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Abstract

This thesis makes an argument for the importance of a high
level of commitment from local departments of social services,
area businesses, and community organizations to the
implementation of the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS)
program. It contends that such a commitment is a nhecessary
pre~-condition for JOBS to ever be successful. It then examines
the level of commitment these actors have to JOBS in Roanoke,
Virginia in order to explore the process by which 1local
commitment to JOBS is created. A case study was conductéd to
determine what mechanisms, if any, are currently in place to
support such a commitment.

Of even greater significance, this analysis suggests the
importance of changing our method of evaluating social welfare
policy. We need to move beyond analyzing the actions of
participants and the impact a program has on participants to
illuminating the entire process by which social welfare policy
operates if we are to fully understand its impacts.

Upon examining the legislative history of the Family
Support Act of 1988 (JOBS is the centerpiece of this act) I
found no substantial discussion of the importancé of
encouraging local commitment to JOBS. This suggests that
sustaining local commitment was not considered a high priority

by federal policy makers. An examination of the actual level
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of commitment from a local department of social services, area
businesses, and community organizations suggests there is a
great deal of work yet to be done in establishing an integFated
community-based approach to welfare reform.

Based on the results of this research, I concluded that
community commitmént to JOBS can best be established by
increasing commitment from all three levels of government. I
also developed a hypothesis. Higher levels of commitment from
within a locality will be associated with more ''successful"
JOBS programs. Although the newness of JOBS precludes the
immediate testing of this hypothesis, future research can be
conducted to determine if we find higher levels of commitment

in areas with more successful JOB programs.
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1
Introduction

Can an integrated, community-based approach to welfare
break the "cycle of poverty" that traps millions of Americans?
Although the reduction of welfare dependency and the promotion
of self-sufficiency are the ultimate goals of all welfare-to-
work programs, America will never witness a significant decline
in the number of igdividuals on the welfare rolls until we look
beyond the actions of welfare clients and start considering
poverty in the context of a local community. The actions and
characteristics of welfare clients spin only one strand in the
complex web of welfare dependency. The rest of the web is
created by the support systems and employment opportunities
that exist in the recipients’ community.

In 1988, Congress passed its latest attempt at welfare
reform--The Family Support Act (FSA). The centerpiece of FSA
is the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) Training
Program, which its sponsors viewed as the vehicle for
increasing poor families’ self-sufficiency. As we anxiously
wait to see whether JOBS will go beyond the successes of
previous welfare-to-work programs, Gueron and Pauly (1991)
argue that a central research question for the 1990s is: What
are the most effective ways to design and target welfare-to-
work programs?

This thesis attempts to address this question by focusing



on the implementation of JOBS at the local level. The major
premise of this project is that an effective way to implement
welfare-to-work programs is to seek and obtain a positive
commitment from key actors within each locality. Commitment
from these key actors is seen as a necessary pre-condition for
the success of JOBS or any other welfare-to-work program.

We can anticipate that different levels and types of
commitment from key actors will enhance or inhibit some of
JOBS’s impacts on participants. Participants in the program
can benefit only from what their local department of social
services has to offer. If the local department of social
services does not have a positive commitment from within the
agency as well as from the business community and community
organizations, its offerings of educational and training
activities will be considerably reduced. The manner in which
JOBS is implemented at the local level and the commitment it
receives from other important actors serve as a critical pre-
condition in determining the impact of JOBS on a given set of
clients. Thus, a logical expectation is that the presence of
a strong commitment from the local department of social
services, community organizations, and the business community
can only influence the local implementation of JOBS in a
positive manner, and is a pre-condition to its success in
reducing poverty. The key question for this project therefore
becomes: By what processes might co-commitment be achieved at

the local level?



The main contribution of this research is to develop and
apply a conceptual framework for understanding how employment-
oriented welfare programs operate to involve the larger
community. This can be done through illuminating the process
by which JOBS is implemented. To be successful, combining work
and welfare must be a goal of many key actors within any
locality, including, but not limited to, the local department
of social services, area businesses and community
organizations. Any fair examination cannot overlook the
important roles these actors play in the implementation of the
JOBS program.

The traditional responsibility of the local

community to aid those of its members who are in

need of assistance has become undermined by the

tendency to impose solutions constructed in

Washington. 1In bypassing the community, federal

welfare ignores local resources that could help

support individuals and families as they escape

dependency. (Cottingham and Ellwood, 1988, p. 41)

In attempting this analysis, it is important to give
attention to legislative intent as set forth by federal policy
makers. This will help establish what, if any, role localities
were expected to play in implementing the JOBS program.
Congress may have set up structures to encourage development of
commitment from parties at the local level. This would
indicate Congress recognized the importance of sustaining such
a commitment within localities. If it did not, the lack of
attention to this issue in the design of JOBS becomes part of

the explanation for any failure of commitment that is found at

the local level.



This study will establish the importance of giving
attention to the 1locality when evaluating social welfare
policy. This is being done in an attempt to bring attention to
an often overlooked variable in social welfare policy--actors
within the community (in contrast to any single actor). Once
this is done, future analysts can determine if, in fact,
commitment from local actors is a critical factor in the
varying rates of success a social welfare program such as JOBS

experiences in similar areas.

Theoretical Framework
Charles F. Manski’s (1990) model of social welfare
programs provides the theoretical framework for this analysis.
Manski criticizes previous evaluations of federal social
welfare programs for failing to recognize "process as part of
the treatment." He states:
A federal social welfare program is not a complete set
of procedures whose implementation can be monitored
and controlled perfectly. 1In reality, a federal
"mandate" to the states only establishes a set of rules
and incentives to influence the behavior of states.
The lesson is that, from the perspective of federal
policymaking, a program is not defined solely by its
treatment of participants; it is defined as well by
its treatment of state governments, local agencies,
and service providers. Hence process is part of
treatment. (Manski, 1990, p. 3)
In principle, an analysis of a federal social welfare program
should seek to illuminate the entire set of processes depicted
in Figure 1. Of all the processes shown in Figure 1, the only

ones reqularly subjected to analysis are the actions of



participants' and the direct impact of a program on
participants (Manski, 1990, p. 3). Such analysis tells us
nothing about the specific mechanisms by which a program
produces its impacts. It fails to introduce us to the impact
of relevant outside factors on outcomes. For example, it does
not examine the important roles that departments of social
services, area businesses and community organizations play (or
fail to play) in this process. By neglecting this dimension,
researchers are guilty of providing conclusions based on a
partial analysis and may, thereby, miss the influence these
actors can have on the varying degrees of success a JOBS
program is likely to experience.

By using a more fully developed version of Manski’s model,
as shown in Figure 2, more attention can be given to program
administration, a section of the model virtually neglected in
prior research. Although Manski does not include legislative
history in his model, it 1is an important element in
establishing Congressional intent. This can aid in more fully
defining the "Federal Statutes and Regulations" element of the
model. Establishing what, if any, role was assigned to the
local agency, community organizations, and area businesses in
producing the intended outcomes will help in understanding the
importance Congress placed on obtaining such a commitment.

Manski contends that program administration may itself be a

Participants refers to those AFDC clients who participate in a particular social welfare program, in this case

JOBS.

These participants include those who are mandated to participate (or face benefit sanctions) as well as

those who volunteer to participate.
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Figure 1: Manski’s Model of a Federal Social Welfare Program2
This figure outlines a typical federal social welfare program.

2 Charles F. Manski, "Where we are in the evaluation of
federal welfare programs." FOCUS, Fall 1990, p. 2.
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Figure 2: Elaboration of Manski’s Model
This model allows for more detailed analysis of the program

administration element.



multi-tiered process involving state, county, and local
agencies as well as service providers (Manski, 1990, p. 3).
Although Manski omits this part of the process for the sake of
simplicity, it is this part that is expanded in Figqure 2 and
examined in the thesis.

This focus allows us to observe the JOBS program in a
"street-level" context by encouraging examination of other
factors that are likely to be important pre-conditions to the
success or failure of the overall program. By further
developing the program administration section of Manski’s
model, the potential effects of program administration on
actual outcomes and the dynamics through which JOBS has its
impact can be explored.

While Manski’s model allows for feedback (represented by
the dotted lines in Figure 1), the newness of the JOBS program
makes examination of such feedback mechanisms essentially
impossible. States were required to establish their JOBS
programs by October 1990 and make them operational statewide by
October 1992 (GAO, September 1992, p. 18). Manski’s model
also allows for an analysis of participants and impact on
participants. Once again, the newness of the policy prevents

this sort of analysis.

The Role of Localities
Implementation plays a key role in its success or failure

of any policy. The assertion of this thesis is that local



commitment is an important part of JOBS implementation.
Implementationkof domestic policies and programs is powerfully
affécted by the federal context in which programs éfe set
(Anton, 1989, p. 61). Intergovernmental coordination has become
a standard feature of program implementation in the 20th
century, and the federal government relies on state and local
governments to use federal funds to implement federal programs
(Ripley and Franklin, 1986, p. 61).

Although intergovernmental coordination has been important
in social welfare policy since its inception, the onset of the
Reagan years shifted many of the decisions about social welfare
policy from the federal level to the state level (Joe and

Rogers, 1985, p. 33). During the 1980s several factors

influenced the provision for state flexibility in implementing
»JQBS._ First, in response to new flexibility in federal rules,
and despite shrinking federal funding, states demogs;rated that
they could design and implement progréms that reflected their
priorities and resources. (See, for example, Friedlander,
1987; Friedlander and Goldman, 1988; Goldman, Friedlander,
Gueron and Long, 1985.) Secqu, studies of a number of state
programs gave convincing evidence that a variety of approaches
in a range of conditions could both benefit welfare recipients
and produce budget savings that exceeded the initial
investment. (See, for example, Hamilton and Friedlander, 1989;

Martinson and Riccio, 1989; O’'Neill, 1990.)

The strides states made in designing effective welfare-to-



work programs in the 1980s opened the door to less federal
regulation in the implementation of JOBS. Although flexibility
in implementation often results in more creative programs and
solutions, the issue of unequal services from state to state or
jurisdiction to jurisdiction within states is also a major
concern. Social welfare policy is a redistributive policy that
benefits low-income groups in the community. If a community
redistributes local resources to an especially needy segment of
society, it will, other things being equal, attract members of
that segment and become a "welfare magnet" (Peterson, Rabe, &
Wong, 1986, p. 16). Locally administered redistributive
policies thus pose a danger of conscious underfunding or
exclusionary management designed to shift the welfare burden to
other jurisdictions.

Currently, the FSA has some built-in protection against
this becoming a significant problem. In order to receive
federal funds, all states must adhere to the participation
requirements and serve targeted populations. Of course,
exceptionally attractive programs could conceivably serve as
"welfare magnets."

Ripley and Franklin contend that a «criterion for
successful policy implementation is that it leads to desired
performance in and impacts from whatever program is being
analyzed (1986, p. 233). In this case the goals of JOBS (to
reduce welfare dependency and promote self-sufficiency) cannot

logically be met without a positive commitment from relevant
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actors within the community. This raises the question of
whether of not, when designing JOBS, federal legislators
encouraged a commitment from actors in each community to the
JOBS program (Chapter 3 analyzes the expectations policymakers
had of JOBS at the federal, state and local levels.) Without
organizational arrangements that facilitates the development of
commitment and a clear mandate in the law, local agencies will
vary enormously in the degree of commitment they have to JOBS
or any program.

The extensive recent research on welfare caseload dynamics
(Bane and Ellwood, 1983; Ellwood, 1986) provides a critical
background for understanding past studies and determining the
most effective ways to design and target welfare-to-work
programs. Past research and experience have consistently
identified several key contextual factors that influence the
length of welfare dependency (Gueron and Pauly, 1991, p. 61).
They are as follows:

1) Labor Market Conditions and Area Characteristics

2) Characteristics of the AFDC Program

3) Existing Community and Employment and Training

Services

4) Existing Community Support Services

5) Characteristics of the AFDC Population

Clearly, factors 1 through 4 are heavily influenced by the
commitment a program receives from relevant local actors. Labor
market conditions and area characteristics take into account
not only labor demand as a whole but labor demand for previous
welfare recipients who may not have worked for a considerable

amount of time or who have other handicaps when seeking
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employment. Once long-term AFDC recipients receive the
education and training they need to compete in the work force,
are local businesses willing to hire them? Implementation of
the AFDC program is affected by the commitment it receives from
the local agency. If the local department of social services
is not committed to JOBS, then obviously it will be less likely
to seek and obtain a commitment from community organizations
and area businesses.

In addition, using existing community employment and
training services as well as support services is also an
important pre-condition for the success of any welfare-to-work
program.

Within any given JOBS budget, more AFDC recipients

can be served and more intensive activities provided

in communities where there are many other independently

funded education and training services and well-

developed interagency coordination.
(Gueron and Pauly, 1991, p. 65)
If the local agency is to be able to tap these resources
effectively, the various community organizations must be at
least minimally committed to making JOBS work.

The importance of the local department of social services,
the business community and community organizations is alluded
to in almost any welfare reform proposal. The crucial
difference between such welfare reform proposals is the degree
of emphasis that 1is placed on the various factors. For
example, when the National Coalition of Women, Work and Welfare
Reform submitted its proposal for dealing with women and

children in poverty, the proposal consisted of four major
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elements: 1) income maintenance; 2) education, employment and
training; 3) support services, and 4) child support enforcement
(National Coalition on Women, Work and Welfare Reform, 1986).
In realizing the goals of education, employment and training,
there was a recognition that the local agency, businesses, and
community organizations would play an essential role.

[There should be] flexibility for states to develop

comprehensive strategies which are responsive to the

economic realities of their locales, with incentives to
involve employers, community based organizations, and
educational institutions in a cooperative and coordinated
way. (National Coalition on Women, Work and Welfare

Reform, 1986, p. 214)

In establishing this cooperative effort, the coalition
recommended that some federal funds be used to purchase support
services required by participants and that state agencies look
to the community for such services.

The state agency should also be required to utilize

existing education, employment, and training programs so

that welfare recipients are served by the same programs
as nonrecipients. Educational institutions, JTPA [Job

Training Partnership Act] agencies, community based

organizations, vocation/technical schools, employment

service, and other existing delivery systems are the
appropriate vehicles for delivering these services.

Eligible recipients of the funds would include

consortia of such agencies. (National Coalition on Women,

Work and Welfare Reform, 1986, p. 216.)

In comparison, in an article written by the National
Governors’' Association which addressed preventing dependency on
welfare by aggressively providing opportunities for work, there
is only one sentence that speaks to a possible commitment from
the business community. "The system must be designed

carefully, so that there are no disincentives for employers to
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provide wages above the minimum or to reduce or eliminate
health care coverage" (Coughlin, 1989, p. 206).

As previously mentioned, the major premise of this project
is that an effective way to design and target welfare-to-work
programs (specifically JOBS) is to establish an integrated
community-based program that involves a positive commitment
from key actors within each locality. The key actors studied
in this thesis are the local department of social services,
community organizations, and area businesses. Commitment from
the agency is of the utmost importance. If case workers within
the local department of social services do not assign the JOBS
program a high priority, one cannot realistically expect
potential participants, organizations within the community, or
area businesses to be aware of how the JOBS program works or
what it has to offer.

In Virginia, the new provisions of JOBS were incorporated
into the state’s already established statewide welfare-to-work
initiative called the Employment Services Program (ESP). An
important feature of the JOBS program is the attention given to
special “"target groups" in the welfare population. This
requires more intensive case management services by local
departments of social services ("Implementation of ESP/JOBS in
Virginia," October, 1991, p. 5). Detailed assessments must be
done on each client prior to entry into the JOBS program.
Moreover, the agencies must shift from their previous focus on

immediate employment (under ESP) to a greater emphasis on
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education and training which is required under JOBS ("JOBS
Program Evaluation: Year One," October 1991, p. 11). If, for
example, the local department of social services has not
allowed some sort of accommodation for this increase in work
responsibilities, its commitment to the JOBS program would seem
suspect.

Commitment from other community organizations is also an
important factor in the future success of JOBS. Local
departments of social services interact with a variety of
agencies depending on the resources of their areas for
education and training services ("Implementation of ESP/JOBS in
Virginia," October 1991, p. 5). The effectiveness of this
interaction is an important factor in the overall success of
JOBS. If other agencies within the community are not willing
to support the JOBS program, then the quality and quantity of
education and training services that can be offered to the
participants will be decreased. Commitment of other community
resources ultimately allows for more diverse, and therefore
effective, training and education programs.

Commitment from businesses is a crucial element to JOBS or
arguably, any other welfare-to-work program. Despite
commitment from the agency or community organization, if area
businesses are not willing to participate in on-the-job
training programs or recognize JOBS participants as qualified
for employment, then the participant’s journey to self-

sufficiency will come to a brutal halt. This goal simply
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cannot be achieved without positive involvement from the
business community and thus, the primary purpose of the JOBS
program will never be fulfilled.

Based on the results of this thesis, the commitment to
JOBS from the local agency, area businesses, and community
organizations needs to be substantially improved in at least
one locality. If generalizable to other communities, this
suggests there exists an untapped resource that could prove to
be a vital factor in the transition from welfare dependency to

self-sufficiency.

Background of U.S. Welfare Policy

In order to fully understand the importance of local
implementation, a quick overview of U.S. welfare policy is
warranted.

Contemporary U.S. social welfare policy can be traced to
the beginning of the seventeenth century in Elizabethan
England. In the colonies as in England, the primary sources of
welfare aid for the destitute were families, friends and
churches. Later, local and state governments intervened as a
last resort. However, the twentieth century brought an
increased number of social welfare problems for Americans. The
magnitude of these problems caused the federal government to
enact its own welfare legislation during the New Deal era of
the 1930s. Aid to Dependent Children (ADC) (subsequently

replaced by Aid to Families with Dependent Children [AFDC]) was
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