’ developer also informs employers of
‘tax cred1ts available for h1r1ng AFDC clients According to 1nterviews

with the Jjoh developers, they seek to establish working rqlationsh1ps with
'upper level management in order to encourage Tower level superv1sors, who
aqtually hjre personnel, to hire competitlvely disadvantaged AFDC clients. ._ \

Caseworker, attitudes and pe&rceived constraints. According to«lnter-

views conducted by'the junior authors, PAPA casemanagers see themselVes
primarlly as AFDC payments workers since these are 'the respons1b1l1tes 0n

which JOb secur1ty is based. Further, they . féel ill-trained to manage

o

N ?,‘-'
-

3
client problems related to obta1n1ng work. Casemanagers feel the

assessment process shouTd be improved since most decisions regarding eligi-. i
. , . ﬂ&:_" ] .,

“

- ‘bility for the PAPA program*aré made.on the basis of client persistence and -

| casemanager intuition. -Additionally, the more active a\casemanager is in
i) a . . . ) :
b the employability .arena, the more the AFDC paperwork increase$, For

J example, if a client is placed and¥Wbes not retain employment, she mustw be

recertified for AFDC which results in a new round of paperwork for the
: &>
~,Casemanager If the client proves to be unmotivated after having been

¥

admltted to the PAPA program, the process of transferring the cl1ent s file '

back to the AFDC unit:invoives add1tlonal t1me-consum1ng paperwork ﬁﬁwyww§h
Finally, and perhaps the most 1nsideous problem affecting a caseworkEr.s ij\RN?MK. ,
" morale a/g performance’ 1n their PAPA duties: ig that the WIN unlt 1s SR ﬂjh; ¢§§§
notified of clients who are admitted to the’ PAPA program’and when ‘they are - "
! successfully placed, WIN takes the cred1t _%_'- _ iﬂ . - &v&gﬁ

¥

. The results of the Resolrce Utll1zation Survey (¢

m

ee Table 1 on bage

15) 1nd1cate that the workers tend to perceive only one need !mﬂmon to over

.
[E AN
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.
*

)

half of the c11ent'popu]atiqn, that being j6b information. Therefq?e, the

PAPA - unit jﬁ?DiStrict XI'apbears to sefve.main]ijob;réady AFDC c]ient§.who

3 imerely require inform;tion about job openings. }%e'casemanager appears to-
o primarily take bvéf the AFDCJpéyment.wbrkers responsibilities;whi1e the

; { i .
- client is enrolled in the PAPA unit.

}
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The C]ient Populations for the Investigation
i ” /

- Two different cohorts were eﬁed‘in the present investigation: - the
b _
first con51sted of 98 subjects on whom data we?e\gaﬁgered on- site‘jn -
Noyember of 1982 whi]e the second cohort consisted of 121 subjects on whon

data were gathéred in Jﬁne 1983 Comparisons- between the two cohorts pro-

- vides an 1nd1cat10n of the stab111ty of the characterist1cs of the respec-

tive client popu]ations. Characteristics of the resgective cohort groups

by site are presented in Tables 2 and 3 qn?the fo]]qwdng:pages;'

District IT1: Br;qok;y_ﬂ]el Sumterville and Tavares. The first.and
"second cohorts are very'similar'witd-respect to age, racial compositon,
time since 1ast emblqyment and empioymeht status 60 days after registra-
tion. The second cohort had re]atively fewer who had 'no high schoo]
' dlploma (48.7% to 26.9%). Thus it would appear that the réspective PAPA'!J
subprograms may have become slightly more selective in terms ofueducational
‘attainment. | o ‘ R

Relative to the other two PAPA p1lot test s1tes, 1t resembles ‘the
| District VIII site (Naples) 1in terms. of age, rac1i§ composit1on educat1on
and client needs but not in terme.of chronieity on;we]fare, e.g. time on
AFDC and time on Food -Stamps since 16 years of age. thstrict iII appears
to be at midrange between Nap]es-and Miami on such cﬂronicjty'indicators.
The emp]oyment rate is more §jmi]ar.to Miami's at both 60 and1180 daye
following registration than to Napiles. - )

'District VIII: Naples. The second cohort, compared to the first, was

slightly younger, had a higher representation of whites, but was similar in

Q

w




' - \ Table 2 “ (

- -2 . . v
. . - . "

AFDC PAPA Population Character?stics: First Cohort

" Sumtervilie>Brooksville-

Miam{ (n=31) Total (n=98)

Variable Nap les (n=28) Taveras (n=39)
" Age (meaqf -28.2 26,.4 M 32.1 28.7
Race ““white : 53.6% 48.7% 0% 35%
E%ggg 42.9% 46 .2% B SR 59% |
\ 1spanic 3.6% 5.1% 9.7% y - !
i ’ |
Average Grade 1.3 1.1 0.3 ./ ;go 9 '
Degree Attainment: e ' [ e ' |
§a$ No H.S. Diploma o 46.4% 48.7% , - 58.1% : 51% S p
b). High school diploma or o LT L ' e
' equivalent - 35.7% 46.3% T ' . 6.5% y | '29.6%
(c) Completed specialized ? , 4 , ~ . : ' . _ :
- vocational training but ‘ . ' _ o o
A no certificate or : , B ‘ : -
' license from a voca- - - . o ’ ; o g
3 tional training program 3.6% - 2.6% ) 12.9% 6.1% ~ |
“Yd) Has a vocational certi- ; o )
~ ficate or license 14.3% . 5.1% 22 .6% 13.3% ,
(e) Associate ars de ree(ASﬂ 0.0 -~ - 0.0% 0.0% -+ 0.0%
(f) Bachelor's digree?BA ‘ "0,0% ‘ 0.0% . . 0,0% 0.0% {
BS ) or higher : ' - B : . { . . /*
Food Sta Benefit(regis Y 143.85- $143.53 3192.74 $159.19 . o _
DC {registration) | ¥7183.71 $190.28 $203.87 $192.70 ¥ |
"FAMILY SIZE(includlng parent) 2.9 3.0 2.9 2.9
Mean Time ) - _ I
Since last Enployment(months)l  10.8 4.9 15.9 | 101 -/
Total Time on Food, Stamps - ' . B ¥ .
Since 16 yrs (in months) 7.1 24.9 45.7 - 26.4 .
Total Time on AFDC Since- I :
16 yrs (in months) 18.7 27.9 48.0 31.6
Total Needs Identified E -~ . :
per client 3.4 2.7 1.7 - 2.6
R
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" Table 2 (Continued)
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ERR P e b W ety

N AFDC PARA Population Characteristics: First Cohort
.. Employment status at 60 days
~after registration ' ~ o
(a) Full-Time 10 (35.7%) 1 (2.6%) 0 (0) 11 (11.2%)
é?} Part-Time 6 (21.4%) 3 (7.7%) 2 (6.5% 11 (11.2%;
c) Unemployed - 12 (42.9%) 35 (89.7%) 29 (93.5%) 1 76 (77.6%
“ Employment status at 180 days 3 . , ' . '
after registration (n=92) . . _
(a) Full-Time . 16 (59.3%) 7 (20.0%) 1 §3.3X) 24 (26.1%)
3§b Part-Time _ 6 (22.2%) 2. (5.7%) 2 ._6.7%3 10 (10.9%;
c) Unemployed ) 5 (18.5%) 26 (74.3%) 27 (90.0% 58 (63.0%
(d) Missing Information 1 () 4 (-) 1 (-) - 6 (-)
Employment status at 180 days - : T
after registration (n=92) ’ .o
2a Full-Time 16 (59.3%) 7 (20.0%) 1 (3.3%} 24 (26.1%?
b) Part-Time 6 (22.2%) 2 (5.7%) 2 (6.7% 10 (10.9%
~(c) Unemployed : 5 (18.5%) 26 (74,3%) 27 (90.0%) 58 (63.0%)
{d) Missing Information 1 (5) 4 (%) 1 (=) 6 (-)
. {
\- ‘(
/n
"53 o
4 ' , e
‘ EY
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AT R o i AFDC PAPA Popdﬂation Characteristics: Becond- Cohort . ' r
¥V Sufterville-Brooksville- e ' . _
Variable . - Nap]es (n=29) o Taveras (n=26) Miami (n=66) Total (n=121), ' °
~ +Age (mean) 26,7 26.3 ' 28.3 27.5 E S
" Race white 72.8% 46.2% 4.5% —30%
«black 24.1% 53.8% 89.4% o
. hispanic . 3.4% 0.0% . - 3.0% B 2%

- Na‘tp’w‘e‘ Rnerican : 0.0% - 0.0 3.0 "2% .
rage Grade ' 10.0 11.7 G 10.8 - . 11.0 o
= Rtalomener — - _ .
5 “No H.S. Diploma 56.0% 26°.9% 40.9%" 41.2% ) .
b) High school diploma or" ' . S :
‘equivalent 37.0¥ . 69.2% . 39.4% 45.4% o
(c) Completed specialized ~ § 2 ' : ' e
vocational training-but ) \ "7

no certificate or _ ‘ ) ' :
license from a voca- @ Lo . - k
tional training program * 0.0% 3.8% 7.6%. 5.0% ) ‘jf ' -
(d) _Has a vocational certi- - b i .. 74 :
- ficate or license . 3.5% ' 0.0% 7. 6%\ 5.0% ' ;
(e) Associate arts degree(AS)| 3.5% M~ 0.0% 4.5% 3.4% o iR
(f) Bachelor's degree?BA 0 0% , ' 0.0% s 0.0% ~0.0% 0 ,f
BS ) or higher _ . A S
-\ Sam Benefit(regies]  [3TIT0~ 310735 $133.02 §127.65 - L
' [ S714.03 $188.30 $208.52" \ $181.52 L
. FAMILY SIZE(including parent) o 2.8 e 3.1 2.9 - Ly
4. Mean Time R ? . - R N
Since Last Emp loyment(ionths) 9;8 5.0, i 10,8 -9.3 C
Total Time on Food Stamps | . i L K _ \\*\\ o
~Since 16 yrs (in months) ] 7.1 ‘ 28.3 C 33.1 K 25 &;/’”“" PN L B
Total Time on ince | ! | | B ®
. 16 yrs (in months) . 56 ' 1 315 35.1 27 3\ _ .
— . quota1 Needs Identif?ed ) v : B
erfbl1ent > g 5.59 "~ 5.30 1.62 ,18'36 SRV 3
mpfoyment - status at 0; ays e - _ : .
“after registration A ) . . vow
. (a) Full-Time 10 (34.5%)- J1.(3.8%) 8 (12.1%) 1 (15.7%) e g
x (b) Part-Time .- © 7 (24.1%) -2 (7.7%) 3 (4.5%) 12 (9. 9%; S
_(c) Unemployed 13 (41.4%) 23 (88.5%) 55 (83.3%) - 90 (74.4% >

7 )
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terms ot educationai 9ackground, time.since 1ast emgloyment, and employment
sstatus 60 days after registration. The fifst coh0rt appeared -to be higher

" on we]fareschronicity.indicators (time on -Feod Stamps and time on AFDC)

‘ than the second cohort. Relatiye to the otfer PAPA piiots, the
distingdishing characteristics of Naples are that the we]fare chronicity
factors are the lowest while the emp]oyment rate after both éo and‘180.daysb
is highest. | ‘ ' |

N

Diftricé’xie _Miami: Comparisons Hetween;the first -and ‘second cohort

groups in Miami indicate there nﬁght have been significant changes in the"

.screening/selection processes for admission to the-PAﬁA program over the - *

winter. - The second cohort @roup'was younger, had a higher 1eve1 of educa-

tiona] attainment, and lower in terms of nelfare chronicity variables,
(time on Food Stamps and time on AFDC). %he empioyment rate 60 days after
registration in PAPA also improved from 6.5% to 16.6%. for those finding

;fullitime in part-time employment. The emerging distinguishing featqreS'of

_ the Miami population,hppear to be the apﬁarent Tlack of needs of the
clients, the highest representation of black populations (89.4%), and the

> highest among the PAPAs in terms of welfare chronicity variables Given -
these data, the strategy of treating the members of this population as
th0ugh they are jgb-ready may be open to%ferious question §

Compari51ons between’ the First and second cohorts taken in aggreqate

Comparisons between the November cohort (n=98) and %une cohort (n=121) may

-«

reveal trends across the PAPA' s. The June cohort, as compared to the

-~

¢ar lier November cohort has a hrgher percentage of biacks, its members \

receive.fewer_deilars in~Food Stamp and AFDC grants at registration, and it

-

) w
is lower on indicators of welfare chronicity . (tota) time on Food Stamps ‘and

3 . ’ ' / .
. -
.
&
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.
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| AFDC) . Thé cagewarkgrs of the second éohort 1éent1fied more née@s p@r&
client, ostensibly dge to the change in Resource_Utiiization Forms ( See
Appgndices) which liéted more nééd options. The eﬁbloymeﬁt rate of the ‘;f
June’ cohort at-60 days after registration improved slightly. Fiﬁaij,
while 77.6% of the Novedber-coﬁort were unempioyed 60‘days ;fter registrq-

tion, 63.0% were still unemployed 180 days after registration. T

-
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OBJEETIVE I:

Deve]op a Data Co]]egtion Instrumerts that DifferenfdatesPGlent1a]1y - l _Hmd
Emp]dyab]e from Probab 1y Unemp]&}abl '

Instkumentation The development of an instrument to ascertain the

11ke11hood ‘of obtaining employment began with a survey of existing data
“&ollection forms used by HRS with AFBC c11ents * The purposes for ana1y21ng

\

existing forms were to determine: (1) the kinds of 1nformat10n that are
now being collected on individuals, (2) thé c0ns1stency among the HRS L
S
Districts regarding the kinds of informéﬂxbﬂ‘obtalned and (3) the degree
to which th1s information 1!¥able to predict emp]oyment 60 days and 180
days after registratigp- in the PAPA programs. The forms obtained from the
Division of Economic Services and from the'ldgglgHRS AFDC unit in
Ta]]ahassee'included the fo]lowing' | |

1. ES 4132, a new instrument deve]oped by the Division of Economic
Servicas to record background information, service needs,
referrals and employment status, . : N g

2. ES-511 an instrument used by the F]or1da State Emp]oyment Service
- to describe work history;

3./ PSES 011, a client follow-up record;

. FSES 002, an instrument to record information related to
background, service needs, employment status at 30 and 180 days
- and Food Stamps and AFDC allotments (note: This instrument is a
; precursor to ES 4132 above);. -
5. ES 2661, a client status form reporting employment and grant
1nformat10n,

6. ES 2001, & forq‘used to record client financial 1nformatﬁow,

7. WINOO1, a senY?Ee\(ecord face sheet used by the Work Incentive
Program (WIN);" .

*

v
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8. ES.4131, an emp]oyabi]ity assessment plan fact sheet that describes
job history, skills history, service needs, and occupational 3
goals; '

9. SES O40f a medical statement '

j \ -
§ L 10. WIN 005f a form: containﬂmrthe amount of funds pa1d in chi]d care;
11, SES 4041, a notice of au'thorization of child care; /

12. HRS 50- 1, provides demographic information, and iﬁ;yice records, .

[

13. . SES’'4036, an authorization of payment for child care

L d

ﬁi_ i In the process of eva]uating the above instruments two important
observations were made' the first was that no two sites uSed the same set

of forms, and secondly, that there were varying degrees of consistency

) with which common forms were completed.”’ Therefore, two procedures were *
required (1) the development of a common data o]lecting instrument g
to record the diverse sources of extant information, and (2) the use of
personal interviews with the case workers in the field to obtain missing-

information. From the ana]ysis of the above forms, an Extant Data Form was

developed by the research team to assess client characteristics, .services

provided and employment status 60 days fo]loWing registration in the

1%

programs. The Extant Data Form is located in Appendix I of this document

(See the blue covered form).‘ Complete information was obtained on 98 L

3. clients from the respective PAPA's using the Extant Data Form in November,

1982. . : :
In addition to the Extant Data form,;a second research form was deve-
P ' 1oped to secure more information on cliéMts and programs as sUggested‘from
-~ ai]iterature-review-and through the deve] pment"ot,a hypotheticai'caﬁsal

~model. This second instrument uas named the FSU SUPPLEMENTARY DATA

. - . .
q : : sy
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Form and contained all 1nformﬁtlon on the Extant Data Form‘as well as-new
information. ‘This instrufent was used for clients.who reggstered in the, B
PAPA's after November 1, 1982 and-is-located in Appendix Il (See yellow
covered!form) Both 1nstruments, developed by the research team, ‘were
"revlewed by caseworkers serving AFDC/Food Stamp clients 1n Tallahassee and
were revised on the basis of their suggestions before deployment in the
» respective PAPA programs.

A third form, the 180 Day Status Form, was developed to .collect 1nfor-

mation regarding the employment status of the 98 clients of the first
cohort 180 days after registration in"the PAPA's.. The forms secured infor-
mation pertaining to whether. a client was employéd, wages per month, AFDC

and Food Stamp allotments, medical benef1t and relevant work history be-

-

tween 60 and 180 days in the program.

¥

The criterion variables. A1l var1ables derived from the data collec—

tion forms were classified into three doma1ns 1) the criterion variables' o
wh1ch related to the client S work and welfare payments status at |
reg1strat1on, 60 days, and 180 days after registration in PAPA s; 2) inde- N | l
pendent (predictor) variables whlch-are the characterlstlcs clientS'hrgught o |
to the programs “upon entering; and 3) 1ntervenln§ variables which desoribe
the k'inds and*extent of services'provlded for the clients'enrolledfin the

‘ PA(A/S" In order to procede with a'meaningful analysls, the number of
varlables compr1s1ng each of the above domains had to be reduced,to. only

‘a& .

those that prov1de d1screte and relevant 1nformat1on. ‘ Every’ effort was

made nwéhe study to identify comprehens1ve but yet cqmprehenslble client - T
| informat fon that in the end would possess practical UtllltY.&Ad Sjmplicityt S
| | . L. : S, -
' o ;
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The qua]ity of a set of variab]es to predic//wﬁether an 1nd1vidual is
-
either potentially emp loyable or probably unemployabkzéytimate]y rests on

the quality of the eritenion-measuref Predictprfyariab]es canybe-no more |

. accurate or re]iab]e'tﬁan the cr1terioe variable(s). Thus the iden-
A 4

tification of a criterion heasure began w1th the fo]]owing set of var1ab]es’

to portray treatment outcomes 60 daxs after registrat1on in the PAPA' S

o Employment statuLs at 60 days (EMpLGO) cons1sts of a three point
scale “indicating whether thé.client was engaged .in, (1) full-time or
/ (2) part-time emp]oyment or (3) unemployed 60.days after registra-
. tion in a pilot program (ES 4132)., Part t1me means that an 1nd1V1—
dua]s “is emp]oyed 30 hours per week or ]ess

o AFDC grant at 60 days (AFDCGO is the monthly allotment of the AFDC
" grant 60 days T011ow1ng registration in PAPA s (ES 4132). . .

¢ Food Stamp grant at 60 days (FS60) is the amount of food stamps
dlloted to 1nd1V1dua]s 60 days after deg1strat1on in, the PAPA's (ES
4132). . . '

L

e Independence at 60 days (INDEP)Acons1sts of a four po1nt scale with .
(1) No Job, no training, (2) No #6b, but tra1n1ng paﬁtktime
job, (4) full-time job (ES 32). :&? B
: e Job cont1nu1ty (JOBCONT) c nsists ‘of a four point scale 1nd1cat1ng
the degree to which the c nt has been: able to secure ‘steady,
f{\\zx:“ uninterrupted empgpyw§pt betfleen the ddte of registration and 60x.
~ days after. ca oints are: (1) no work, (2) job ter- .
minated, (3) job in: upted (4) work without 1nterrupt1ons The
1nformat10n was obtained from the ES 4132 form. - '

. .
E;;:)m(a data reduction techn1que, a principal components analysis was L
1 » L

e 'eondq;ted w+th Kaiser norma]izat1on w1th a\var imax rotation to identify

. -:'}"
N upder]y1gg faGtors within ‘the 60 day variab]e domain . Based on the factor.

>
n

1qad1ngs one ok two variawles could be 1dent1f1ed which are )

“representative" of the domain. "For this ana]ysis, the entire SUbJECt

population tn=2ri" first and second cohorts combined ‘was used on whom ’(/’"

. ‘.
A—.’,

| comp}ete data were QVailaH1e on all variables.” The results of the analysis

frevealed that only one f&etpr emerged with and eigenva]ue greater than 1 Q,

-
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‘
" which accounted for 69% of.the~variance _ Therefore all .of the variables in
the domain cou]d be confidered as a member of the one single factor. The |
i var1ab1e EMPL60, employment status 60 days after reg1stration had the
highest factor ]oading and_this result, coupled with other item charac-
:terietics, such as Skewhege, kurtosis, reliability of recording, made this
the single best variable to represent the domain. The results of the prin-
cipal oomponents analysis of the 60 day criterion domain are portrayed in
Table 4 on the next page.
An analysis of variables comprising the 180 day domain began with the
same variables as the 60 day domain. As in the analysis of the 60 day
var%ab]es a principal components ana]ys1s with Kaiser norma]izat1on with a + ‘:gk;
varimax rotat1on was used to identify one or two var1ab¥es "representat1ve"
of the domamn. Complete data were obtained on 92 of the inftial 9B‘sub—:.
jecte comprising the first cohort. The results of the ana]yéis, portrayed
in‘Tab1e 5, on page 37, revea]eo_that once again, one factor emerged &1£ﬁf‘,
ién etgenVa]ue greater than 1.0 which accounted.fgr 57.7% of the variance. k \f\_
- The highest factor loading occurred on EMPL 180-' Jherefore this variable .@
‘was retained as the sing]e variable "representat1ve" of the doma1n The
var1ab1es EMPL 60 and. EMPL 180 were se]ected as the var1ab1es on wh1ch to
1dent1fy emp]oyabi]ity predict1on‘var1ap1es. J :

' ;/ The predictor variables. A slightly more complex procedure was-used
.4\ ‘! .

to 1dent1f¥ the best preo)ctor~var1ables oonpnjsing the independent .
varjable domain. Th%rty three (33) pleustble predictor variab]esiwere
1dent1f1ed from thé Extant Data Form In order “to reduce the number of
‘. pggential pred?'tgr ariab]es tﬁ a more manageable set, a straight factor

énalysis was conducted to asceqlein unaerlyfrg factors in the 33 variable

1
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Table 4 , _ -

{ : s
Summary of Principal Components Analysis of Cr1terion Var1ab1es

At 60 days after Registration (n=211) '
tFactOr . '
Variable oading o M SD
EMPL6O ~.949 : 2.61 .72
AFDC60 - -.748 : 165.56 971
WAGEGO 910 119.78 ¢ 241.25
- . ' . _
~ FS60 " =372 128,84 94.15
+ , RN
INDEP60 | 867 1.81 - 1.06
~ JOBCONT60 851 1.80 | 1.3~
Eigenvalue 4.15

Pcf Variance 69.1

>

~a) EMPL6O is Employment status at 60 days after registration where 1 =
full time, 2 = part time, 3 = unemployéd.

b)  AFDC60 is the amount of AFDC grant at 60-days afteF registration;

c) FS60-is the amount of food stamp al]otment at 60 days after
reg1stration

d) INDEP60 is a 4 point scale represent1ng degree of social 1ndependence
from 1 = unemployed, only support is from government grant, to
4 = fu]ly emp]oyed,sno government grants received. ,

e) JOBCONTGO is a job cont1nu1ty index in which 1 = no work, 2 = job ter-
= m1nated 3 = work 1nterrrpted 4 %= not interrupted.
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Table 5'5 - o«

T~

>

Summary of Principal Components Ana]ysis of<&\¥ter1on Variab1gs at
: 180 days After Registration .

#te

“

. Factor e e
Variable Loading - . M : SD
S N . _
EMPLIBD R S v
AFDC180 747 TN 158.9 . 934
WAGELBO ¢ - % gs2 185.5  208.1
FS10  © -.485 875 . 934
-INDEP180 ) fi .627 - B 19 1.0 -
. JOBCONT180 . 63 . Y18 1.4 '
Eigenvalie  3.46 | S :
Pct. Variance 57.7 | - x ‘ ';
. - - | o

a) EMPLlBO is Employment status at-6D days after reg1strat1on where 1=
full time, 2 = part t1me 3 = unemployed

b) AFDClBO is the amount of AFDC grant at 60 days after registration. ?\ 11
c) FS180 is the amount -of food stamp a]lotment at. 60 days after o
b registration. _ _ | :
. , [
d)  INDEP180.is a 4 point sca]e represent1ng degree of social independenca A s
from 1 = unemployed, only support is from government grant to \ J- "§¥

4 = fully employed no government graqts received.

e)  JOBCONTL80 is a JOb continuity index.in wh1ch 1 = no work, 2 = job
' terminated, 3 = work interrupted, 4 = not: interrupted.

S . . - : ’ :
LU E
Y 4 - . . T -
. \
A - a
l M . . . -
[ ’ - ’
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matrix using data obtained from the first cohort (ndgz) Tyelve factors
with eigenvalues of 1. 0 or greater emerged Following‘this/procedure 17 |
'variables were discarded because of undesirable distributvpnal charac- -
teristics such as lack of variabi}jty, skewness, kurtosis, and 1ow or ano- . C
molous factor 1oad1ng$. A second straight factor analysis, conducted using |
the entire population (n=204) on the remaining Sixteén.variables; resu]ted:

_1n a six factor mode] with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 which accounted

for 69.4% of the variance. A prlnc1pal components ana]ysig'w1th var1max

rotation and Kaiser norma11zat10n rendered the f1na] version of an

employability model (See Table 6 on the next page) S1x 1nterpretab]e and

logically or theoretlcally plausible factors were 1dent1f1ed Motivation,

.L1fe_Style, Job Competence Personal Need State, Educat1on and Work

Rropensfty. The independent variables load1ng on the respect1ve employab1—_

lity conétructs are described as -follows:

Motivat®on (cost vs. benefits for work ing) . ’ Qg :i

® AFDCRG: The amount of AFDC grant' a client received at the time
of reg1stration (ES 4132),

e FSREG:  The amount of Food Stamp a]]otment at the time of | %
' régistration; - .

@ .

e MEDLOT: Cash va]ue of Med1ca1d benef1ts a11OWed to cllents based oy
' ~on HRS estimates; and- S X

o BENWOR: This,js an estimatdbn of the cash benefits a client * = v
.could receive if she returned to work full-time at the N -
salary of her last job. The estimate is based on the
¥ amount. of Food Stamps a client would recejve at that
salary , plus the cash value of the Medjeaid benefit
estimated at $40.66 per family member. = - |

» - - . " R

' BENWOR ™ = FS (working) + Medicaid
. (Benefits working) : . :

N\
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Summary of Principal Components Analysis of Indepeni.lf Variables for AFDC Clients, (n = 205)

, : = : , - ,
Factors 3} 1 - I IT1 v, vV " VI
- Mativation . = Life ~ Job Personal ¥ Work .
Variable ___(Cost vs Benefit) Style Competence '~ Need State Education Propensity
AFDCRG ' . .634 : . .264 150 ° » -.006 -.058 -.201
FSREG 580 . - .268.  ~-.020 ) .060 - -.094 094
MEDLOT 863 147 -.054- -.026 | .003 . =101
BENWOR - .788 03% -.086 ..072 -.061 053
CULT : -.078 . -.363 =275 .048 -.099 30
TMFS .256 950 -fos2 ©~ _ -,007 -3009 - -.024
TMAFDC _ 278 S ~-.025 .042 ) -.042 - ~.047
~JOBSKL -.062 . -+ 916 - -.049 - .034 .100
JOBEXP -.017 \ -.044 - .338 .205 - .086 .092
PERNED ~-.004 . .084 20T .545 030 - .076
NDCOM -.102 .042 . .124 - -.958 © 049 009
EBNED 012 .988 ©.330 . =051 479 - -.011
"EDUATT -.087 ' _ .067 ..087 ' 017 C.784 - 67 .
GRADE ~-.101 -.095 =068 008 .603 -.070
EXPSAL . ' 101 -.024 .104 ‘ .063 -+ 2183 .256
TURNAR - -.150 ' -.101 .063 _ 047 P -.040 789
EIGENVALUE 3.24 1.67 .1.36 - 1.02 . .95 .69 ,
PCT VARIANCE 36.0 ./ 18.7 - 15.2 " 11.4 10.6 7.8 .
. ' 2 '1
/z“ -
’ 4" v g
. 4 !
e )
¥ De \ A
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Life Style '
o CULT: * Tnis is a culture variab]e where 1 = white and 2 = - 1 N
: - non white, SR | - ' e

o TMFS: The total ‘amount ‘of time (expressed in months) a c]ient
has been the recipient of Food Stamps since age 16; and

| \ n
o TMAFDC:- The total amount’of time (expressed in months) a client - o A
has been the recipient of AFDC grants since age 16. I

" Job_Competence’

-

- o JOBSKL: A two point sca]e‘completed by the casg;orker where
1 = need, 2 = no need for job ski]] deve]opment, and

-

o JOBEXP: A two point scale comp]eted by the caseworkerxwhere,
1 = need, 2 = no need for job exper1ence§§‘p ‘

" Personal Need State E: | 1 "o

where 1 = need, 2 = no need, for the following
" variables: Disab1]1ty compensat1on Mental Health
QE counseling; Childcare; Vocational Counseling;
o ~ Transportation; Job interview training; and Other needs I""’Q
PERNED = Personal needs, and s

o PERNED:, This is a scale derived from the summation of . score:;, o e

needs identified by caseworker at 60 days after
registration in PAPA unit. _NDCOM = Needs comp]eted .

' Education . o o - ) o

"o NDCOM:  This is a.ratio of services comp]eted divided- by total '~/

e EDNED: _ An education need scale derived from the summation of ' A

' scores, where 1 = need, 2 = no need, for the following ' ' :
variables: GED review, and Adult genera] education.
EONED = Educat1ona1 needs, and

e EDUATT: A flve pdint scale 1nd1cat1ng the degree of educat1ona1 L A
) attainment at the time of registration, where 0 = no  °° S
high school diploma, 1 = high school diploma. or eqU1va— ot
lent, 2 = completed specialized vocational training but =~ )
with no certificate op license, 3 = has vocational cer- S
tificate or licgnse, ® = Associate Arts degree, 5 = P o
. Baccalaureate degree-or higher. .EDUATT = Educational - - '
“ ~attainment; and . o =

) ‘ = - L I
o GRADE: = Highest school grade completed. « o
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‘}t1on " . _d o .

Work Prqpensity

-

- -

.. o EXPSAL: The amount of monthly income a c11ant would make of the
- - client returnéd to work full time at the same’ ‘salary as
the last job. If no information was available, minimum

- wage was substituted EXPSAL" = Expected sa]ary, and

>

® TURNAR: - Short ‘for "turnaroupd tfme“' this. is a ratio scale
- ~derived from the formula be]ow

. time in _last job i .
Turnarodnd-- Tt LTSS S pepupu 8
: t1me in last job' + time since unemp loyed

It is intended to be a Job stab111ty index. One can
note that the longer a client has held her previous job
and the shorter the time since leaving, the greater the

A ., coefficient 1ndex ~The values are expressed _in months.

1

The above predictor variab]es were selected not only.on the basis of

theﬁn_psychometricscharacteuistics‘but_a]so for their ease of obtaining

y *

relevant information from clients. An additional criterion fé% the selec-

~ tion of variables was that they would be as minimally inferential as

possig]e; In cases where~caseworker judgeméht is. called for, as‘in the
case of JOBSKL or JOBEXP, g simple dichofomous scale was used. The
reliability of these latter “indices by themselves-is of course minimal,

but these ratings,couﬁ]ed with additional informatiort could account for

E some var1ance (at ﬂeast theoﬁetica]ly)'iu the relationship between clignt

character1st1cs aﬁ& e@ployment status at 60 ‘and 180 days after reg1stra-
i _

Cadsa] mode11ng The search for' red1ct0r var1ab1es began with a

hypothet1ca1‘causal mode] as noted 17- he original proposal for the progect.

Such a "worklng" model helped te create|ways of conceptua]iz1ng and manipu—"

1at1ng new data. As Sechrest and Ph1l]1bs 1979) po1nted out, one of the

major weaknesses in the use 5$*unobtrus1ve or arcﬁ1val data is the unimagi -

native ways in-which data are conceptuaiized. A causal mode1 can -therefore

~

€
p

i
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be both ap input and an output in the research'process Through the~course

of -the prOJect the’ initia] causal model underwent a series of succeiiive

* revisions. A ver51on of the mode] has now evo]ved based on the preceding ‘ ) '

A

factor ana1y51s, that appears to possess both logical and empiricai vali=

-dity as far as it s currently ‘taken with Least Squares regres51on sta- .,

"tistics. ‘ L . '__7 ) | T D

L]

s - — T ) ) _ . _ a0 -
The present causal model.is portrayed depicting the -predictiye ‘ ‘,é‘fﬁ ”

arrangements op,variables4?or both EMPL60 and EMPL180 (7i.e., employment
/.

status 60 days‘and 180 days after registration in.the PAPA programs) The
mode] presended in the fo]]owing pages modifies the factor structure in two -
ways it combines the Work Propensity factor and Job Competence factor ;w

into one higher order construct 1abe1ed Job Readiness and the Motivation | >

-

" Factor was subdivided into two subordinate constructs, Costﬂto Work and - :
' . 3" . - :‘" . ’ ~ .
Benefit to Work. Theé rationale for combining Work Propensity and Job ‘
\%’ N - ‘ . . ; T . -
Compentence was that both relate to the realm of work in life function'iflg.

Fl

The Motivation construct was subdivided o the proposition that in life ) -
. decisions, there are almost always opposing forces as one procedes in the * o

" direction of goal achievement (Levine, 1951). Thus the conceptsﬁof costs
and*bfﬁetﬁtsmseem to describe any motivational state in the consideration:

of o“decision alternative. In the case with AFDC clients, deciding wiiether N
. to return to work or not the complex re]ationship between monetary bene-ﬂ o |
Ffits and'costs for. returning to work are described bly Durbin (}969) and..

" Chess inger. (%?80 o " , ’ S ﬁgi; |

The results of the regre551on analyses u51ng data from both cohorts -

[ ]

combined (n 204) 1nd1cated that Job Readiness, Motivation and }ife sty]e . @Eﬁ@;
- b \ .

,

constructs.are 1 significantly re]ated_to emp]oyment status,60 days after .
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r= .08 3

Work
Propensity

<« " B
»
.. EMPL 60
. i . Ryg % .40% L
. t
¢ Lo
- Qi‘a"ﬂ ( X
,ngj e
. - . . v]
'\-"’
f] .
w ’ h
. r = Product moment correlatfon with employment status .
R = Multiple correlation with employment status - )
'_p ¢ .05 ) : : .
. Fligure 4, Ciusai Model constructs predicting Employment Status 60- days after
: - ' registration: First and Second Cohorts §n=214). * .
Q ) I
'.
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R=,26 ,

. ” - . -
< r=.12 o re-,22%"

R=Miltiple correlation with - - »
emp loyment status . . ;
v T &
* P05 S _ . : "
Flaure 5. - Causal Model of, Constructs predicting EMployment Status 140 days after registration :
- ’ . - First Cohort (n=92) o :
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registration'(See Figure 4 on page 44). Howeveri the ‘strength‘of thete ; .
multiple corré]ations were fairly weak, In the case of the Life Style
_Con%truct the mu]tip]e correlation was based on 1nsign1f1cant zero- order \
corre]ations ATl lq,pSEdictoh variables- taken together resulted in a ‘
multiple corre tion of R =" °43‘ F = 2. 72'\[lf'>=i16 187, P ¢ .005). " Thus a.
max wmum of 18.8% of theuvariance is acounted for in re]ating the predjctor
variab]es to emp]oyment status at 60 days (EMPL60). Finallyg four

[ t

variablés, turnaround £ine (TURNAR, r = .23) time on AFDC (IMAFDC, r=
.24), time on Food Stamps (TMFS, r-= .24), and AFDC'allotmenf at registra-
tion (AFDCRG, r = .27)-were signiftcantly (b < .05) related te the Eri-
7 terfon. _ - _ M ' | \
" The use of employment status at 180 days (EMPLIBO) as a criter;bn (See
Figure 5, page 45) variable resu]ged in much strongeh~relaﬁ10nsh1p; between ’ &\ ;
the predictor and criterion measures.- There were six variabies with éighii,
ficavgzer‘o-order corre]ations. (P ¢ .QS.) Turnaround. t1me (TURNAR .r =

.25);Meed for job experience (JOBEXP, r 20) time. on Food Stamps (TMFS

.27); amount- of AFDC grant "at registration (AFDCRG, r =..26); the N

p
¥ amoynd of Food Stamp a]]otment at registration'(FSREG, r= .22); and the
ratio of needs comhlefee'overatotal needs (NDCOM, r —Z,23) Howeher, thelr
number of s1gn1ficant mth1p1e correlations ﬂeclqned relat1vekto the 60
day anqiys1s ' The s1gn1f1cant mu1t1 var1ab1e constructs,were Job Readiness

(R = 139) and Life Sty]e, (R = .28). A1 16 predictor var iables comb ined N

using the f1rst cohort (n = 92) resulted in.a %uitip]e R = .58 (F = 2.39,

*

=16, 75, P ¢ 605) A maX1mum of 33 77 of the variance' is accounted

®

for between the pred1ctor variab]es and the cr1ter1on measure (EMPL180). ‘ | .

’, 2 .
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Therefore, it was concluded that a criterion measure based on

empioyment at 180 days after registzration in the PAPAs appear&to be far C |
-more promising than a criterion measure based on employment status at 60
days foiiow1ng registration One reason for the stronger reiationship
could be attributed to the base-rate problem, that only 25% of the subjects
tpossess either part -time or full-time empioyment at 60 days while 33% are
empioyed part-time or fuli-time 180 days after registration, thus prOViding
a Tless skewed distribution of scares. Another reason could be that there
, is more time for individual ddfferences in employabiiity'traits among the
‘ciients to manifest themseives in employment. Neverthe]ess, a highlight at |
th% point is ‘the apparent vital importance of the Work Readiness function
K ‘i.e., Job experience,ajob ski]]s and a consistent(work history'in securing
« employment for these sybjects. Another highlight was the emerging signifi-
“cance of the needs comp leted variable (NDCOM) at 180 days after ‘registra-
tion. Ihe.degree to which cTiénts were able to complete their treatment
plans was signiﬁicant]y.(p < Ob) associated with employmentastatus at Lqp
days fo]lbwing registration.’ One must remember, however, that correlation

“does not necessarily mean causation

Discriminate ana[ySis The next step in'building a predictive measure

was to identify the most powerful and efficient combination of discrimi—
.nating-variabies relative tb the criterion measures, EMPL60 and EMPL180
:respectiveiyiq The-ciassical method for developing and vaiidating a measurgﬁ

is to derive a prediction equation with discriminating variables from ones
K )popuiation and theh to determine the degree to which it predicts correct . | ;

ciassifications in a second Simiiar population Unfortunately, this method

C could only be applied-USing the EMPL60 criterion, the weakest of the two

[
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criterion measures in terms to the base rate problem.- Nevertheless, a pro- ) ‘-
cedure was employed to determine whether a prediction equation could be | | :E\
l developed using EMPL60Q as the criterion measure according to the claSsical | -
test development aproaches. ;/{///Aﬁ . L T L ‘.1//,
A discriminate function anal&sis~was conducted on the first cohort ' i -\j
(n=98).using EMPLGO (employment status at 60 days after registration) ]
.

the criterion measure with the 16 variable prediction equation derived
from, the causal mode 1ing procedure.; ‘The results.of the discriminate \:naly-\'z:'b

sis revealed that 16 variable discriminate function could have occurred by

" chance factors alone (P > 05) Only one variable in the £uQE;;:n, turn- J;S

-

- around time (TURNAR), could be ‘used to differentiate groups. refore it

was concluded that a‘valid prediction equation could not ‘!‘formulated'and' N .

that.a crosS'yalidation method using separate data séts could not be;
employed. The results of this analysis are presented on Table Z on the

next page. -

-

A second discriminate analysis was conducted using both- the first and

- L]

second cohorts combined to generate a, prediction function Such a method

obv1ously 1ntroduces the risk of Type I error, i.e., the obtaining of

falsely positive results. Nevertheless, with the knowledge of such risks, e

- . . . o)‘_ - N

an analysis-was ‘conducted to determine whether discriminant function could
¢ @ y ! . ‘
be obtained from a larger data set (n %>205).with.gore statistical gower. . °

—

The results of the analysis indicated that§ pfartt discriminate | :

function was obtained (P < .001)-uith'si7*indi i 1 predﬁctor variables : '
' | . . R gr
significantly (P < .05) assoctated with the criterion measure (EMPL60{5<:T)//
The result of the analysis are presented in. Table 8 on page 50 ' > .; e*_‘,y'
. 4

- ThereFore, it was concluded a _screening measure to distinguish potentially

P‘ » . . ' . v, . ) .4\
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Actual Group

Predicted Group

) s l ~ %‘
"\ / / ' "
Q‘- ¢ ; . R ) .
. - 49 ’
g | | .
, nS e Table 7 v ‘
A 16]\laz(ab1e Predictwnﬂuation for Employment at %days (EI;1PL60)
aftew r gistpation as Cif :rion measure using first cehort (n¥9 8) "
+ - , | '!/ . .
. ' Unstandardized Canonical |
~ Variable .- o TP Discriminant Fanction F‘.
\q’“\ , D . Coeffitient
) [ ) . j Py :
1. BENWOR ' T 813
2. FSREG : ' .874
3. AFDCRG o - . 1.684
4> MEDLOT o AN .662 .
5. TMFS e 3.149
6. TMAFDC . 2,338
7. CULT < . -1.442
8. EDUATT . ' .049
9. GRADE /' 7201
10. EDNED .653
11. JOBSKL . \\\ x .928
12. EXPSAL ) Jd45
13. TURNAR - . 6.934*
14. «J0BEXP 1. 754
15. PERNED - x’/ }// o
16. NDCOM - ' 509
Constant T
Etgenvalue i Canonical Wilks Chi - P
v Correlation Lambda Squared
(W ' . : '
“\Jyj; ' 42 .82 = 17.29 .3671
Classification i,

[

(1) Potentially (2) Probably
Emp loyab le Unemployable &% -
(1) Employed -+ -,. « 14 (correct) 8 (false . Percent
(Full-time, . . negatives) - correctly
part-time) classified
- | - 69.39%
(2) Unemployed 22 (false 54 (correct): .
' ‘ ‘ positives)

~

*P ¢ .05
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‘A6 Variable Predict: Equat1on for Emp]oyment at 60 days After
Registration (EMPL60) as critetlon\measure Using First and

Second*Cohorts (nm205) s
i _ L B _ |
) _ o .. Unstandardized Cafonical o ’
ariable v . Discriminant Funct1on . F >
- " Coefficient -
. ~7 \ | .
. . ’ *" T _ ;',. ‘
1. BENWOR | .003 1394 4
2. - FSREG - - .002 - ~1.575 .
3. AFDCRG - ‘ -.007 . o 15.200%* e 7
4. MEDLOT . -.003 O /‘5 649*% . . |
5. TMFS -.018 - - 869* :
6. TMAFDC : . .008 o 7 JoSo* -
7. CULT - _— 5407 ‘j 374% < ~
8.~ EDUATT ..M~ .063 N | 1.327 v
.. 9. -GRADE - T e 17 { - 3.294 | '
! EDNED .214° 7916 .
- JOBSKL / 610 - .878
12 EXPSAL - . : -.001 = +.036
‘ * 13. TURNAR L i . 1.331 § . 13.720% o '_
# 14. JOBEXP : . N -.984 ™. <~ 1948 _ R
15. PERNED ' Lo .%57 - 826 .
16. NDCOM \ L, e 57 .000 :
ConstaMe .- . . -2.668 - L
' T\ - o
Eigenva1ue . -, ﬁanonicaT'» ks Chi B Ctykj%
N -Correlapion = Lambda . Squared _ ~ a
219 T e a0t T2 ., 38.58 — 001
‘Classification o e o o _ o’
 Actual Group e 5 Pgédicted Group - ’ "
(1) Potehtially . (2) Probably B .-«;J“\ . :
~ . Emp-Toyab le. . . _Unemployable J 0 S
. _ AN . ) : ' ) he
(1) Employed 28 (cOrngpf)- o 16 (false : Percerﬁp .
(Full-timg L Q' .‘.4_' . negatives) correctly .

. wart -t im® Lo : SRR cﬂassif1é&

v O » 70.73% .
v (2) Unemployed 44 (fa]se 1;}” correctg 7 o
\ : S posit1ves P s

\ *P ¢ .05 R 7\ [j_ / -
| ( - | \ UM
l’" . :

. N ‘ ) E Y .
: : t-;.' ' - e T
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) emb]oyab]e from pkobéb]y unemp loyable gum be explored with further analy-

ses.
Since a 16‘variab1e measure would be too cumbersome to use 1in the
field to perform calculations for bredictions, four variables were selected
on the basis of a) the strength of correlation with the criterten,_e) the'
least amount'of inference (i.e.; reduiring the reéording of only factual

information), and c) the absence of implications regarding race or ethnic

i

groups. Using theée criteria, four variables were selected: 1) the amount

of AFDC grant at registration (AFDCRG); 2) the toté] amount of time on food
stamps since age 16 expressed in months (TMFS), 3) total time on AFDC since
age 16 expressed in months (TMAFDC), and the ratio of the time 1n the last

job to the time in the last job plus the time unemployed Since the last jqb

" (TURNAR). A discriminant function analysis was then conducted using only

" the'se four variables. The results of t@e analysis revealed that a signifi-

cant discriminant functioqgras obtained with a 68.57% percent correct

classification index. «The results are presented in Table 9 on- the next

-

, page. .

However, even though=the'di§criminant function is statistically signi-

_ficant, the degree of practical sighificahce is questionnable. The peréeh-

fage of correct classifications (re]iabi]ity)_wou]d ebpear to be rather low
for practical use with individuals, especially in the Naples District in

which only 50 and 59% of the clients of the respective cohorts would have

rbeen correctly classified. Finally, and perhaps the most important reason

for questioning the use of the above equation for the development of a

LI

screening ‘device is that the 60 da& time interval Seems to be far too short

for .the serv%ce interventions- to have taken effect,'in-]ight of the

o
H
-
1
i
)
@
.
§
1
[

B T T T PPN




. -':"»F#_f;-_.' :“

. R ) o
K 3.
52 Vs
. Table 9 o .
: / ) | : | . ‘
. : A Four Variable Prediction Equation for Employment at 60 days P
- after registration (EMPL60) as criterion measure using First : S
and Second Cohorts (n=210) ' -
. , . g
. ‘ . A Unstandardized. Canonical ' . ' L
Variable ) , Discriminant Function - F Q\‘ . ( » Y
Coefficient . . N
; \\x . i _
«{ 1. TMFS ' .020 9.38*
2. TMAFDC . ' - -,008 7.86* .
3. AFDCRG ' .009 : 16.11* .
4. TURNAR g . -1.463 . 10.16% * -
Constant - -1.309 . : , :f3 ‘
-l —— ' ' : I
Eigehvalue )( '\ggnOnical Wilks Chi P W
~ . €orrelation Lambda Squared |
' q18 —— .32 .89-° % 23.02  .0001
C]assification. ' . ': — 3 N ‘ o
| /,_Actual Group X Predicted Group . ' | ~‘\\
. - . '- . s ) . » ) .
- . . (1) Potentially (2) Probably . A -
| : Employable Unemp Toyab e ' -
. . '
(1) Employed . 29 (correct) 18 (false ) Perceg}T, . \
(Full-time, _ _ negatives) correqt.ly
" part-time) ‘ J/’ _ ' classified
\ L - A 68.57%
(2) Unemployed 48 (false . . 115 (correct) : L
positives) \
. " _ R |
Correct C]assificationj}by PAPA and by Cohort
. . : ) .
First Cohort - Second .Cohort - i .
CoBTS  77% o8 // o
_(n=31) : . (n=25) - i
Naples 50% - 59% S
. (n=28) o - (n=22) A
N Miami . 75% A . 68% C
| (n=39) - (n=65) ‘
* . ' : ' N ‘.
P ¢ .05
/ )
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increase in the strengtﬁ(of thé NCOM variable (needs comp leted). from 60 . N
days to 180 days. fTherefore because of the 1united operationa] signifi-—~

’.

cance of the funct1on and because of the va11d1ty of the criterion measure

the above ana]ys1s is not recommended for the development of client
‘ . &

;o screen1ng/selection measure for use in the field. | !,’ N

A discr1m1nant funct1on ana]ysis W1th all 16 predictor variab]es was

also conducted using+*the emp1oyment status 180 days after reg1stration

o | (EMPL180) as the driterion maﬁsure with fLe first cohort (n = 92). Given

the time p@ramete s of the project, a cross validation could; not be con-
L .o .

ducted with the®180 day.crthrdon Neverthe]ess; the results of the

discriminant analys1s re»ea]ed there were seven s1gn1f1cant discr1m1nat1ng

variables; 1) the,amount of Food Stamp a]]otment at reg1stration ( FSREG) ;

The amount of AFDC grant at registration (AFDCRG); time on Food Stamps AN
\smce age 16 (TMFS); time on AFDwnce age 16 (,TMAF%C ; culture membership |

(cuLT); turnaround t ime- (TURNAR),wand the ratio of needs conp]eted over

total needs (NDCOM). The d1scr1m1nant funct1on ﬁas\also s1gnaf1cant (x2 =

'38.é1, Df =16, P ¢ .001). The resd.& are1pﬁésented in Table 10 on_the
: )

next page.

)
A sixteen var1ab1e pred1ct1on eduatlon W u]d WQ likely have 11ttle

v ¥

utility 1n‘the field and theeuse of 1ns1gn1f1cant pred tor variables could
not be defended psychometr1ca1]y Therefore, the « following fdngvar1ab]es

were se]ected.{rom the prev1ous d1;\r1m1nant and regress:on analyses using
the same criteria as discussed‘1n the previous analysis: 1) time on Food
Stamps (TMFS); the.amount of timelon AFDC (TMAFDC)' 3) the: amggnd of AFDC
allotment at registratton (AFDCRG);:and 4) turnaround t1me (TURNAR) The mﬁ \ fﬁk o
variabie éULT,'quﬂﬁng to cu]tura]hba d was dropped because it may

. .. .
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Table 1Q
Summary of discriminantzﬂﬁgijg1s of u§1ng prédictor variable
with Employment Status at 180 days (EMPL180) as criterion measure
with First Cohort (n=92) & ,: | ' o
N | “Unstandardized Canonical |
Variab le Discriminant Function F
' CQefficient\_ o >
1. BEAWOR -.000 - | .00
2. FSREG 1,001 : 1.80%
3. AFDCRG 009 10,5 Lol
4, MEDLOT -.008 2,72 -
5. TMFS | .029 9.186%
6. TMAFDC - =.016 ' 6.90*
7. CULT NS I 4.05*
8. - EDUATT S -.001 v .03
9. GRADE -.,045 2,83
- 10. EDNED -.355 . .73
11. JOBSKL -.280 - - 1.67
12, EXPSAL . ,004 .68
=13, TURNAR -1.480. . .. 7.09*
14, JOBEXP 1,201 v 2.38
15. PERNED _ Jz21 A1 -
16. NDCOM {4 -1,537 4.57%
stant - "§%§ -3.478 . .
. . N
L___jg!{_ B _ it
Eigenvalue Canonical  Wilks chi - P
, | Correlation . Lambda Squared
.598 .61 .63 . 3841 001
Classification , e -
) ) N
Actua) Group Predicted Group
(1) Potentially (2) Probably. ~ *
qf - _Employable _Unemployable
(1) fhb]oyed \ 25 (correct) . 9 (false  Percent
(Full-time, NS - - negatives) - correctly .
part -t ime) - - classified
, L I 77.17%
. (2) Unemployed €2 (false 46, (correct)
: positives) -
1 . e . 1}
*p ¢ .05 o E
- ’ ' .
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‘d1ctor 6quation are presented in Table 11 on page on’ the next ' page.

‘variables to c]assigjcatjon in groups.

) ¥ W IRE
. b e ) . I K. )
t H-l' 3 ,.\/“’"
‘ 55 -
&'

-

discriminate against disadvantaged groups regarding equal ‘access

emp loyability services and thus be cha]]enged od.the 1ega1 basis of Adverse.

Impact. The'needs conp]eted variable (NDCOM) was also dropped since this

is a process variab]e pertaining to progress made toward removing

constraintv,1n the- PAPA programs during the first 60 days. OnLy 1nput -

var1ab1es can be used for diagnostic/prescript1ve decisions ﬁt intake.

resu]ts of the discrim1nant funciton ana]ysis using the four-variable pre—

-

The resu]ts of the analysis revea]ed that the four varfable d1scrim1—

\

nate‘funct1on could not have occurred due to chance factors a]one (P <.

N

.0903). The canonical correlation (R%.46),1nd1cates that a fa1rgamount of
variance.(Zl%) cou‘g be:accounted for in relating the discriminai£

s The;tour variab1es\use raw data
that can readily be obtained through interviews with c]ients'in.which the
amount of client and caseworker jnference is low.

h)

for 'memory distortion thrdugh having clients recall;thg\tota1number of

‘;/(Jﬁmonths they have receivéd Food Stamps and AFDC grdnts sWnce age 16 a5 well

~as how many nonths they had worked on their previous job.

=

Neverthe]ess~'-

W
the caseworkers assigned to COHect thése k1nds of data for the £resen'

‘study did not appear to have mudh d1ff1cu1ty in obtaining such information,

‘Therefore, our conc1u51on is that an instrument can be deve]oped with

pras/jéa] ut111ty, to distinguish the potent1a11y emp]oyab]e from the pro—

| since unemp.Joyed (TURNAR) .

bab 1y unenp]oyab]e u51ng tHrLfour var1ab1es t1me on Food Stamps (TMFS) ;
time on_AFDC-(TMAFDC), the amount pf AFDC grant at reg1strat1on (AFDCRG);

and the ratio of time.in last job divided»byitime ih last job plus timﬁ

~

L]

-

-to puB]ic\‘

Th%f

There may be a potential l’;

.oee
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' : - . Tab]e 11 S, T - -
o . % . . ’ 9 .o 9 o ol
. - A Four Variable Prediction Equq;10n qu-fmp]oyment Status at 180 . { 4
days: after registration (EMPL180) as criterion measure - ‘ -,
ﬁp_ N - . ; ‘ .
| N ' Unstandardized Canonical
- Variable- L\./B]scmmgnan'c Funct#bn. . F -
A . . Coefficient . - v L .
< 1, TMFS -.034 e : \ 19.86*
2. TURNAR ¥ -1.338 | - T 7 09*
3. TMAFDC * . -.014 "6.90%
4., AFDCRG - % - .009 110.50* .
+ " Constant - - -1.675" . ‘ :
’ RN < ’ i ?} ‘ ] a
— s o ,
Eigenvalue Canomical Ni]ks : ‘Chi P
- Correlation - lambda - Squared N
o .276 46 R fl 42,0003 -
C]assificatidp I - . .
S n ] e . -
Actual Group Predicted Group Y
+. 7. f1) Potentially . (2) Probably ‘
‘ - Employable Unemp loyable
(1) Employed 25.?correCt). 9 (false: Percént . ’; y
(Eull-time, - - negatives). = “correctly’
part-time) . - classified L
' . - ) . l s 72 .83% -
(2)" Unemployed 16 (false ,"42 (correct)
C S U positives) . e\
*P ¢ .05 [\ N % Y ; ‘
P v - ’
b # . .
+ . o ./ . "’ -
- ’ . '\ ; . L
- » | \' "-‘ ( -
; v . ' . - v
| , oy -
T F e
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— i
A‘fina1 note is't;at tne four variab]es identiTied above are
i survivors" from the majon constructs contributing to empioyment namely
‘Eife Style (TMFS, TMAFDC) Motivatioﬁ (AFDCRG) and Job Readiness (TURNAR)
. The 51ngle most potential variabie in predicting emp]oyment is TURNAR which.
is considered to be an indicator of emp]oyment stability E]ements of \ .

/ educational history such as ~degrees, credentials or grades do not appear to

bé an important factor in prediéting future -employment for this population. .

<
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’ 3 ' Objective I1:

Determine the Re]iab111ty with which Pred1ctions of Empjpyability Can Be

estimates or through sg11t5half.methods. G1ven the ‘data obta1ned in the -

‘Jpresent project, the establishing of'stability of prediciton.across groups

Made

| S
~  There-are two predominant issues in establishing the reliability of a..

. { ) . N/
A ﬁeasure, the stability of a score over time and the 1nternal-cons1stency of

the measure. Stab111ty is typically assessed throughﬁt{st retest. methods

while 1nternal cons1stency is’ assessed through the use of var1ous " folrmulae

& R

was not possible since the relationship between ‘predictor variables and’

v

emp loyment at 60 days'was tga_weak to perform cross validations. Thus we . .
. . < g

were left with only one data set (n=92) with 180 day data with which to

-deve]op pred1ct1ons. Therefore’ﬁe Were limited to the deriving of indicies

of 1nterna1 cons1stency as re11ab111ty estimates only.

The prediction classificatons are based on the four Jgr;;b;e\hiscrimi- ' __’ §§

‘nate function presented in Table 11 on page 56 us1ng the variables TMFS

TMAFDC AFDGRG and TURNAR. It was high]y probab]é that the function con-
sist1ng of these four variables occurred beyond ‘shance factors along (P <

.0003). The canonic‘ corre]ation' (R = .46) and wilks Lambda-( 78) ‘can be

1nterpreted as modest as indices: of the accuracy with which the four o

L]

_variablés are able to classify subjects - The c]assification results using

the entire population of subjects on whom 180 data are available were that L g'f7f?

72. 83% of the 92 subjects were correctly c]assified using the functiOn to

base prediction on.its own. data set. There were 16_(17%) false posjtives, |

those who were predicted to be employed but were not, ‘and 9 (10%) false | .ig

L

negatives, those who were predicted'to_be unemp]oyed but were not, - Thus .
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the major c]assification error apqears to lie in the atcuracy of predic-.
ting employment rather than unemp{oyment This would mean, assuming these -
results are stab]e across populations, that there is a higher. probabilitﬁ“\
of investing resources in individuals who are probably unemployable than in
denyfing resources to indiyiduals wh9 are potentially empioyabTe: From a
humanistic Qerspective, it would better to err in the false positive direc-_ ‘ | iﬂ
.tion than in the' reverse. -There wou]d'be humanisticaigy unfemtunateadegi- ‘ |
sions made on 10% of the popu]ation | ! . q
while suqh resu]ts appear ‘engouraging, one additiona] analy51s should |
be made to/take into account that 50% of classifications wou]d be randomly
correct§ In other words, if caseworkers assigned clients as they‘tome in-
the“dodr to one of the two groups at.nandom, they.wonid be correct 50% of o
. the time. A propghtiona] reduction in error statistic is Tau-as deséribed~

g x

in Klecka (1980) which can be described as follows: . = . ' - A

where nc = correct. '«

_ . “Nhe - p.n. - : classification

Y tau = e —————— ' ' .

- . n. - p.n. . n. = total population "

N »p Q = number of cases i

- AR _ 67 - 46 o - .assigned on the basis i

§ - tau = mmemmemeeeeeas - - of random assignment ‘.
92 -8 - ' \-

S
A _ ] : R
. =86 . £ S

- 3 N - _
Tau wag calculated to be .46 which medns that;classification eryor based on
the fouh discriminating variables resths'in 46% fewer errors than would be

7. o
made by random assignment (i.e., 67 were correctly classifiediwhen 46 would

L

be classified’correct]y by chance). i, ‘ :_ s R
-, : " RS __ A S o
/\ - 09

S
o



A figal analysis was performed to demonstrate how well the predictions

.

‘.

are made by PAPA.progfam. The percentage of correct classifications by -~ “'\i C.

-

kprogram are presentedr1n’Table 12 on the next page along with the number of
those who wou 1d be classified as potentlally employable and prghably
unemployable'#n contrast to actual placements. . The resthEfJeVeal»thati;;i

/\ | pred1ct1on§ appear to be very effective §for “the N le% populatwn dnd

somewhat less,ﬁor Brooksv1lle SumterV1lle, Tavares and even less so for .

'Miaml It\might be 1nterest1ng to vlew the results from the perspect1ve

L

“that Miami expended resources on 21 of 30 who would be predicted, to be

- 9

probably unemployable", and Brooksv1lle et al. tried. to assist 21 of 33 s

’

who would _ave,been classified as "probably unemployable”. Thus the merit

A

of such an7$nstgument derived from the discriminating variables may be in
"helping to jdentify those who are unlikely to profit from Services offered B

_by the PAPA programs. ‘. ' . o o | |
"’ From these analysis, the following recommendat ions 4n_ﬁmade . :

\ A 1. Establ1sh the stability of the predictions of employability at 180 -
~ days after registratmn on the 121 subJects of the secon’cohort

, 2. 1In addition to 180 day pregict1ons, formulate predictions based on < .
one'year after registr&fion With a larger percentage of the .
» n$ﬂation securing work, the reliability of predictions may well
mproved. ‘Such an index would also take into account benefits
JA@Mer term interventions that result in skf?l-building or

. " fﬁconcept development
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Y,
. - .. : > o - 3 - e
™ . ' . Cdnrgct Classifications by PAPA Program '
. - ' Correct g | Potentially *  .Probably '
Programs . Classifications- Employable - Unempioyable
’ - r ' “\“x‘ w v - 4 ' - & . --
. C o - 7™ Predicted  Actual , Predicted  Actual .
) . . A N * o - - - .
‘B-T-S T - 12 9 T T =
(n=33) . | . . ' '.. o ‘ .
Naples - 85% 20 21 - < 7 - 6
(n=27) ., - i

% Miami 67% | T 9 -3 o 27 ¥
. (n=30) : ’ '
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Objective III

Y S .; —/”*“\\\L | e
[T Develop/hsers Manual to'nse theAFIS4 Emp10yab111ty fredictipn Form = . ¥

ES . . - A

- " In ofder to provide casemanagers with a means ,for determining whether
' a client is either potential]y employab]e or probably unemp]oyab]e, a
discriminant fUnction analyéﬁs (KTeka 1975) was;conducted té derive a pre-

d?{}on formu]a‘usingic31ent background variables ' The research methodo]ggy o
for. deriving the formu1a was presented {n Objective I while a discuSsion of

its re]iability{kah‘prékented iﬂ“.jeéﬁiye II The ana]yses revealed that
”'Hto emplo/f\ht status at 180 days after

£ a mathematica' formula, predicti;

”registration, bossessedtTSufFicjent 16terna1 consistency to exp]ore its |

-*potentia] use 1n the fﬁeldf Even though the formu]a y1e1ds an employabi-

. 11ty index (EI),fit mustnbb used#with cautlon since the stabiTTty of the
\ °funct10n/[a4geb{a eqdatlon) 15 yet not'hnown,‘ .“ its ability to make

ace

' atvv\redict1ons on new data sets. Neverthe]ess, the fo]lowing proce- ) 1.f
1ﬁfhes c0u1d be used 1f‘gaseworkers or payments workers wish tp explore the |
potentﬁal USe of the formu]a * Please remember, the emp]oyab1lity 1ndex 1!} ] |
(EI) derived from these p(§_ﬂagres is a coefficient to § mgrov upon or |

: ugmeg existiﬁb emp.loyability 1nd1cators It 1s.NOT 1ntended as a "

rep]acement for-on- going asses§ﬂEnt procedures

"The Employab111ty Index- The algebra1c‘forMU1a for the c1ass1f1cat1on

of individuals in terms of potent1a11y unemp]oyab\e or probab]y . . _‘r///f .
_ unemployab]e is a follows: |
] i N ' e . S “ ' i . UL |
o EI = AFDCRG(.009) + TMFS(.034) - TMAFDC(.014) | ,*\\\_%&3//" |
L 7 - TURNAR(1.338) - 1.675 - | ST g .
Q. ‘ ; , ‘ - '




63 . . | “
here: *
where . oy ., , -
El = Employability Index is a score on-a unidimension scale of \\\L;
. - employability from -3 (a very high probabiﬂity of employment) ST
to +3 (very low probabllity of employment) | A
AFDCRG = Amount of AFDC grant for which an 1nd1vldual is eligible for.
' at reglstratlon, _,* e i .
g- ' jsg 0 .
TMFS = Tptal amount of time a cllent has recei foqd stamps“31nce -
' age 16,° expressed in months; . 4. .
. /"
TMAFDC = Total ameunt of time an individual has reCe1meg AFDC grant ’ .//,?)
. sinece age ‘16, expressed in months; ' R
o _ X- J .
TURNAR ® Ratio of - ~_months in last=ob 4 v, . ‘ b 7

(months ast job) ~WXmonths sinc&upempToyed)

¢ N
B sy

For each\variable in the discriminant gquation; a numerical weight,
' ».

. called a disérhmlnant coefficient (D.C. ), was derived to optimize the

P *
correct cla551f1cat1on of lnd1v1duals ln terms'of potentlally eggloyable or

J“probably unemployable (See Table Tl on bage gg}~ Each Score on the four .

variables .is mult1pl1ed by its dlscrlminant coefflc1ent UQt * These pro-

' ducts are th%n added (or subtracted depending on whether there is a plus or

\
minus sign 1n front of the coeff1c1ent) The constant 1s then idded vor

subtracted from th products depend1ng on its sign in thq formula. ~These

addltlons and subtractlons yield a score’ called the Employablllty Index

]

R X
‘ lnto ‘the probably unemployab%e group., F1gure 6 on the next page demon-

N

4&ﬁ1) which 1s a.fumber-on a unldlmenslonal eontﬁnuum from -3.(very high

-

probab1l1ty of securlng employment after 180 days) to. +3’ (very Tow probabl-
llty of securlng employment after 180 Qays) Employabllf%y Indlcés wlth - .

values less than O would place clients into a potentfalLy employable group
1

whlle employab1l1ty 1nd1c1es with values greater than 0 would place cl1ents 't gS-

&

strates how the distrlbut1on of Employablllty Indlces fall on the contlnum

for -3 to +3. The 1 $ are EI's earned by 1nd1v1dual\\m£f were employed after

] . o EN
. . L. - . , -
Y . w
e .o R A B A PR oo A S
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.~ SymboY Group . Label , 64
1. 1 Potentiai]y emp]oyéble
2. ., 2& Probably unemployable _
“ | . A11-GROUPS STACKED HISTOGRAM .
) ' N --CANONICAL DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION 1-- 1
F 8 + ¢ 8 ' +
R 7 @ . - -
E Potentially - 2 Probably .
Q employable 2 unemp loyable .
U 6 + , - 1 2 > + .
E ' 1 2 .
N 1 2 .
c-™ 1 > an
Y 4 + 1 32 2 2 2 ‘ +,
. 1 a2 2 2 2 ..
) . | 12222 Q2822 2222 2 .
. “ 12 22 2 2222 2222 2 .
2 + 1 1 '%11122 12 1§ 22222 222222222 2 2 -+
- 1- 1 11122+12 U 22222 2222222%2 2 2 ).
. 11 1 2 1111111112122 11222211221111 2 221 2 2 o .
. 11 1 2 1111111112122 1122221¥1221TY1 2 221 2 2 . .
OUT...r ..... Foeinnnn L 2 S i I R Fovrrnnnns LR ouT
; -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
Group Centroids | 2 .
I . ’\ “
Opyimal discriminating line
. - \ ' |
Tlassification Results:- o o N 3 :
®No. of Predicted. Group. M#bership Pct. Correctly
Actual Group § il ‘Cases 1 2 Classified
Group 1 N 34 25 |
_ ‘“ ‘ 73.5 .
7p.83
Group 2 . 58 16 :
_ - 27.6 o
, :
. .
-
~ » o .
%X : ' ‘ o
1 _
- »
} - * '
/ : %
— - f 76 / |

B
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~and the systemat1c co]lection of. data

e N
| 65 -

Ay}
A}

»

- 180 days while the 2's rep}esent"EI's earped by clients who were unemp loyed

7 after 180 days in the respective PAPA's. Each indivjdua] is represent by 2.

numbers placed on top of one another such as 1 or 2. - N N
. * & 1. ) . .

L3

[t mdsf be pointed out that the extreme scores aJong the continuum dre
the most accurate predicfions, th-that'drawing d{stinction£~between groups
using.seores in the midrange'wojﬁd be much 1ess'accurate. In actual prac-
tice, the recommehded strategy would be to intZ?gnet the Employability

Index as an est1mate Qf the degree to which a &lient is employable rather

4

than a%_a dichotomous disrcriminator of the proverbial “sheep vs. goats "

One approach 1n usihg the equatijon might be in instances where the
demands for service are greater than the supp]y For example, if there are
200 PAPA applicants for, 50 openings in a unit's case]oad the 200 appl1cants
can be rank-ordered and the tbp,SO selected for admission to the program.
The presumption here is that PAPA's are Tlimited human.resources and should
be used by those individuals who would most likely profit from service.

Thie appCOach could be called a triageuor "topqdbwn" approach.

An a?%ﬁ%native approach might be to assume that all those with high
negative emp{oyability indices, for eXamplerBetween -2 andl-3,"wouid pro-
bab]y.secure empioyment without spec1a1 public aesistance; fherefore,' |
assistance should be given to those fndividuaWS who earn_EZIand_abo;e toward
0 sfhce,they are thg ones'for'whoh the effort of a casemanager and co?p}e-.

: R , - 4 L B
mentary services might thake, a_difference. The- determinination of whether

to admit ,’ind.ivﬁlmls using the "top doWn‘"’ strategy or to admit those it the

e

upper m1d range can be made w1th the’ acqu1s1tion of additonal observat1ons

P .1

3
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Nhfle the internal consistency of the above equation was 61%
correct classifications of probably employable and 82% correct classifica--

tions of probably unempToyable, the ultimate chofcekof a cut-off point must

ﬂpe based on considerations of potential costs and benefits to the client
v - . '\ ' . - . . . . '?-
and to the agency. , As cut-off scores are set higher, there is an increased

riskﬁgi denying service to those who might profit.(assumihg résources are

available). On the other hand, as cut-off scores are set lower, there -is

n increased risk of providing service to individuals who might not be able-

&

. to profit from the kinds of Services offered by the PAPA's and as a
.\ . ) ." . 1
consequence, there would be a waste of public dollars and prestwge of ser-

.1 . L4
vice, 'TherefoJE if the EI is to be used as a screening criterion, please
- _ : ;

use it with caution. ‘
. The AFDC Emp]oyabi11ty Preaﬁciton Form js:brescﬁféaw?n Appendix III

-
.

which .can be used to calculaté the Employability Index. The usé of -a
simple hand calculator is recomended to perform the mu1tﬁpliéations and

additions.

! ——p
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<;\_ Evaluate the Effeciveness of - the PAPA's fq;ihelping Ind1v1duals to Secure *@d
_}ﬁpioygent o~

' o
- . ’
A ¥

At 1ts inception, the present project was viewed primar11y as fa

'research.stody to deyelop.an_employabt]ity measure and‘secondarily as an
evaluation effort to assess the effectipeness of the PAPA units. _Howevdr,'

'during the negotiation of the cdntract t roject staff was asked by the

’ R
D1v1510n of Economic Services to emphasize the evalyation of th respective , :

PAPA prggram§\as well, Thus, in order to evaluate a phenomenon, some, eri-’

o+

teria'had to be formulated on which to make comparfsons_and base judge-
" ments. Prior tdthe site_Visits to the reSpect?Ve,PAPA'slin the June of o )’ '
1983 the following evaluation standards were establifhed by the research L

. [ 7Y . . v . - )

>

team. Yo e

A Y

Evaluation Standards for PAPA Proqrams . *

e Valid Screeninguprodesses. Did the*Screening processes used to
admit clients to the PAPA programs possess sufficient validity so

-that individuals are identified who have high potential for pro-
_fiting from the services offered? A

e D1agnost1c[prescr1ptive assessment of client service needs. Were
client needs assessed and were unit and commun1ty resources iden-

: _ tified to help clients systemmatically address needs .and constra1nts

T that hinder employment? -

!

o C(Case management system. Is there an 1nd1v1dua1 who is réspons1b1e s
, for maintainipg records and for regu]ar]y fo]lowing a client
- through the treatment process?

s
!

° Effectgve ut111zat1on of community resources. Are’ the clients
using the. ava1Tab1e resources to remediate cl1int’ngads?
- o Job development and_placement syStem. Are there personnel
e assigned to.identify job opportunities in the community for AFDQ

o . clients?  Are clients matched with jobs in terms of abilities,
1nterests; and prior job- eXper1ence?

¢ Systemmatic. outcome eva]uat1on. Are client and emp]oyertf011ow-up
procedures canducted? B
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Standar& 1. Scre;hjngucritéfié; .As discﬁssed in fhg desﬁrip@ion of thé
'respéﬁtive programs, the caseworkers at all three PAPAls felt a need.fdr
assist@nce in this éfea. Presently, scfeening'is accomplished pri ri1y -
through caseworker.dudgement, orfthrough the use of a "performaﬁggm:est"

(or som;\obstacle) to distingu{sh motivated from unmotiv;ted'clients.

; Unfortunate]y, a host of_researc‘:sfudies-have demdnstrated that, fhe T

_ éccuracy of ciinipa] judgament varies widely in terms of validity -and
re]iability‘of prediction (Endicott ahd Spitzer, 1972; Wiens,:1976); The
effect%venéss of clinical redictidns appears to be influenceé by the‘
skiTls of interviewér; thgsclérity ofjpategoriés tb wh{cﬁ one is pre- ;

dicting, and the degree of inferénce-uée? to-maké ratings. Prééentiy}_?S%
of the PAPk‘clients'acrbss all three sites are_unemployed 60 days

) registragigigz;d.67%are unemployed after 18Q, days. Resources we

expended on D of their clients who would have been bredictgd "proba

A

fx\}' unémplbyab]e"_after‘le days using fhe employabiliﬁy.ipdex_gE
| Objective III./fPekhéps_this'record can be impmoved wféh the use of a
" valid, objective screening instrument that helps to jdentify individuals

¥ . :
who have Tittle Tikelihood of profiting from the services offered by the '

\

PAPA's. . - o o o

_ Récommendatioh. Our recommendation is that the PAPA programs par-

» ticipating at present, explore the use of the instrument and procedures
presented in Objective III .of this document on tryout basis.  Secondly, be-
sure to collect follow-up information on both clients admitted, to programs

S . and those not admitied.to confirm the stability of the predictions. Also, -
. - try to keep accuraté records gf 60 day, 180 day, and 1 year employment sta-
T “tus. : o - LT

Sahe o, An-interestgng.research study might bé ‘to have caseworkers, on the
" - - basis of existing information, classify whether an applicant is either
" potentially empldyable or probably unemployable with existing information
_"and’ then to compare their classifications with-the formula classifications
* at 60 and 180 days after registration. : C L '
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fservice. A successfu] employability program should sensitively and

' accomp]ished through ski11ful 1nterv+ew%ng procedures or through testing

> barriers or constnaints (take fon\instanc;’transportat1on) may actua]]y

'wqthe other hand, -if &

by a 1ack of capab111t1es then such serv1ces as JOb sk111 tra1n1ng, educa—w

R
| . . .. 69 v
w . L PN * r\" i \
.

L

Standard 2. Diagnostic/Prescriptive assessment,g_ c11ent needs for .

B SR

accurate]y appraise c11ent needs that 1mpede employment This can be

Sometimes skillfu] assessment can differentiate between the services

c]ients say they wou]d like to have vs. those ‘they should have»to addng;s

more fundamental emp]oyab111ty issues.,. For example, pome perceived

“serve as masks or rationalizations for more fundamenta] prob]ems such as‘
lack of self-confidence in ones abi]ity to perform in a JOb fear of being

rejected in a job 1nterv1ew, feel1ngs of worth]essness, lack of belief. 1n ' ', S

| K%
ones ability to.learn or cope W1th unfamiliar: S1tuations or some other

Al

1mmob111z1ng attitude »Some 1nd1v1duals in a crisis’ s1tuat1on may be abfé

to cope with- on]y temporary supporb’wh11e others may requTre more 1ntensive
.and extensive assistapce to overcome self- defeat1ng att1tudes Both types

of clientd with very different abilities for copirg with stresg‘may dec]are. 1& . '
transportation as a barrier. A sens1t1ve and sk1Tlfu1 interv1ewer is ab]e '_ o - e

- to help cl1ents understand their problems and he]p them obta1n necessary

. L . 4 _ . Ce . . -
and he]pfu1 assistance, S Q@ - _ " o

Further, caseworker att1tudes and be11efs about the welfare cl1ent may”

P

also 1nfluence the asseSsment of needs If a %aseworker bel1eves the - A
we]ﬂare cl1edt is beset ma1n1y by Self defeating,att1tudes, then such Ser-

'«(':; B

vices as. menta] health or vocatronal counse11ng would be ca]led for. 'bn

Jdaseworker believes weIfare @11ents are béset” mainiy'z'

Y

7 .

: t%on or 1nterview sk1l] tra1n1ng wou]d be called for. As ment1oned

)
A B .
o r o | | w
| N ) . -
“ ' ¢ . _ .
1
;
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i prev10usiy, the three piiot PAPA S appear to have very different assump—
S 2 £ . ‘
¢ "~ tions about the n&ure of the welfare ciient and the Kinds of serv1c~es that

3." would be heipfui “for them Informationgbout ciient needs in the PAPAs is
i

. p\ise,sented. on Tabie 13\on the next page for the second (Juge’) coh6rt {'_'

hst of services is provided on the Resource Utiiization Survey (See FSU - -
N . L
Suppiementary Data Form, Appingix I1)- and a caseworker checks the’ ‘_ .

!

'appropriate serv1ces needed by. cheats on the ba51s of an 1ntake interview
RS § The number “and percentage of c]ients 1nd1cat1ng a need for the respective
services o(ND a‘gi;ted in’ the Tabie by PAPA progra . The number of - - '

, chenZ')nroHed (‘ENAOLL) ‘I% 3 serv1ce orghavmg compieted f(COM) a serv1ce .
i o w / »

- . ) ~ [N
T, L]

. 1s. alsd presented

Ag indicated earlier while the p'wgram% are quite differen? thl -
I / R

respect to their staYed phi]osophies the emphaSis 0n certain needs of-

| -_.their respective cliint populations 1s&rikingly smﬂar. The Naples
e . LM oy

; ‘ -_caseworker views the»top i’ive need categories\(in descem!ing order of ot
e p(iority) Job informatjon, transportation Job ski]l training‘, employabi-

-lity ski]] traini‘ng and Jjob experience. The Brooksvi]];e, Sumterville, | - R

+

'Tavares 51te (Distri,ct I1I) sees the priority needs in descending arder°'
job slq‘ll traimng, eniployability sk'ill training, job information, job
"experience and vocationa.l counseling. The priority needs for service in
‘Miami (District WI) are ri% descending order job information, employabi-
f’lity skiT’] tP'aining, jobskill training, Job experience and vocatiﬁnal coun--

'~§'5 Seling There e the programs appear tb be sérhilar 1n terms of the .k inds

N P o
: o, -of high p‘t‘iority servi}ce needs. Conm0n to’ all programs, services relate‘d I R
v . »' ] * a

‘_\ © » to the constru t Job Readiness are paramount In addition -to theée ser- o

'vices, the umque need of the Napies popu]ation \is tram&Qrtation while the PR

0
2
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- N _ ¢ Table, 13 , )
VNum er of individuals }ndicating need F@@ service (ND) presently enrolled in service (Enroll) ard comp]et%d.,
se vice (Com) by PAPA Program 60 days after rggﬁstrat1oﬁ Second Cohort o -
‘ .i'/ .. - . » \ ' n '
- Naples (n=2§U - Sumterville, * ¢ Miami (n=67) — Total (n=122)
Service o | - Brookville, Taveres : ]
~ Provided - - ) , (n= =26) _ : .
‘ Enrol1  Com ND Enro11” Com - Enroll  Com ND®  Enroll  Com.
v SR . . ' . o | . T .
o ! N . | ' |
‘1. Job ki1l 19(65%)° - 1 . 0  26(100%). 5 ° o0 0. 1 52(43%) "6 1
Tra.i‘n.ing - ] ] ‘- . . "‘ . . A . - .
‘ v , . : | ; ‘ )
2. Emplayability — 15(55%) . 0 9 . 26(100%). 4 0 50X 1 5_&(44%)_ 9 10
% Ski11 Training o o " | - o \ £
3. Job Experience  15(51%) oz 0 . 20(77%) 1 - 0 (10%) 1 G . 44(36%) 4 0"
4. Adult Education +10(34%). O 0 5(19%) . 0 - 0 (1%) 0 0. 14(11%) 0 .. 0
* 5. Vocatiogal 10(My) - 2 Loy20(7%) a1 7 (3%) 1 0 31(2%) P4 2
Counseling : S ' . _— | o o o
6. GED preparation  13(45%) 5 - 70 -3(12%) . 0 0 . 6(9%).> 0 o0 21(17%) "5 = -0
75 Wental Health ¢ ~1(3) 1 0 - 4(15%) 0, 0 0(0%) . O0sw™ 0 -5(4) 1 0
' Counseling : ' N T . ; . ' )

8. Physical ' - ™~ 0 o 1w 0 0 0 oox) . e 0 1(.'8%*. 0v. 0
Disab111t1es e L o : L . SN
Compensation . . i ) ) - . -

B IS o : : oL ’ . . A ) . . TN ..

9. Job Informat16" 25(86%) 8" 14 - 23(88%) 0" - 11 52(78%) . 37 2 99(81%) 44 27

10. Chl'ldren/Daycar‘e 9(’28% 0. 1 93 ot e 23 Yo 0 19(I6%)° o0 1.
“Servwces ) L _ ST - N ) o e |

1.1 Chﬂdrén/Funds '10(34x)hl 0" . 1 5(19%) . 0 . .0 0(0%): % -0 0 14¢11%)° 0 1

. . i o N T é 4 :\ o ) ‘ 4 \ - ‘
N e N - : ’ . . . .. 3
. 288 . , . < :( s . ..' . _ e ] )
D AT U S WIS L N 84.



Tab]é 13 continued ' 3 |
. S aal
EN . : y T .
| Naples (n=29) Sumterville, Miami (n=67) Total {n=122)
Service - “Brookyille, Taveres R K .
Provtded - o : : | - (n=26) T v - '
S ND  ..Enroll Com | ', ND Enroll  .Com % Enrall  Com ND Enroll  Com
o : : e r~ .
12, Transportation ¢ 20(69%) - 0- 0  3(4%) 0 0 31(25%) 0 0. 31(25%) 0. 0
13. Transportaiton 0{0%) 0~y 0 0{0%) 0 0 7(10%) 0 . 0 7(6%) -0 0
Funds ' - _ : ~ R
N * - .‘ N . 3 ‘
14. Language "1(3%) . 0 0 0(0%) * 0 y 0 o(0%) .. 0 0 1(.8%) "0 0
Assistance : o - s ‘ : - | .
15. Children/Health 2(7%) . . =1 0 1(4%) 0 0 -0(0%) - O 0 3(2%) 1 “ 0
seoervices” ' S ‘~
- \\;“f’ . _ : ) M »” - . - ‘0 ) .
-16. Medical Services 2(7%) 1 0 2(8%) 1 0 0(0%) 0, 0 - jl(f) 2 0
. - - ) . .~ .‘\ -
17. Public Housihg  O(0%) ~ O 0 2(8%) .0 0 2(3%) - 0 "0 (3%) 0 0-*r
. 18. Other - 0(0%) o -0 .olo¥)* 0o .0 o%) - 0 0 0(0%) 0 0
. " Y L L3 ) -
19." Other 0(0%) -0 - " 0 . 0(0%) 0 -0 0(0%) 0 0 6(0%) 0o - 0-
20. Other . G6(0%) 0 \{I - 0(0% 0 0 _olo¥ 0 0 o(ox 00
.. L, -, 14 _ 21 6 | 12 18 a 4" 40 76+ -42
: . .- d r . X : ’ M N J ’ '
\@/s per client . ¥5.59 oy “5.30 .o o 3.36 '
" Regeur L ' 1 T o . <\
) AR s \.a . 5 P . iy -~ 4
¢, U nuW SR B L ‘ 29 —
: Servife - _ . R ™ . S . . -
Utilizationb 1.6 o1 A B S R # .96 ’

a)f RU = feeds EnfolTEd + Needs- Comp]eted/Toi;a1 Needs
‘l ; - < ., . e -

" » ) ’ * s
4 e .
’ = .. 85 S ’ \' { N
Y *

_ o
s - .

»

ér SU=_Needs.

]
Y .
o0 .
. { N . A
"o
oS ' R
' » ®s .

! 'a -_ \t . )
#rolied + Needs Completed/Clients

1 . - .
M . . -
- e ; .
w . by
: !
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'vocational COunseling as a urfque priority service need.

[N
-

Brooksville, Sumterville, 3avares (B-T-S) and M1am1 programs both perceive

’
There 15 a difference however in the average number of needs recor ed

[

(or perceived) among the programs ., Nap]es records 5 .p9 needs per c11ent
B-T-S 5.3p’need§ per c11ent, and Miami 1.62 needs ﬁer-client. These dif-

ferences lie either in the nature of the respect1ve c11ent popu1ations the

-

ways '{n wh1ch needs are perceived bg@fhe caseworkers, or in the: re]atwe

v

,degrees of care in which the forms' wére oomp]eted. Accord1ng to the. infor-

mation portrayed in Table 13 on;pages 71 and 72, the Miami population had

the‘highesfxﬁndices of dnempTOyment chronooity 1nd1;qtor§ but yet the |
fewest rupfEr of; identified yeeds per client. It could be that eMher this
popo1ation may not'be ae "job ready" qs.caseworkers believe or these are
simply-unmotivated clients who possess few'constrdints or needs. Me

. . D = .
believe the process of completing the Resource Utiliza \ﬁ{FoJm (Ye]]ow

Version) with the‘clieht might well provide-an»extreﬂgly beneficial inter-

view strecture for he]ping the client to eons1der a]ternat1ves for cop1ng

“with "an unemp]’oyability problem

.

, >
"‘ [y ;.x\‘ i
>

1. Thémeason for ‘the apparent low number of recorded needs per -

Recommendations

_c]ient in the Miami program should be investigated in 'light of chronici

indicators. It could be that these are. simply Job ready but'unmotivate
individuals. However we wonder whether tHe caseworkers are hglping ‘the » '
cliéntg to "get in touch" with the complexities of their emp]p aBility
problems. .If it is a roblem in assessment skills, then 1n~$rv1ce _
train1n? workshops might be in‘order. If the anomaly lies in*~lack of care
eting forms, thig could: signal morale problems or supervasion
problems $n the unit for Wich other kinds of organizational geve10pment

‘intervenyions might e appropriate. _ i -
) ¥y o . .. ’ ‘ .l. ', V" ‘ § -
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casaworkers appears to be-.inconsistent. with the philosophy espoused by
“William Langqh the District Supervisor. The case workers see needs for
services whic

sophy is one of espousing insight, ref]ection and_s oncept development.
This incongruency could result .inan unproductive 0 1neff1c1ent use of
‘ service resources. - ) -
© 3. The use of the new Resource Utilization form is recommended over

.the present chart appearing on the ES4132 form. It provides a more
“detailed 1ist of service options which might be useful for both client
needs appraisal and for research and evaluation.

Standard 3. Case Management System. A1l PAPA's eventually identify

"one individual who takes control of a cﬂient's record, The job" of th

T

Naples (District VIII)f;@seworker%difFers from_the B;T-S (District III)-and
N Miami (District XI) caseworkers in that in Naple&, Ms. Baltakis does not‘(
take primary respons1b111ty for the payments function while the \ase-
managers of the D1str1ct ITI and D1str1ct XI sites reta1n the payments
function Be1ng freed of the payments Ms Baltakis does not have the

b'ﬂzfamount bf - paper 1oad as'tasemanagers at the other PAPAS and thus she is

J

able toidévote.more-time to job developmengspnd placement. - This is perhaps

‘6

t
+ ¢

. an. 1mportant distinctionﬁfrom the clients'perSpectiVe as well. We specu-

late that if the welfare cl1ent perce1ves the pr1ncipa1 he1p1ng agenf as
- T
chiefly a needs assessor and payments g1vd~. the client “also may v1ew the

PAPA process a]most exclusively. from these perspect1;es wh1ch mﬁy'ultlma-
| te]y lead to inaction and 1ack of fo]]ow-thrﬁtgh On the other hand, [§"
‘EJ“' the major help1ng person assesSes needs ay becomes an act1§§ agent in tﬁ//
JOb deve]opment and’ p]acement rocesses, a very d1fferent pe spect1vqbpf
the helping~ re1ationsh1p may el rge Paxments now becdhes secondary to the

Tor

7 primary gqal of obta1n1ng employment From our—observat1ons we conclude-'

' that 2 caseworker can effectively perfqrm on]y two of three pr1mary
. o " . . v ‘ -
._ ) » . ! R Y N
" —, ' >

ﬂ.t\l o \\/t y: l::‘ ; -~ | q;.:\8.8 . -
‘ |

. A - < - %5 . '_‘ ) “" .
" 2. The kinds of priority needs .identified by the B-T- ;\?Bhstr1ct 111)

enable individuals to become ‘more job réady while the philo- |

N

-~

o
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: Ltreatment fynctjonsf 1) assessment, 2) payments and 3) job development and

LA

pfacement given a“foad'of 60-75 active ctients. Therefore, the following . - -
actions is recommended:

Recommendation: Have the PAPA casemanagers perform assessment job -
'deve1opment -and placement functions ‘and delegate the payments function to
full-time payments workers. Payments workers can require a highschool .
diploma or AA or AS degree. [ The Employability counselor on the other hand

requires more sophisticated sk111s which may warrant-a BS in social work, _ -
*,an MS in career conseling with a business background, ‘or a vocational reha-
bilitation background. e sdlaries for the PAPA casemanagers would be

higher, but the net henefit would be greater (as will be seen“in the
discussion pertaining to Objective V, Costs and Benefits). The Emp]oyment
"gounselor still maintains control over the case record and is “the primary
client contact person and helping agent .
..

Standard 4. Resource Ut1lqzat1on In addftionﬂb6 the identification

-
.

-

of serv1ce needs, 1t is a]so Tmportant that cTﬁents avail- themse1ves.of

Lad ) _ 4

‘. unit and commun1ty human service resources to remedtate the needs g%he\
s1gn1fﬁ§ant re1at1onship Ugtween the ratib of needsscompleted/total needs

with EMPL180 (r- 239 speaks to the 133ortance of suécessful]y address1ng

client needs’.

An important program process indicator might be the Resource . %%
i 4 .
Utilization Index as presented in the bqttom‘Tab]e 13, page J1. .The ’ %; . ;@'

__Resource Util1zation index is der1ved by add ing ‘the number of c]ients

/9nro1]ed (ENROLL) in the ;espective §erv1ces p]us the number . completing

CQ\_/ (COM) the service after‘gp gays 1n the program Qn $I/}c'fd’mg e. sum*by the

"qrh number of tota] needs fdentified for theiparticula c ort Enrol]ed,and t ﬂfh
' & '_ \_4.
- Comp1e¢ed serv1ce§ are muxualgy gatlustve catehories-—a‘client canndt be o x{Q

e'.(

- member of both at™the sdime time.- The Resource Ubiliget1on-lnqex 15»_, fﬂ
.actua]]y percentage of the diagn,bsed heeds 1n which c]ients-are‘curxen‘tly

A (- % ' ~ ~‘ e S
recéiving assfstancgﬁpr have completed’assistance'prqgrams.- The,ﬂésource ST A
~ ¢ 'R ' “. g 'J a3

, Uti]iiation Indicies fy r the second ebhort,§N=121) were-as fo}lowa"Napﬁes, " . 3
‘ PO .‘ ) . - ‘ : ‘Q ' Lo ' . « (ﬂ * ) ) * N - | -'. MR ,"".; 4
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.33; B-T-S, .29; and Miami, .45.. The meaning of this ratio must be

interpreted in light of the number of needs 1dentif1ed ber client. Nap]es

and B-T-S were similar in this regard 5.59. and 5 30 respectively c/ L
| whi]e Miami was 1. 62 Our conclusion from these data 15;}hat the rhtios \

appear to be somewhat Tow in all three cases ' These 1nd1c1es_suggest
.that less thar half of the client ‘needs (33%, 29% and 45% respective1y) are
d

®
being attendgd. Thus either the services are not ava11ab1e in the respec-

tive communities, or that the clients are not execut1ng their treatment
a4 LY

plans with great zeai*‘or that clients are ab]e to on1y work on one or two

needs at a time.
e . B ¥

A second process index is the Service Uti]ization Index (see Tab]e 13
' A
on page 71. Th1s index is derived fnom adding the number of needs

~enrolled (ENROLL) and the number of needs comp]eted (COM) after 60 days the

w
-

PAPAs and dividing the sum by the ngber of clients in the cohort.
Basically, th1§ is a ratio of the number of needs'aftended to per c]ient"

. The Service Utilization rat: _re:; Naples 6 %‘; S 1 1, and M1am1 J1.

<4

L

Thds the~Naples c11ents are the most act‘»e c11ents fo]]owed by B-T-S and o

Miami respect1ve1y The Nap]es c11ents aré more than tW1ce as active in. ,?
o S

AR

‘addressing their needs as the M1am1 c1ients One does not know at this
po1nt whether differences among the programs are owed to the ph1losophy of

the program toward identifying and responding to client needs, motivation

. '1ev21 of clients, the avai]ability of §ervice resources or the effee-,

tiveness ¥of the respect1ve caseworker/c]ient re]at1onsh1ps Perhaps all

poss1b111ties are operating simultaneous]y S | *

A

i We conclude from these 1nd1ces that the Nap]es PAPA program is the

most effective of the three in term5/of assess1ng needs and enab11ng or




~ how it might be improved. .

~

encouraging its‘cﬂient population to address them, followed by the B-T-5S ' s

: v G
and by Miami programs respectively. Further, we conlcude there is . room for "

growth in all programs pertaining tq these process indicators as well.
4’. i A ‘ ,' -~
- Recommendat{ons

“

* s

"~ 1. Some” needs have a very poor "show rate" and comp]et1on rate such as
job skill tra1n1n? employability skill® tra1n1ng,‘vocationa1 counseling. N
Each program should try to ascerta1n why this is the case and to explore-

L

LN

2. Try to analyze the nature of “the treatment plans for the c11ents '
Do’ the ‘tlients understand their needs and. why participating in selected. {
human service programs might be beneficial? Are the plans mutually agreed
upon? Are ‘the treatment plans attainable and provide for initial reinforce- -
ment and -encouragement? Are the p]ans made concrete as opposed to beirg

vague and suggestive? - .

. 3. The caseworkers at each site should investigate the quality of : .
service$ provided by other community vendors Sometimes they can be bum-
mers for cHents. , | : : ‘o g *///f’f

4. Try to offer sdﬁe of the services within the unit. This wil] help
the client to increase participation and involvement. in the unit's:efforts
ag well as to provide an fopportunity for casemanagers to get to know their
clients. The establishing of a Job Clubs might be an example: (Azrin, 1981).

. Standard 5. Job deve]opment and placement system. The job deve]op;-.
-* 4
ment and placement function of the PAPA's is the critical element of the -

program that d1§t1nguishes is from other kinds«of welfare payments e

programs Ifzflesson has been learned f;om the CETA programs, it is.that ‘f}’ . 11

welfare rec1p1ents will part1c1pate 1n human- development programs if they

A ]

perce1¢' tang1ble evid’ﬂce\of a pay- -of . Thus c]1ent mot1vation to par-

L

t1c1pate in, the:?reatmént procegses qf the PAPA may we]] be 1nfl?enced by L

‘the extent to wh#cﬁ‘they trust there \J1 be Job open1ngs for which’ they

can effectively compete g1ven their abi]1t1es, 1nterests and work

¢

:- he job developmént funct1on may we]l be the "key" to c11@nt ' S



among any of these functidns, the effectivengis of the PAPA prograM‘

A

The ways in which the: job deve]opment and p]acement functions are

.,‘ 2

/managed at’ ‘the respective sites are quite different. The payments workers

n J ' i
in District I111%ites (B-T-S) are assigned to devote;part of their time to,
S . Ny . '
job placement. The Job deve]bpment is penformed?by a vo]unteer'community

'task force coordinated under the aegis of District Genera] Service

"Superv1sor - The 11nkage between the JOb development functions of the Task

Force and the placement functions of the caseworker did not seem apparent.
. N 7
The JOb deve]opment and Riacement function at the gzjfﬁjct VIII.(Nap]es).

e is managed exc1u51veiy by the P A casemanager. ‘The casemanager

maintains a current list of job openings in the cmnnunitv and matches the

. A

requirements of th® job openings with the qualifications of the clients in

the active file. The Miami PAPA program employs several Job development

A

and placement specialists to seek out job'openings and to expiain'tax bene-
: L] . iy
fits accrued to prospective emp]oyers for hiring AFDC rec1p1ents

A 0ur 1mpre551on 1s that there must be effective coordination among the
functions of .needs assessment heiping clients remediate needs, and job
development. The‘r%quisite degree of coordination is\\ttained only in

— [ ]

District VITI (a1l of these funcﬂ!ons are performed by the same

individual), Naples. Seemingly, if there are communication breakdowns

]
be curtailed appreciab]y Further the JOb development and p]acement -f

- ‘

tioﬂ requ1re different sets of job competencies (i e., ahilities and

attitudes) ‘than the?payments or assessment functiohs. Our observations j

from site yisit intefyiews resu]t in*the following retommendatiohs. »

. - .o ) R i v ;
k) .0 — . * -
. - w -
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Recommendations L o R
, . - . . ' Re f/{/ ’ __/__/0 -
1. As stated previously, separate employment functions (assessment, .
Jjob development, and placement) from payments functions. ‘Hire individuals
who have the requisite competencjes to perform these very different roles.
Job development, particularly, requires strong communications skills-- °

Ssomeone who can relate to the business communip&. ' 6// " .
rmed by dif- .

, 2. If assessment, job development and placéfent are perf
ferent individuak¥s for a given client, make certain there is coordination

among these functions, Do clients.understand wh¥ does what and when? °

3. As stated previously,” link the casemanager intc ‘the Jjob development '
and placement function. It would be reinforcing for bqth he client and e
caseworker to see a client placed in a_job and succeed.- -Further, this =
policy would help to instill ‘a sense of "ownership" and- respoRsibility for

- the caseworker -knoiwing that' the client is his/hers until th& c\ent is

.

éntire -
process. . - S

-

placed and_that_the}pdseworke<\?anaged and participated 4n the

,Standard 6. '§ystémmatic:zdicome gvaluation.*® Our pwimary sourte -of

information‘pertaiping'to ’his si;kddrd was how well the projects data- . W7

requirgments were met. A1l three proa'ams appeared to perform adquately oo % L
¥ . S _ ~ . ¢ g

here in spite of the fact “that the gathering of our data was clearly -an ‘ T,

additional paper work assfgnm@ﬁt'for;thé’césemanagerszw'Completé f611oy-up
' . - : ':'-i' -

dat; 180 days-after fegistrafioh weﬁé obtained fr'm 92 of 9§"suhjects of
- . . . r . N . ) .

o . | . | o - i _
_the-girstfcohort. Tﬁere were 4 missing cases ﬁrom District III (B-T-S), ¥ y
. o . : - : 2 _ . _

one from Distri 11{_(Naﬁ*€é%pﬁnd one from District;Xf (Mi@mi).

An\ana1y§is that™can be used to monitoﬁ'pcogram outcome effectiyénes§i N
is the compéf%son of mean emp]oxment }ates.aérbss‘thdkt gfoup§ at 60 déxs,e,
180 aays and one year‘aftér kegiﬁtnation. Data fréh both the Nd@embér~an§
June- cohorts were_obfafhedafor_emplqyment‘status.60 day§ ther’régistration

{EMPL60), but datd-for employment at 180 days (EMPL180) was obtained only .

Ly

- for the November cohort. An analysis of covariance_statistjc'is used par- A .

[ 4

- tialb out.(i.e.}'statdstica11y equate) differences among the grbups‘ﬁn térﬁé_

- of variables that areusigniﬁicantly're1ated to employability (TMFS, TMAFDC,
" - v . ) . L4 . .l.

A .
——"
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AFDCRG,” and TURNAR) .  When comparing employment rates across,the three.PAgA *

% . . R M .
‘ programs, an-aSsumption was made that local job opportunities-are the same
. | across the sites The'assumption was not able to be adquately tested due -
. - [

“to both theoreticai and practicai COn51derations The'covariance ana tysis

N4
3

can be used to assess both program awtcomé performance acrosﬁ sites ‘and o T

within sites across time by comparing t\h\adjusted means between and among'“ ;fﬂ',{ N

b

- groups. Adjusted means are the average emp]oyment rate each program wouiq_ o -

* ,:
have been expected to attain if all clieny€ had the_same.criticai O Lo

-

v . R

emp]oyment characteristics . -;

e

~The resd;ts of the covariance ana1y51s are presented in Tab]e 14 on .

N - the next page There were significant differences (p<. 05) among the

. . * " ~ -
f

programs for the November cohort (n=98) at both 60 days and 180 days after":

| registration while ho]ding emp]oyability factors constant -The\Nap]es - - =

p-J

standing rogram-for thig cohort. However, the dif-

& 1 .

S With respect to emp]oyment at 60 days were not N ?:i -

program was the ou

fierences among the
i 'significant5in the Jdune cohort. These results could*be’ attributed to the

~improvement of the Miami program;such‘that by June, all three means could oo

. -

have been members of thefsame'population of medns, while in the previous - .?

'cohort 'Naples employment rate was c]eariy different from the.dther twol,'
X o

s If one compares the aﬂjusted means (means corrected for differences among } o0
clients in emp]oyabiidty variab]es) the Miami program moved from 3rd to 2nd -
in terms of ‘outcome performance at 60 days after registration. The B-T-S o

e \ program, in terms of adjus‘ted means at 60 days’ after registration, 1mproved/

xii s]ight]y while the Nap]es program dropped back s]ight]y , SN
L. 3 . ‘ . o0 . ' ) ’ .
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‘ - . .-Tab]e;14h"f f' . 'ﬂ?
+ . . . ’ . | . . ".- ‘.
T Anaigsis of Covariance comparing mean employment ra\‘;esél among | .
' * the APAs 60 and 180 days after registratign - : . .
" Cohort groups'*: ¢ District III  District VIII -District XI F -
. o . e B-TaS ~ Naples’ ' Miami ..
_Fifst-Cohort: “November 1982 = - _ . 0 .
- &MBL60 observed  2.87 . - 2.07 . 2:9877 16.2ak o
- .adjusted 2.8 2.06 - . 298 7

+ .
. s .
¥ N - T

(h=39) - .(n=28) . (n=31) - . S
- ‘ T e

. . - » - )
L4 : - - * - . ¢ \
> X X . . . ~

_EMPLIBO . observed 254 . 1.59 2.87  17.81%x T
: . adJusted - 2.51. 1.61 2.89° O S
.~ < (n=35) A (0-27) - {n=30) St

. . - ' \ - ' ":ﬂ \..’a

Second Colort: June 1983 = = & = '3/,).L_ B s

ENPLE0 o observed © M P 2T ER R .1 JEK U O : RN

L3 il 2,84 . 2.63 ‘ ‘
ST adjusted 2.7 7 T 07238 YL L2054 g i
LT . « (n=25) - X\n‘ 22) ) (n=32w v _ W

' N . . . ‘.. » ) ’ :\:.f.,:_.

* ¢ | < ! ! H ‘5 ) N N

* p<'05 S i o . . "’"- . - ‘;ﬁ

** p<.Ql st ‘ T o -

**%  p¢ 001 e ; & | 2 e
. . . - l .. 0 _»’

a)m'Emoloyment réte'* 1 = fu]] time, 2 = part t1me 3= unemployed -
'b) - Covariatel - TWES, TMAFDC, AFDCRG URN’ o S L
. P . —% ' '

c) The number of subjects in the sdcand M1am1 cohort 'was reduced it ha]f s T
. so that this program's performance would ‘not over]y 1nfluence the com- e
- parison among groups 1n the ANCOVA stat'ist1c N ,g . , Lo G"’
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Evaluation summary S -

. N
‘arrived at the following conclu

i .
165 and recommendations for each,site:

’On,the basis of 1nterv1ews!§£d the data analysis, the project staff -

'Brooksvillgl_Sumtervi]]eifTauerasAjDistrict III). The major strergth

- Resource Utilization Survey; We felt the\aaseworkers,were able to identify

of this program lies in the diagnosis"of’cjient-needs as indicated in the

L

client needs that, if ameliorated, would lead to a high emplofment,rate:

-This strength, nowever, was overridden by inadequacies in the following -

*

areas:

~and a commun1ty resources, job developpent efforts,. and fo]]owéub eva-

-screening'procedures, case‘lanagement procedures, use of in-house

)

v luation procedures. lTherefore the fol]owing specific recommendations~are‘

\\J made:

1.

| —_
'

| Explore the use of the AFDC Emp]oyab111ty rediction Form pre-

sented in Objective III of this document to improve client
screening processes. Resources are invested in 64% of the clients
who would be predi’ ted to be Probably Unemp]oyable.

Try to strengthen the 1ink between client. needs and services to
address them by eitherideveloping low cost in-house programs or
stronger ties with community resources (if possible). Only 29% of
diagnosed Elient needs are‘j%1ng addressed

The case management system could demonstrate greqﬁer control and
follow through from entry to job placement to follow-up. There °
appeared to be almost np coordination betwéen the caseworker and
job deve]opment functions. S

Separate payments function from employment assistance fynctions
and .employ personnel with the appropriate training and ucationaJ
background to manage these 1ndependent1y

Reformulate the job development operat1on by either mak1ng the
Comnunity Task Force more effective or. by reconceptua11z1ng and
reconstituting the entire funct1on - -

Strengthen the fo]low =up procedures with clients and employers to .

identify ways in which the PAPA program could be made more effec-
.tive from both points of u1ew

~ -
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- Nap]es_(D1str1ct VIII). The Nap]es PAPA program is perhaps the .

" strongest program overall in terms of*both process and outcome criter1a

\‘If;thene'is an area that could be improved it could be the,sgreening of

- } - . / , o
clients for the PAPA. Twenty six percent (26%) g%\fhose admitted to the

L)

program 1n the f1rst cohort wéu]d haveé been classified as probab]y

unemployable. Therefore we would recomnend thqﬁio]]omjng

. 1. Explore the utility of the AFDC Employability Prediction Form pre-
sented in Ob§ective III for setting pr1orit1es for those who can
11ke1y benefit fyom the program. N

-

\ Miami (District XI). The project staff ée1t,the_major strength of the

Miami program was in the incipient job development efforts. The positive

changes in emp]oyment rates between the June and November cohort groups
e~
after 60 days perhaps reflects growth in th1s area coup]ed with somewhat

e

‘more stringent sgreen1ng criteria, These improvements appsfr_to be
overshadowed by other areas of the program that may require improvement.
The following recommendations are made:

. 1. Explore the use of thé AFDC Employability Prediction Form pre-
sented in Objective IlI. The PAPA casemanagers are working with a
clientelle of whom 70% would he c]ass1f1ed as Probab]y

N Unemp]oyable‘ ' .

v .

2., Challenge the assumption that the clientelle now being served is
"job-ready". According to our data, they are the'least job ready
of the three programs. 'The implication is that the clients may
have many more needs that require remediat1on than are now being
,perceived and 1dent1f1ed

:N\t . 3.. There could be better communication between the caseworkers and

the job developers. The caseworker, job developer and client
could be viewed from more of a systems perspective than in terms -

*\Q\‘ ' of a tinear, or assemb]y ~Tine perspective in which the caseworkerf§

clients are passed along to the job-devéloper.

4. There could be better follow- -up prooedures 1mp1ement§g</(ﬁ§§¥
clients and employers could ascertain ways in which:the prog am

might be 1mproved . .

- +

1]




o

. ~-The relatignship ﬁ?th'other‘community human service providersi.cpuld
Be strenghtened.

84
A Y , .- . '\

-

In particular, the crediting issue with the WIN®

program should be addressed to igprove morale of the PAPA .
caseworkers. Proper crediting wou]d.encourage greater effort in o
the employment assistance aspect of theif,work.assignments. . !k‘
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./  Objective V: I,

Cond@ct Preliminary Cost and Bepefits Analysis of PAPA Programs
: [ « Nag " B ) )

A ' . N

The prdject staff was asked by Mr. James CTark of the Divisioh of

- e - - -

Economic SerVices HRS, to attempt to inciade, in thg evaluation of-

programs, cdst and benefit conSiderations 50 that management dec1Sions

. could be made regarding the allocat§on’ of resources for such services.

while this aspect_of the eva}uation was not included in the objectives of
the RFP, the»staff nevertheless agreed to at least explore cost con-
siderations. 'From-this e;pioratidn issues and prohiems.couid be raised SO
that future research of the Division would be enhanced “ |

The strategy of the research team hoped to empioy was to compare
sociai costs in terms of grants and services inVested in clients at
registration, 60. days after~registration and at 180 'days after registration, .
against wages earned by the subjects at these three time periods ™
Information regarding the issuing of AFDC, food stamps and medicaid grants
couid,be‘obtained as weii as wages earned at registration and 60 days

» \ »

Tater. However, the deriving gf unit costs for services renderedr S

- unsuccessful. The coefficient we ‘hoped to derive for each site'a

respective juhcture points (registration, 60 days, 180 days) could be

expressed as follows: L ? , ) N

4

~Net social, " " - Human
"cost per client = wages edrned - (AFbC + Food Stamps + Medicaid + Service)

Scores above Q.0 would indicate a net social benefit while scores below 0.0
would indicate a nft social cost" However, the difficulties the staff had

in attempting ,to ascertain unif.costs. for services were so seQere that the
'_‘, A s - . ¢ '

4
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. cohtinued pursuit of thds investigation duringlthe remainder of the prOJect
“Was considered fruit]ess «In attempting to derive a near full-cost model,

~ -not only w\gld,direct and “indirect costs for PAPA services be required x*

\ "..\ /
,but those of contributing agencies as well. ' .0 oa

. Nevertheless, the above coefficient wasnderived without the service

. ' " . .
utiiizatfﬁn factor for each site at Registration and 60 days. This proce-

-~

dure is, however, subject to bias since the utilization of different kinds

&’ “ -, - T
of services across the sites could vary considerably. *For example, both

N
a e

~Miami and B-T-S sites use educational and job skill training_ as referral

=1

l__ sources much more than Nap]es‘which in turn’utilizes job interview -
training. The cost imp]ications~regarding the uti]ization of different
-resources could be consigerable Seemingly, the costs for education an
job ‘skill training exceed the cgst for developing job 1nterv1ew1ng skil S.
" Further, the respective serv1ce utiiization rates™are. different across the
“ sitesu The Naples subjécts in the June_cohort used“1.6 serivces per client
while Brooksvi1iefIaveras—Sumterviiie dsed 1.1-services per c]ient and
Miami subject used .71 services per c]ient (See' Table 13) Therefore com- -
parisons across the-sites regarding cost- benefit cons1derat10ns on the - /
basis 1ncomp1ete or unreliable service data may be quite spurious.
Cost 1nformat10n regarding grant a]]ocations and wages earned by site .
" s presented in the Tab]e on the next page A chart (Figure 7) dep1ct1ﬂg ’
the change in Net Social .Cost per ciient by site !ptween registration, 60
days and’ 180 is presented in Table 15 on the next page. The subject poo]
in Naples again demonstrated remarkable change tgbard becoming more éffec-

tive contributors to s ciety, especially over the first 60 days. This

effect also appears to be high]y inf]uenced by the nature of the service

r
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\ - Table ‘15 - R U < =
N Grants and- wages¢ er mdhth»of AFOC recipieqﬁ; per client Registration, 60 days ?nd 180 days | N
NS | T A ‘ = — ‘ S
' ! ) .+ District III ' Distr1ct VIII - District X1 *
Time - . : B-T-S ’ - Naples W\ y ) < Miami T ‘
X First - Second - First . Second | First Second
. : ' L Cohort: Cohort o Cohort Cohort | Cohort , Cohort
At T RAFDC T 198 18 5183 f S VT § 208 209
Registration -  Food. Stamps 143 0 107 144 ' : \ \
| « . Meditaid .o 2123 0 114 T 116 102 118 124 .
L — ~ Subtotal § 456 . - § 409 3443 § 348 13 5%5 § 447
o : . , - SRR : ’
- Wages Per 2 $ 0 $ 11 $ 13 $ 36 $ 6 .8 0
cll fent - | | - .
' .o &
Net Social Benefitd o ‘ : - | ]
, per client s ($-456) ($ 390) 4 ($-430) ($-312) ($-500) o ($-447)
. : | . L t
60 Days AFDC ) $ 178 . 178 $ 128 98 ° - $ 202 . 185
. ) Food Stamps n. 140 100 136 - 92 .o 2189 - 119
Medicaid : 123 114 116 - 102 T - 118 124
Subtotal . - ¥ 441 § 392 $380 ¥ 292 - $ 509 428
‘%i’ | - Wages per o ' - ' - B K
' client $ 41 $ 4 $ 344 $ 289 (F} $ 14 % 63
: ~ Net Social Benefitd S h . '
| per client - .. ($-400)° ($-351) ($-36) ($-3) = ($-495) ($-365)
180 Days . AFDC _ $ 161 ‘$ 97 . C$ 197 - ~.,
Food Stamps * 127 : 71 .y 48
Medicaid 46 . 64 _ - ' 44 )
5 Subtotal § 334 . « @ STuz § 289
N - . . ‘ .
Wages per , . ) : o
) n ‘§c11ent _ $ 105 ' $ 437 ) % 34
Net Social Benefita . .+ | f \
per client ($-129) e . $ 205 $($-255) -
“ - ‘ . A . K ® ’ L . 1 Lp
(a) Excludes service delivery costs ' L P / e

.
o“"r-’?" :



4.). The, degree of change - O .

”

< 9 /

over, the first 60 days in the M1am1 and B 1at1ons 15 much 1ess

The slopes of the 11nes between 60 andf18 ' appear-to be nearly

para]]e] suggesfiqg sfm11ar soc1a] progress among the progrqms after the & |

N

initial 60 day start-up perfod. .There erewghy$9us c&st implications per-

taining to the eff1c1ency of thé’NSpfeﬁ Proéndmf{n hejbjﬁglindividua1s to
rapidly return to the labor force. | C '
With such ah anaLgsis, even though the ab§o1ute'va1ues are question- é ,
- nable, in.terms of. social cost vé..wages;'the S]ope o%’the 1ines, when ..
mak ing comparisons across sites, may be'an indicator of prograe_effec-
1tivene$§ in light of other data. The COntieﬁed follow-up through one yeer
after registration would be recommended. . | s
The wages minus grants criterion may 5150 ser#e as an addifioea1 out-
come criterion w{th which to évaluate programmatic outcomes. One can.note
from Figure 7 that through more effect1ve screen1ng meqhan1sms and through
the 1mproVement of the job development aspect of the Miami program, wages
minus benefits has improved toya point where it is s1m11ar to the B-T-S
" programs in District IIT. There has been virtually no chenge.in the B-T-S
program according'to this criterion,'-The second cohort in Napies program
eerformed similarly to the first coﬁort at'GOQQays-f9110w1ng registration T
while the second cohort seemed to start the program in better bosifion- ‘
re]ative to the wages minus benef?ts_critekionl We wou]d‘HECOﬁmend that«it.
would be highly desifab1e to‘(p]]ow these six cohords through 180 days and '’

! : . : _ . r
. , -one year after registration in terms of the wages minus grants ¢riterion. ii@- o

| 103
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Conclusions and Recommendations
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Conc lusions Y

1.

A four-vartable prediction equation- representing the” major cons?ructs
of a causal model can be explored to supp]ement existing assessment :
information. . 4 )
The prediction function, while achieving a high degree of intern con-
sistency within one p0pu1at1on may lack stability across groups, .
especially if the AFDC payments schedules change or 1f PAPA programs . v .
undergo change. _ )

There is much useful information about cl1ents already recorded irn
case files that can be used to assess employability. The new data _
acquired with FSU Supplementary Data Form prov1ded no . new 1nformat1on

to enhance predictability. _ % o B .
For PAPA programs to be effective they should have an adeduate{ AT ) '-}Jf:l
(a) client: sCreen1ng mechanisms ’ S . ..,_f'?
b d1agnost1 ¢/prescriptive assessment of client service needs Ly .
c case manag nt system _ .
d utilizatiqnnof community resources: S - ¥
e) job develoﬁment and placement system S
f) systemmatic outcome evaluation ‘
%
Job deveTopment and the assessment of client needs may require skills
and competencies beyond those that payments workers now typically pro-
cess.
Serving as payments worker and a job developer may be antithet1cal to . * =
a éroductive c]ient/counselor nLJatiopship
A social cost- savings paradlgm to document AFDC benefit was developed
but the direct and indirect costs for service invested in clients was

-
- e R

omitted. Thus it is only a partial cost model. : _ : | ~ '

A

Process indicators for program effectiveness can&he

Q

(a) assessed ntbds per client.

(b) resource utilization index (services enrol]ed plus services
completed divided, By total needs of all clients in a cohor

(c) Service utilization index- (services enrolled plus services
‘completed divided by the number of clients in a cohort

A _ _ a .
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) 9 ' o TN
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~9. Outcome ‘indicators for program effectiveness can be N

(a). Adjusted means for employment status at 60 days, 180 days and one
_d/,year after,registration in the, programs

(b) Nages minu's grants index for all clients in a given cohort

10. The three PAPA programs differed in terms of their ab111ty to ass1st :
AFDC cliehts 1in secur1ng employment. . . - -
i j; ,r*’

11. Emp1oyg$s are,c11ents of the PAPAs as well as AFDC rec1p1ents They
_shou]d be treated as such: They have needs, wants and desires too.

rs

Bottom line ReCommendat1ons

| 1. _Explore the -use of the AFDC Emp]oyab111fy Pred1ct1on Form, but w1th
caution and with and continued va11dat1on - _ ’

2. ’Cont1nue ‘the development of predictidn instruments on several cohort
groups using emp]oyment status at 60 days, 180 days and 1 year after
reg1strat1on in the PAPA programs as criterion measures .

3.  The Resource Utilization survey instrument in the. FSU Supplementary

/ Data Form could replace the resouce utilization chart on the ES 4132
form It is a more extensive list of client needs and resources.

B

4. Remove the. payments functions from PAPA -casemanagers and have them
perform client assessment and job development and placement as well as
to part1c1pat§ in some service delivery. :

5.  Determine ‘ways ‘of streggthening client/caseworker relationships. | This
might be accomplished through becoming more involved with clients 1in
~assessment, treatment Job development and eva]uat1on funct10ns

6. Maintain follow- up commun1catibns with emp]oyers as well as AFDC
clients. @F- . '
. .}
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‘ABLL o

. ) SR Health and Rehabi 1tat1vt Servtcétxﬂb;;
oL ' | - Center for Edycational:Technology': %*“"\
B Florida State Uﬂiyersity .‘ﬁiﬁé
. L ‘ Novembet I\ﬂigéé;:s
C "Nz_:me_: —
o tf;Agég_ ‘ !
| _W-Member # - »
"\_.-_Family o
| tl1?Sex. ‘} | ; F |
. B . Race: B o His
| l, HRS District°'” - S
?fDate of data co]lection:r
o -
E _1Project %gplication date:
© . Project registration date*’

B _:jj;@;;LiResearch Assistant



~

> _ - | = Source

. List last three jobs ahd provide

’ —

beginning and ending dates (month L ES-511
and year? each. ” Please 1ist’ most i
recent job f1rst o :
Beg. End .
/ /  (Job 1)
[ 1 (Job2) s
/ / (Job 3}

..Length of time since last emp]oyment :’ES—511
(Reg1strat10n) : o o,
‘ ' - . . _ :

. Reason for Téaviné last 3 jobs. Place check
in appropriate boxes '

Job Job | Job Reason for ES-511
1 2 3 " Leaving
" Lay off )
n - Quit ’
; Fived R y
| - Job ended -
] s - Other (specify) ),
_____highest.schgol grade comp]eted | ES-511
£ES-511"

. The client possesses a valid dr1ver S llcense
yes ____no

.. The c11ent possesses a working automob1lg1_1:3 ES-511

es . - no .
yes- .m0,

- Emp loyment Status

8 Dig;_eds_i&ﬂ_j

Work Attitude
Job Experience

Job Experience

L

Job Experience
Work Attitude

> : , @ﬁ.'

-

o CaNll o e T

)
ihs
W

Crédential"'

Transportation
Constraint

o Trénsportation,

'Constraint




. ‘% o ' ! . !
Source - : - Dimehsioé;
7. How many persons Jive in the client*s ES-511 ° Work Attityde -
househo 1d? . C ’ - (Poverty ScaTe) e
. R ‘ . T Work Benefit R
8. What is the.client's ' T - :
a. Short term occupatjonal goal? . WIN 4131 Work Benefit’
- - . Job, Goal Clarity
o Job Experience e
b, Long-term occupational goal?e - . o . Credent1aT/Scale1 I |
L . | 3 " Disabd 1ty
AR ‘ _ T R Self- Independence 130 + 180 days)
. c. Alternate occupational qul? ) _
A orA - . ' ) .- z~
"9, Does the c11ent possess a physical disability? '
: . yes nad - -
e TFY ES, complete items 10, 11,12; L S

[f NO, go to item 13.

-10. With respect to the short term goal, the - ES-511 foisability
client- possesses a physical d1sabi|1ty that WIN 4040 .
will most likely: ' (check one) |

&
«

1.__ Permanently restrict him/her from .
o performing work Ly
2. Temporarily restrict him/her from' e
performing work . o
3.___ Have no effect on job performance _ ‘ ﬁ
11. With respect to the long term goal, the - BS-511  ‘Disability R
client possesses a physical disability that IN 4040
will most 1ikély: (check -one). : L T
1. Permanently restrict him/her from - L T | ' S A
performing work ’ S | > oo
2. Temporarily restrict him/her from 114 : ’ t T
performing work . - -
3.___ Have no effect on job performénce | - e g B




o [ B . N T v - Ld
b4 - &
* . N -
A . -
R .

7 s N *
. - ‘
. R __Source Dimensions
12, with respect to the alternate oal, the ES-511 Disabti ity
client possesses a physical disability that WIN 4040
will most likely: (check one) ‘

1. Permanently restrict him/her from.
performing work

.

2. Temporarily restrict him/her from .
per forming werk i ‘ ' .
3. Have no effect on job performance
\ = /
13. If client is unemployed and has no short-term ES-511 Work Benefit
occupational goal, what was the monthly s L
income from his/her 1ast’job? o - Lo
14 If client .is employed, what is his/her ES-511 °~  Work Benefit
-monthly income from present Job? :
o " . : : ’
15. Check all educational experweneeyﬂ | . ES_éll Credential Scale
client has compléted: R . ,
high school diploma or _ 3 L
equivalent > \ | o &
completed specialized voca- . _
. tional training but no cer- ) B ,
tificate or Jicense from a ' ' '
vocational training program. . ‘ N
has a vocational cert1f1£ate o “
or license - . : R . *
) Associate arts degree (AS) | ; s .=K;
—_ ¥ Bachedor's degree (BA, BS) . T ' ‘;
Mister's degree (MA, MS) o i BEST COPY AVI—\oL, W
—_____ Doctorate (Ph.D.," Ed.D) o, N
- ! - ‘(’ RN M
16 Is there evidence of physical hea]th prob]ems , . e
?oted in case file?. " 3
Chronic ., . =
2. ____ Temporary : ‘15 : .
3.7 ___.No evidence -~ | o .
p . :

17 ,'s there evidence of mental health problens  WIN 4040 Disability
(ERICh the case file?, . .~ o
Y Chronic B P TR E




) - § . ..,‘ . - o
' : -f/rf ' Source _ Dimensions
18. Clieft referred to VR or Developmental ‘-NIN 4040 . Disability Y
" Disabilities y . .
Yes
__No |
19. Time on AFDC (yrs./months) \ ES-4132  MWork Attitude (Propensity to use Gov/t
_ . . - Assistance)
20. Time on Food Stamps (yrs./months) v ES-4132 Work Attitude- (Propensity to use Gov/t
_ ' _ ] . Assistance)

v St . :
21. List the ages of your children and place a ES 4041 Child Constraint Scale Score -

check in the appropriate boxes and fill in WIN 001
- the Tlast. three co]umns.. . : . '

/ Ch11d — Child [ Winimum ] Chi1d care Parent o _
~ Needs Needs dollars/ | subsidiary or{ Family No Govt. |,
| all day part time | month req. j state .contri-| Contri- | Assistance .
Age care care for care butions/mo. bution required:. ;
! . v . _ ' R )
—nyp- ~ R » , ’ J '
- \ - C.. )
T ‘ - ‘f\ . »
x ) 7 1t > ..\
‘ /‘/ ‘ _ ’ ] . : | ) T \.,/ ! -
22. How many adults over 18 live in your = . WIN 001 WOrk Attitude (Fami#y Work Propen51ty)
holiseho1d? . . ‘ ! ' - _ - r o
23. How. many adults over 18 1191ng 1n your | T T --ﬁ l,ﬂ-@ ) '9 O
. household are employed? | WIN 01‘ Work Attitude (Family Work Propensity)
24, Employmeﬁf)status (Registration) 116 2412001- Work Benefit - | ' : R
~___Fullgtime (#54) ’ : .
T Part time (30 hrs/wk o less) : I ' |
Unemployed S ' o _ o »




Source Dimensions
25, Employment status (60 days) ES 4132 b
___Full time >
—__ Part ime (30 hrsywk *or less)
____Unemplo ed \,
. 26 Employment status (18Q days) . ES 4312
, . Full time
" " T Part time (30 hrs/wk or less) .
"~ Unemployed
27. Earnings (Registration) - ES8132
$ _Monthly wage S
N "~ AFDC ' - ' %
A —_Food stamps - - 3 N o
. $ ; .+ Other income . ES-2001 ™ L T )
Do I O .
y ¢ 28. Earnings’ (60 days) = y " ES413% .\ .
‘ T8 . “ Mohthly/wage i s = .
$ NI )F{DC , \ ( -~ ) b o /
4T - /%ood stamps . X, - . |
. $ A\ ther‘ income’ ES-2001 . - : ‘ :
l: - t i . X (#54) . \
' 29 Earnings ,1 0d ys) L ,/ ®54132 v ,
5. | 1Monthly wage( o . ‘
_JAFDG. . ' ‘ , S
N = % 00d Stamps ‘ S
N Other income ES-2001 A
, . * (#54) , B -
. - - { I Y 4 4 , s L, "
y \}QO Job sustained (60 days) . " ES4132 /‘ v {
Job interrupted L - ) Ly
| No. tﬁnes - \ BT S
\ ‘ | . 117 I
. s 31 Job sustained - (180 days) | ES4132 v -
. - Job interrupted , o A )
o _ No. times; 7 - /’\ - -
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Community Resource Utilizat10n° : ,
60 Days ’ oy :
Please complete the foHowing table us1ng the codes below:
Active Agepcy | Service '
:  «] Need* | Referreq Status » R
Intervention | {Place| (Record | (Record ) . . -
| Check) Letter) Letter ) ' -, (Form ES 4132) \
1.Job Skill o . w0 B |
Training « - L oo
2.Job experiencs .- ) '
S y >
3.Adult general : , ,
education o ‘ S
4=Vocational - | -
counseling e
5.G.E.D. I N . ¢ Y
preparation ) i / - ’ ' ’ @
- 6.Job 1ntérviews ' . : ' . : ' .}
“training ' . - \
.'-J.Mental health . . ' _ ' . ' ) \
counseling 4 (\ . \ _
-8.Physical \ : A .
disabiliti ’ . i
compensatio : .
\ N ) i N ’ . .
Agengy Referral Code (60 days) ' Serv*ce Status Code (60 days) ‘ -
A HRS/other , © 'A. Enrolled - recelving services
B HRS/NIN . 3 B Completed training/service provided
C HRS/VBc. Re/Qab : " € Services not available - ;
D CETA - D Clientunable to complete service - - S
" E  Area Voc. Rehab ., E Client not eligible/qualified for seryice T
- F Secondary Ed, School 118' F. Client declined service - S
G ié;ormlumty Col]ege " G‘rService no longer available -
H FSES ¢ B - . o )
1 Comnqmtyhct\on Agency . N
- d Other' w o ‘

~w=h1s s 2 need identified at"the time f“?fﬁfﬁﬁgﬁfﬁ”tﬁfu%flstmzz
‘renictration -that wac aithor AnhiRTFina ar PR \
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Instructions:  Please. f111 out the foHowing infomaﬂbn oo your cHent as_ Cog, _The client speaks English: fluently .

completeTy asypossible. Sevéral ftems request informatfon that can be RO _ _ with some difficulty
obtained d\rectly from HRS/ES/NIN forms. The fom ls 1nd1cated 1n parentheses. LD : not at all
Thank you for your cooperation! : . . ,

_ , . 9 i ~ . 9, The client speaks Spanish: fluently .
Part | - CHent Informat ion at reglstration . & - ' with some difficulty
’ not at all

. N L
RE .Total time ¢1ient has beeh on AFDC (yrs /months)"‘“‘. o

e ;M"fk‘&’v Q““,:tk(-* IR :'-";-:“ . -"10, The lack of fluencg in Spanigh or English restricts employ-
2. Total time cHent has %‘en on Food Stamps ¥ :‘:‘._,\"" » “ r f\s» \,r” ,',_”'.':" 'f}u‘.;‘is__ * : ab.ﬂity for JObS which this cHent iS seeking emplo)ment. \
(yrs./months) _ SRR .*;i\ SR o ) R N yes e e :
3. Uist the ages of the clent's chndren and placé a Check ' ES'-4132 SRL N ll. +Emp loyment status (Regis%ration) ~ ) (E$-2001)
T in the appropriate boxes and ﬁll in the last three columns HIN 001 b 3 .x.*,_-.gz Full time (#54)
! e I ________Part time (30 hrs/wk or less) ; '
] - o mnfmum Chlld care . + qu nt or R A _* __Unemployed ‘ / : :
Needs |  Negds | dollars/.i; | subsidiary or” | Family NoGovt. | -~ . T : ‘ !
all day _par&uaw\ month réq. | state contribu- Contributlon Assistance 12, lf'presently employed give job title. .
. | Age care care for care - Jtions per'mo. Jper mo. - | required } - - - S
' ’ K = ' : — ‘-g- -y 13, List the last 3 Jobs that ‘cifent: he'ld. and provide | (ES-511) {
- i . NN R ~ beginning and ending dates, (months/years) each. . |
> SRR T - - ‘Please,put the most recent job first, : . {
A ST MR Y 1 o S Beg End | s o
- - - 1 o B R A R |
. — SRS : ,' - b N f /" (Job 2) L
1. 4. How mahy persons ldve in the clitnt's~ e - / _ (Job 3) . N ‘
' household’ ' IR Oy - '
; ' : a-g 14, Length o{ time s‘nce last employment prior to - (ES-511) j
5.- How many adults over 18 lHve 1n cﬁent' - reg] str fon date _ - . . ;
=, househo 1d? . o : :

-".'15_. Rqason for leaving last 3 jobs. Place check in
At appropriate boxes. .- 'a} R .
it s
Job Job Job . Reason for. : K .
1 "2 3 Leaving :
» ' Layoff
o . - pQut .
e I Fired |  =#
. » N Jo mded :
. Other ° -

6. How many adults over 18 Hvin
househo Id are ‘empldysd?

7. ‘iow many rooms are in the cHen
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.16, 1If client is unemployed and has no Short-term (ES-511) ' ) ' L : -Client has used =
' occupational goal, whit was the monthly = . . § - co ~this source to '
1ncome from his/her last job?. & ' N : locate jobs (please
o 23. Information Source - check) ‘
%_7. lf client 1s employed, what is his/her : ‘ A. Classiffed ads . L ,
£ monthly income from present job? ) _ (ES-511) - ! - B. CEJA . K . S ; -
- k _ : - C. FSES- : S b
18. What is. the clfent's . i - " 0. personal friend- relative , ' 1
a. Short term occupational goal? ! (WIN 4131) E. self initiated inquiry : .
: . R . N . (i.e., knocking on doors) o ' .
b. Tong-term occupational goall__ - , ; F. Self-initiated (telephone) B N
: . o ‘ « Gs former emp loyee S e
c. Alterndte occupational goal? - M. former coworker =~~~ . ' g
, I I. school pladement service
’ . . . 'J. prwatf placement service - ’ e
19. 0Does the client possess a physical disability? K. mémbers of organization in which you _
. Yes “ . belong (1.e.,. church, tlks) o
7 VES, “comp Tete ltems 20 21 22. 1f NO,.go to ' L. former teachers
ftem 23 M. media (radio, t.v.)- R
. . N. other
20. With respect to the short term goal, _the clieni (€s-511 0. other”
" -possesses a physical aisabHiEy at will most - -~ WIN 4040) - . A ' N . :
likely: (check one) - ' 24, The client ‘possesses a valid driver s license - - (ES-511)
1. - Permanently restrict him/her from « - , ) ’ yes no Ca .
. performing work ) - ) ¢ ‘ ’
2. Temporarily restrict him/her from . 25. The client possesses a workm automobile _ (ES-511)
-~ performing work o : yes no . ' ‘ o
v 3, ‘Have no effect on job performance - o . . L R _ : :
. Lo . 26 Is pubhc transportatwon available? yes - mo b
21. MWith respect to the lon term » the c'lient (Es-511 v
‘possesses a physical disabl th at will wost WIN 4040) 27. . If #26 is "yes", do they need funds for the transportation?
1ikely: (check one) - : L yes - N no o -
1. Permanent ly restrict him/her from '
performing work . 28, If #26 15 "no" 1s the t:Hent abl to arrange for reHabIe
2. Temporari%y restrict Mm/her from ' transportatioh with another' Pe"sﬁ yes T __ ﬂO

Have no effect on job perfomance : _ . ' C " e T _
22. Hifﬁ respect to the alternate goal, the c¢ilent : . o T , T e ' .
© - Hkely: (check one) .. ' o Y * . 124 .
1. “pérmanently restrict him/her from : (ES-511 . _ . : o ' ' R
' performing work 4. . WIN 4040)
2. Temporarily restrict Mmlher fron S ' !
performing work
3. Hdvo % effect on job perfmtnco




%,
a1,

2.

33.

oo,
35.

Cllent referred?to VR or Developmentai Disabilities? L yes
no X ap

A" ; . %
Is there evidence of physical healih prob lems?
A.__ chronic
B. temporary ;
C. No evidence

H Y

I's there evidence of mental heaith problems?
A.__chronic .
B. ___temporary

C.” none _ ‘ o N

\

Number of days missed from work/school during the past'bear due to -
health problems .

-

Client’s current education or training status. -
Full=time enrollment (12 credit hodrs or more in an education Qr
training program)
Part-time enroliment (less than 12 hours) .-

~_"Not enrolled _ . «

t

.

highest schooi grade cpmpleted (€s-511)
Check all educational experiences client has ¢ gmgiete H
_____high school diploma or equivalent
T dbripleted specialized vocational training but no
certificate or lcense ‘from a vocational training
program
has a vocationai certificate or license
T TAssociate arts degree (AS).
Bachelor's degree (BA,BS)
Master's.degree (MAMS) ~ _ : -
Doctorate (Ph.D., Bd.B) - I

———
et o

36,

Please’circle the number on each

S A7

scale that ‘indicates your

veaction to the client's interview behavior during this

interview in which these data.were gathered

-

Gronning ‘
1 2 ) 3. - -4
sloppily dressed ;asuaily dressed |
and -groomed . \ "~ and groomed
fr’integritx 19" .
1 .2 3 4

' ofvzrevious work

37.

~ cHent would®

A}

*~  ¢client seemed to
give a mixture of -
"right” and candid
responses

‘cHent seemed

to provide much -
éguestionable or’
*g lanted"
“information

»

Previnus Work Attitude

.

" kl 2 3 _ 4 ;
very nejative ‘mix of positive
-recollections and ngative °

stitements

General impression for’;>dpb Interview
) 2. 3¢ ‘ .4

5

" somewhat favorablk
create an unfavor- job interview
able job interview _ .

'

Earnings (Registration) ‘
g SR Ajbnghiy wage
g —"""Food stamps

otner incoue ‘(net) ..

™

. vh

Neatly dressed
and groomed -

5

clHent seemed
to answer
very candidly

5

client would

" a highly .

favorable.
impression

- (ES4132)

£5-2001)
54

very positive

. 8
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_ PART ]I : S :
N T . Community Resource Utftizatton Survey (60 Days) . ‘ o . *
? ‘- ) - : o . .
1. Have any of the children received MRS daycare services . (Wiy 001 "~~~ - . . " 10, Earnings (at Registration). R (ES 4132)
in the preceding 60 days? __ yes . "o HRS-SES-4041) - - B ; Monthly wage - - % . . . :
full time f of children o ' o - —___AFDC ; oo S _ :
part time # of children § Food stamps - : A
' : ' o “ B . ' g . ~ - Other:income . . R (ES-2001)
2. What has been the gevernment subsidy to this client's (Winool . - .o _‘ & o ' ' (#54)
. daycare services fn the last 60 days? $ per month  HRS-SES-4041) - ! o S S
o , ST R 11, - Earpings (at 60 days) R (ES 4132)
3. What has been the client's contribution to daycare in the (WIN'0O1: EECRNEE N | Monthly wage - P _
last 60 days? $ > -per month L HRS-SES -4041) - .3 - AFDC - : .
: . _ o : — . | Food stamps a coL : -
4. Has the client's opportunity for child care elapsed? * (WIN 001 - . S § ' Other: fncome - .- .~ (ES-2001) .
yes no HRS-SES-4041) - - - "+, R P S e (#54) .
5. If client is present 1y employed, give job title. ) ' ; L o I '. .
L : g : - © - 12, Job sustained (60 days)- . (ES 4132)
: : _ . o A . "Job interrupted T , :
6. Client's current, educational or training status . ‘ 7 o Ro. times . - o
full time enroliment (12 credit hours or more in ' R . o . '
education or training program) - R L : i \
part time enroliment (less than 12 credit hours.) : oL L Y PR .
i no%en_rolled ) .- : L ; I SEL e ,
: 7.. What is the number’ of in person contacts ({.e., actual g _ - o z-"@ _ - ' ' )
; person, not phone) you have had with the client over the gast" , R . e §
! 60 days since.the client became registered in the Project?- - '~ - - ° . . P . . { .
! : ! ) ' . _ ¢ £ 4 - RN
i . o . . A ) . : ; : . o :
| 8. The {lient has used medicaill services: times in the - -~ - . ... ! ’ Lo
| first 60 days, following r'egistration n Eﬁg Project, o ) oo N _ ; R : /’)
! Emp loyment status (g0. days) . L (ES 4132) . _. : B L -
full time r ' . o o . . o ?
part time (30 hrs/week) . . o oy B T S ,
. unemp loyed . T ; < " C o
| ———— . N ~ . hl - ¥ } b3 : - . )
‘ B 3 { i ’ : !
- : t,
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P lease complete the (1[}? cotum-nL.xnn_Lng_Q[_zggiggzgglgp and the ;g;gng two gg]g!~; )

at the §Q day review period.

s

e ctive| Kgency Service ,
Interventions - * | Need*} Referreq Status .\._
T (Place] (Record (Record .
. Check) | Letter)] Letter) o . ’
‘ 1. Jab Skill ' Agenc Ref@rral Code oy
N Training oy R ]grovxaers'o? Service) R
. 2. Employability - 1 A HRS/WIN o T
%0 Skill Training - T HRS/Voc. Rehab B
"7 3. Job Experience C. Tmnunity Mental Health Center B
A. Adult- D HRS/Daycare Provider | LA gl
Educ . E Medicdde « - o
d?js, Vo¢at onal , F Children's Hedical Services IR St
, Counsel‘ing N G Health Department I I
6. G.E.D. . o H HRS/other - - ‘;}_Lj=¢§
Preparation I CETA x - ' R
7. Mental Health J Technical School iy
o Counseling - K Local School Board 5 B N
¥ 8. Physical . - L Community College T
' © Disabilities M FSES | FUTRRY
Compension . N Community Action Agency - o
9. Job Infor- 0 Housihg§ Project ot
. mation - s Others_ - \ ' S o
' . Children/ Others NES . - A
" Daycare ’ Others ‘-~.J - T ;;Eh
Services . ~—~ .. iy
11. Chif%;en/ ‘> : ' ‘n:f_ﬁﬁ
Funds for B
*Daycare " Service Status Code PR
‘Services - A EnroTled - receiving services '
12. Transpor- - M . B8 Completed training/service pro-
tation 4. vided -
13, Transpor- - C Servites not-available
tation Funds D Client unable to complete ..
14, Language o . service AN
~ Assistance E Client not el!gible/qunlified“ '
15. Children/ . for service - .
Health F Client declined service
Services G Service no longer available
16. Medical v
Services :
' (Adult client) This 15 a need at time of registrltion :
17. Public Housing | ~ that is eithér preventing.or 1nhibit1ng ! %
18. Other .cHent_from seeking work, obtain- . -
19. Other ing wo k or from holding work.-
20. Other , ‘
1 P ot 29
At time o

of registration ., 60 day review

69 Hay. rev!

"El{c ST LOPY AVAILABLE
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Appendix. I11
+ . AFDC Employability Prediction Form

Face Sheet?d

Name:

Date:

P;oject

- Age: .
»Nﬁpplication Date:

e ——
Member #: . : a‘\\\L Project

] . ‘\ Registration Date:
Family #:_ . - | HRS District:

Sex: M F

Race: B. }“H His | Nat. Amer.

1. Total time client was fecibient of
Food S amps since age 16 (1n total
months}): ’

C

2. & Total time client was recipient-of .
AFDC grant since, age 16 (in total - N\

ya months)

s

(months)

3. Amoun£ of AFDC grant for which the L

1

:client is eligible at registration
1n PAPA: ;

4. 'Total amount of time working uninter-
rupted on last job, either part-time

.

~or full-time (expressed in months)°

5.  Total amount of time unemployed since
last job (expressed in months):

(months)

(months)

" , | —
' ) e

Client Emp]oyability Index ’ f
derived from foregoing ca]culations

(months)

(dollars)

Potentially employable . Probably unemplqugTe

i S
. E\

‘a The face sheet can be retained for the client folder

/

(check one) L




AFDC Employabi]tiy Index Ca]culations
\
Directions: . Fo]low each step in sequence. The use of a hand calculator

is recommended to assure accuracy. P
1. Mu]tig;genumber of months on Food stamps o | ‘,;

since age 16 by .034

X .034 | (1) - o,
months on food stamps S, .

/;2. Multiply the amount of AFDC grant at reg1s-
tration in PAPA by .009..

) ~ R _
| | X ..009 ' (2) - 1
AFDC at regiStration : - . .-
3. . Add #1>é;awggﬁu__wmnﬁ‘*vﬁ**"M‘“‘”Vnwnh | .
(1 +.(2) Subtotai (3)
4. Multiply number of months client ' : |
received AFDC grants since age”I6 in |
months by .014. E) : : g
. , : ’ s
— x 014 (4)
manths on AFDC. . . . \
5. Record be]ow number‘of months in 1ast . ~
job either is part-time or full-time ' oL
emp loyee
(5) _ - ‘ B

.- months on Tast job
6. = Record below number of months unemp]oyed s
since last job terminated

6)____+ . | - RN
months since last job :

7. Add #5.and #6 and record below

| X
8. Divide #5 by #7 i >
(S) Nt X e = (8)




R ~ Y , TR
g 3 v
] - .
. ) '.
9. Multiply #8 X 1.338
. . ! -
- °__. -, yX 1.338 | o (9) |
N 10. Add_ #4 and # - |
"l" o ’ ' . ' - o
11. Subtract #10 from #3' o - -
(B - (0)_ = () °
12.- Subtract 1.675 from #11 B - o RS
. _ A - ] o o
(11) .- 1.675. ‘ (12) v o
Efp Toyabi Tity+ o
. - ' Index : o .;ﬂ?
If the Employability Index is a Negative (<) number, the client can be o
. Cclassified as POTENTIALLY EMPLOY L G i
* 2 ) o
.If the Employability Index 1s a Positive (+) number, the clieht can be ~— "
classified as PROBABLY UNEMPLOYAB[E _ "
IR - _ " Employability Scale ;§
’ High 5 Low
RPN PSS DONCIRY PN ST S ,

Probably -
Unemployable

Potentially
Employable
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- AFDC Employability Prediction Form g L

Ve Llane nrthe e q/"”/fgf

Age: A7c§?:;"'_ L N . Project’ IR
- i | ~ Ppplication Date:_ e

e PIEESIEBEID g ettt ation oaver. Yufr3
Family i _ -1 | HRS%Districf:% \j?_ _/ / .
Sex: v__ M_XF ) o %- : -/:
Rawce_: pad _Bv W H.i_s | Nat. Amer . > '- Y

1. Total time client was recipjent of - S .
Food Stamps since age 16 (in total 2 -
months): - - |

(manths)” L
“ | o

2. -Tota‘1 time client was recipient of ¢ A
AFDC grant since age 16 (in total ' "jB/

months) : (months)

3. Amount of AFDC grant for which the - W
client is eligible at registration ;J/é>/ o

‘ in PAPA: (dollars)

' 4. Total amount of time working unintér—' : .
- rupted.on last job, either part-timé&~— Z0 -

# or full-time (expressed in months): (honths)

’ | 5: Total amount of time unémp]oyed since |
! last job'(expressed in months) :* - - E;f;

i 4 o ) ¢ . ' l e

3

~__ (months)

>~ ?

Client Employability Index & E ' T - o
ployability ; — 24 o o

derived from foregoing .calculations_ ‘ :
B | | x : ;
Ty g . i ‘ _ ) v : f~.

4

\/ Potentially e‘rﬁp1oyable )

| Probab 1y unemployablg; ‘(check one) _.; -;“%E




!

'Diggg;ions: Fo]low each step in sequence. The use of a hand ca]culatgr

\‘F - B B A0 el L LT L el ik el S I L LAl B /S RRRRARE A S #l

R EUNRPAT L Y Ty """-"W I ot L e A
I MRV Y Al et L . B A
R AN :

B By

ey B 4 < N

RO R

TR L T T T Y R i T
PN , P PR . - . R T
4 Y . : . Ty - L

AFDC Employabiltiy Index Calculations

Y

' since age *16 by .034 -

1§yrermmended to assure accuracy. - ¢ -w~‘z;
Mu1t1p1y number of months on Food stamps | '

X -.034 oq) o5

: mon%hs on food stamps X
. . s 1(,
2. Nhlt1p]y the amount. of AFDC grant at regis- :
~tration in PAPA by .009. , s " |
X 009 ) LHYg
AFDC At reg1strat1on ‘ '
3. Add#land#Z o : o o
(1)_]osY . (2) /497" Subtotal (3) o£.$03
4, Mu]tlply number of monthg client . . o 7 ’» .
received AFDC grants 51nce age 16 in ;
months by 014, _ | | | R
31 E X .014 (4)_ . ‘7‘34% §
- months an AFDC | . ) - \ .
5. Record below number of months-in last )
w . Job either is part-time or full-time
" %errployee v % ‘
-4 (5)__30 i | . \
months-on iast jdb , ‘ -
6. Record below number of months unemployed N ’ =
since last Job termlnated - ) .
monfﬁ?zsince'last job L .4
©on
7. Add #5 and #6 and record below
m_e3
8. Divide #5 by #7 e
(530 2 1_63  a(s) 476 .

Lo



————— SR e LT By T L WeRe SN
i v ;) ey e
; by .

MiTtiply #8 X 1.338 B S | | ,
(8)_ 4% x13m= -  (9)__. 636

A
. . -

10, “Add #4 anhQ\ ' o . s o
(e 434 \ (9)_.636 B (10)_[.07
11, Subtract #10 from #3\ | ' | |

. @ 4503 -0 N7 = ()_LH3,
12, Subtract 1 675 from #11 © “ﬁ'\‘ | | / ! “ ' .\
} (11) I‘B 1.675 J | : (12) :.2‘7‘ !
N | ER T Ty

. : '\ _ ' Index
' - '.‘ - i /-.’D A3
" . . : ¥ . N , f/'/ ) ; *
V . ' ‘ /‘"l‘ § - ' .
If the Emp'loyability Index is a Negative (-) number, the cljent can be
o class1f?ed as POTENTIALLY EMPLOY'A'EQ—LE T
If the Emhhyabﬂ;ty Index is a Posth) number, ‘the client can be .
~ classifted as PROBABLY UNEMPLOYABLE. 2
§ \ _ . : - )
T LN | ’ " : '
7 S | N N
C " ’
Co 5 e . Enployability Scale ~ * -

. ' ' T ? ‘ A ] ] .
e Low : . (
v 1Y
cdoe R
*‘1““‘ 2 (A\ti‘ ! . o ..::»;}.‘
- - K . . \ :, "‘%3

.

. > ® " .

[ 4
PR NS o SO
T

O v v . .
e ud,-/‘ . Potentially Probably /- N ) ”
‘\ Lo : " EmpToyable Unemp]o_yab“le . . -
~ . '~ . . . ) .h
N N\ i : .
. . y N
L) v
. ha ‘, . ‘
¢« & ; . . ’\\ - ¢ \ .
‘.l * | nl
, ( _
\ . ‘ .
! - "; %

U . ’ : ’ : : . ' . ‘ . W . -
% ) . . ) 1 . ) \* . . . -"ff .
.". R 1l 3 L B ‘ X 3 6 . . ‘.' ‘;" ) ‘ N .;7‘ .“




