
., 

I 

I 
l 

.. I 

,. 
I 

\ 

/ / 

Comparative Eva:uation of the Job Club Prr)grarn with 

Weltore Recipients 

N. H. AZH!N, R. ,\, P!IILII', P .. , 'l'hienes-·HontoR. p., 

ANO V. ·A. Besalel. 

.-\111111 M1•ntul /h•rzil/1 um/ {)t''''''"l'fll<'lllfll Crn:t•r ,,,,.{ ll<•lu:l>ilit•llicm 

Jnstilmc•, St•tllllt•lll /1/itwil L'•ut•cr.·.ity 

Abu:.Jl !OO"J WIN welfar~ clicn!s were M:lc:.:tcd in five ci!ieg: ll:•rl.:m, New 

nrunswi~;k, !•lih~aul;cc. Wic!u:;:, :.ntl T:tcom:t, and h:o!f w-:rc r:u:llnmly ;•:.~i!ln.:d 

to the lull Club program. Of rh.: ccrllim.in!,l dio:•ll\, l{7•/: "' the!' J,,h Cit:<> snu1p!c 

obtainc:J jnb~ v~ 59.: l>f lh:! {.'untrul ~ampl•! al llh' I~ lll<mth i~};!••w-t•p .l!ld ,IJ v~ 
4S~ nt 6 months. Tho: J,lb Clul'> was more effective i1i .::1.:h tlf !he nvc 1:iries, for 

men ~n,l wm::cn, (',,r !rh;!: sdlo<•l !!r:u.lu:.tc, 111 lin•('IIUl~. fo; h::11:k~. whit.,~. and 

Spanish. f.•~ h;,mli.:;;ppo;:d ur t:.lnh .• nd;;.:arrcd, vel<'r:ul\ ur nll:lVclcr:m'i. the Yt'u::(~ 

anJ the ol,i.:r. ,:m! fo:- t!w~c rcq;;ir{',! In p:111 i..:ir;tlc "' wdl :1!> rbrh.: '.\•ho vl)hlil· 

h:crcJ. The .h•h'> obt:.incd hr the .h1h Club dicr.:• were ~:umrarah:.: tv l~c Control 

dicut~ ·jut>\ in 11:1 a•s of mc:u: !.:;!:;, y. full-:imc lll:llll'i, ••nd tyrc :-:· jtlh, antJ were 

mure Jll;cly 111 be ..:ndnrin~. tll:n~uh•iJi;r...:d, •u••l <~IH:•in•:.l by 1l!,~ J•.>h-~;eel:cr';; own 

cfli:lns. Job L'lub lllCnJI•.:r~ ubi.IIIIL!U cmploymcnl in a mcui::n ,.(' ~. i~ M.:\si<;;us I lilCiOII 

or Ill; 90:~ (lhl:li::cujobo; wnh!n:!J scs:.:uns. Fol!ow-up qu.:·.:mtHdN Jata inds­

cated comn:•r:!hle juil :c:e .. :i,:n in the ·wn "'mrlr.:. hut ,::~htly !·:.,arer a,t-.ance· 

menl anJj,•h $;slisf:u:lion li)o'thc J~1h Ciuh di.:n:~. Tl:c meth:JJ :•rrca;,, lo ass:~n: 

employment to vi~t:1:.ll;- :111 partidpa!ing wc!l':uc dicnts. 

The Aid to Families of Dcpt~mbnt Children (AFDC) Program of the 

U.S. Governmc!~t is the prim:ipal wc!f:1n:: a~~cncy fi.lr pruvilling !-:uppo:·r ror 

the dependent:; of unc!mploy~d persons und indl:dcJ 3.5 million f:imili~:; 

in 1977 tD.cpt. of Labor. I9i8) ::nd paid about 10 b:!!ion dol:ars, one of the 

brgest wclfarr: pro,1.!rams in this COl:ntry. Some 1.1f these wr.!ifarc recipients 

}\f~ judged unnblc to work because of such rcnsuns as a medical impair· 

mcnt. or the nrt.ed to car;! ibr thdr preschool children. Otherwise, they 

The m:lteli:~l in \Ills pmj;:.:r w~1s prcparC'J unc.l<!r Gr:tnl ~ 1-17· i(,..l\.1 JJnm I he Employnu:nl 

and Tnsinin~ ;.\l.lmin1'1tr.ttioo U. S. Dc:pantncntuf Lahu:, unocr till.: :mthurity of tl:c SociJI 

Security .o\ct, a-; nmendcJ, Rc~c:Jr.:hcr~ un.J.:rtal.iuy. !>Uch prnJ.:cto; und.:r Ci<.l\'crnm::llt Slhlll· 

!itll'">hitl m·.: r.n~:m•t a)!rlllll <~\pre~., fre.:ly thdr N<,fel.,i(lnal ju..t~sncnt. Thcn.•ti~rc, point.., uf 

view ar opinion!\ ~lafcd h11hi\ t!t)cuntcnl ,lo not ncccs~arily rcprc:>cnt the l.)lfici:rl po~ition or 

I"Oiicy ('f the Dc-Jwt:ncnt of L:1b<1r. N. li . .-\zrin wa\ th:: pr!ncip;;! i•wc:il;{:ator. R. !'h1!ip 

s~:rved a'i tho: pn'.,iecr coordin:~hw. l'. Thi.:ncs·ll(llltos ~mi V. A. tl;:~;,lel !>.=rve..t ;!s dt•: 

:;upcrvbors. 

I 
I 

uno 1-87'1 1tsn·n1 !!Hl!::1~·1':!~""~ .I}U:n 
c~ .. J')li,Shl .~-.' :·~~~-I') .\~ .. -Itt~\•~ l'tC'"· lr•,·. 
APi ri~hh . • L rt:rroJa.;Un!\ i:\ ,.r.y forn" tc~tlv ... ·d. 
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must ref!ister for the WIN (\Vork Incentive) program which aucmpts to 
find cmpliJymcnt for them by cotJnsding them rcg:mling. job-seeking and 
employment, subsidizing their training as students in a new vocution, and 
very recently by subsidizing their cmpillymcnt by the CETA (Com­
prchensiv~ Employment Tmining .-\ct) program. In 1976 :!. ! 17.0~10 per­
sons were enrolled in the WIN job-placement program I Dept. of Lnbor, 
1977) and I ,54),000 in 1977 (Dept. of L<~bor, IY78). The WIN pro;,;ram 
may include an IMS (lntcn~iv\! !\lanpowcr Sl!rvict:) program d~signed lo 
provide illlcnsivc job-seeking assbt<tnce. The specific d.: tails of th1~; 1 MS 
counsding were usuall: h:ft tmspccificd except f•)f ~uch dcr:1ihi as prtwicJ­
ing $1.50 per session plus transportation expenseo;. 

The need in the I !\IS component of the WIN program for an effc:<.:tivc 
job-finding program was (lrl\! example of the general sn<.:ietal need. Yet. as 
noted e~u·lier (Azrin. Florl!s, & K:iplan, 19i5), 'lirtually no controlled 
research with an udcqume ..:ontrol group has demonstrated the effective­
ness of ~my standardized job-finding assistan~e pro~;ram in spit·~ of the 
)urge variety of existing programs. One such controlled evaluation 
(McClure, 197:!) provided few procedural details and an apparently 
nonstandarJized format. but ncvcrthl!less stunds almost :done in its usc of 
a statistically comparable comro! group. 

One !ypc of job-st:eldng progr:un, the Job Ciub method lA<:rin ct al .. 
1975), which is stand:miized, has been shown to be c!fcctivc in a con­
trolled c.xp~rimentul cv:duution. The method is based ''n a behavioral 
am\lysis of j<.1b-sccking as a social intcr<1ctiun (Jones & ,\zrin. 1973) in 
which obtaining job lead inforr:mtion is the initial rcspon'\c of a chain of 
behaviors. The meth,)J utilizes motivational proccLiures. materials. facil­
ities, and intensive daily insrruc~ion of a small group of job-seekers. In the 
initial evaluation of thl! Job Club with a sample of general joh-scckers 
(Azrin ct al., 19i5), 93'/~ oblaincd full-lime employment within three 
months vs. 60% for randomly assigned job-seck<".rs not utilizing the 
method. Jobs were obtained more quickly by the Job Club clients and paid 
n higher median salary. A second cvaiualion of the Job Club method 
(Azrin & Philip, in press) counselled only clients with severe job-llnding 
handicaps such as persons having rhysical disabiliiics, mental problems, 
police or prison record. alcohol or drug problems, {,)rmer menial hospital 
patients. and welfnrc r~cipients. almost nil of whom wcrl! clients of other 
helping agencies. The 15·1 handicappcJ clients were randomly :tS'iigncd 
either to the Job Club method or to n fairly stand:trd type of counseling 
involving lectures, dbcussion, and role-playing. The 6-month follow-up 
showed that 95lif- of the Job Club client~ oht;1ined joho; vs :!8':'(, of the 
comparison group and 1 hdr jobs had a high~r median sabry. wen.: ob­
Htincd ~uon:!r, ~md gcn~nllly were n:taincd as ·,o:cll .1s tl~e jobs of the 
Control cli~nts. 

The encouraging results obtain:.:d with the Job Club mdhoJ indicated 

} 
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that the Job Club mi~~ht :.•:rvc as the !>uitablc standardized mcthoJ of 
counseling. job-seekers n•:cdcd for the I MS jnb· ... carch progr:m1 for the 
AFDC welf~u·e clients. t\ proposal W<\S made to tht! U. S. Department of 
Lnbor to establish a ~c~t program in several cities and provide n controllcc.l 
cxperimentul comparison with the existing WIN Agency Program in c:H.:h 
city. The presenr r~port brict1y dcscrih:~ the stmly which has been only 
recently completed and is lkscribeJ in greater detail in 1 he n:port to the 
Labor Department (1\zrin. Philip, Thicncs-1-lontos, & iksnlcl. 197RJ. 

METHOD 

Swdy period and loc·arion. One WIN office was :-.ckctct.l by the De­
partment of Ltbor in each of the follo\ving live cities: 1-I<Jrll:m, New York; 
New Brunswick, New Jcr~~y: T~coma. Washington: Wichita. K:msas: 
and Milwaukcz. Wisconsin. The progr:Jm was initiated in th•.!SC cities in 
the sequence indicated above from O.:tobcr 1976 for H~1rlcm to October 
1977 for Milwaukee. The national unemployment ratt: was unu-;ually high 
during that period, 6.6..:7 .4ti(, and the unemployment rates f'ur four of the 
cities were above the national level, 15% for Harlem, 9.6% for N!!w 
Brunswick, 9% for Tacc:n~ •• ~md 6.9)·(. for hlilwaukee. Wichita h~\d u 
lower than average unemployment rate of 4.6%. 

Subjt.•cts. Nine hundred seventy-nine clients were biimlly selected by 
their Social Security munbcr and randomly assigned to either lhe Job Club 
or the existing counseling program at each site (Control group). Because of 
the s~quence in which the dilfcrcnt :;itc:; were initiatcJ :wtl the v:trying 
client availability at each site. the number of clients counsckd at cnch site 
varied at tht! time of I. his n:pon: :! 11 clients flll' Harlem; 2'27 for New 
Brunswick; 265 for Tacoma: i76 for Wichita: and 100 for hiilwaukcc. Of 
the total sample. 5-t<:c were female, •W:i had not cnmpll!h:d high school. 
350, were bbck!), 15/fr w;;re Spanb.h, 220 were Vt!lt'rans. ll~ were 
hand:capped, 17~:;, were not required to p:,nicipate in tlic WIN job-search 
(voluntary), 10r.'c were 21 years of<~l!C or J~ss. 1~';;. were over :l5 years, the 
mean nge being 35. with a nll!tiian of three dependents. T!:c Joh C'luh and 
Control samples we.rc not significantly different accorJing to stntistical 
analysis for any of the above rlcmog!·aphic Jimcnsion-; C'XCCpl for a greater 
percentage of Spani-;h client~ in the Comro! condition than in thdtlh Club 
(i8 vs I i~c). 

The initial pool from which clit·nts wcr:! selected V<!ricd across sites. 
One site, considcrct.l onlr "job-rcndy'' cli~:nts flll'mally dc.:'lignatcd for an 
intensive job-search progr:1m (I MS Component): one !>it\! included all 
WIN clients: and three sites included all clic.:nts except thO'\C designated 
for formal ct.lucation, coun:seling. or on-the-jL)b training. 

Cvum£'/or .H·h·ction and !rtlining. On.: counsi!Jl)r served as the Job Club 
leader in each city, thut pcr:;on being an existing staff mcmbt~r selected by 
that <tgcncy. Two were rn..:n, three wen: women. and one wa" black 
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l (Harlem site). Th~ tina Job Cluh ~;roup was specilkd beforehand as a 
counselor tnlining group, the c.Juta for which were not intended or used in 

: · -the outcome analysis. The agency counselor was rcspon~iblt: for all 
I clients thereafter and \V~ts observed by the experimenter for the first few 
: 
1 sesshlns of each of the initial groups in order to :tssure general auhcrcm:e 

! to the program. hut ph<tsing out entirely by the later groups. 
' Dara retrh.'\'111. Information rcganJing client char·ai.:IL'ristics and job 
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status was bas~d on the data routinely maintained by th!! :tgency so tlwt 
the present re~ulls wot1ld l"lc more ml.!:min!!flll tu the H~ency. An appar­
ently r:mdom omi-.sion n~currctll>f ~kmogr :.phi..: lb!a rc:;:mlin~ :-.ex, race. 
disability status. etc. for individual clients. thi:-. omb::.iun l--~:ing less than 
1'« f~lr most cah~gorics. :\ qucstionnuire was sent tn the clients in two 
sites to obt<~in :m i nucp..: mlc nl esl i m:tic or c mp loy uv.: nt stat us as we 11 as 
dma rc£!nrding job sa!i~~ilction ~nd pay raises. 

Job Club fJrogmm. A dl!~cripli\lll or the Job Club program has been 
given in previous swdies {Azrin ct al., 1975; :\7:rin & Philip. in press; 
Azrin, Philip, Thienes-Hontos. & lksalcl, 19781 a!''l in a recent guide to 
the job-seeker and counselor (Azrin & Desalcl, in. 1980 .. Therefore, only 
a brief description is !.!h'<'ll here. The clients met in a gwup of :1bout 10 

clients each day. in a structured meeting supcrvisl!d by a counselor using 
a "lesson-plan" scbcdt:J,~ of daily activities.. A new group was started 
about every 2 weeks. Half a day was used in ohtaiiling job leads and 
interviews in the office: the other half Jay wa~ sperH in go in~ out to these 
intcrvicvt"s. Th!: Ci)Un:.ektr closely l)bservcd :md supervised n5 lhe client 
was cngugeJ in obiair.ing lc~tds [;·om the telephone directory (yellow 
pages), examining wnnt ads. calling employers and friends, and writing 
letters. The cmph:~sis was on the yellow pages, frit:mls. present and past 
Job Cluh mcmb~~rs, and former employers as ~ourc:!s of job leads. The 
coun:-.clin~ used standardizcu and prcpan:d scripts, self-recording guides, 
chuts. and reminder forms for the activities of the client and counselor. 

Cuntrol mctlwd. The clients in the Comrol group n:cciwd the usual 
type of job counseling and services provided by their agency and could 
include direct referral to a~cncy listings, counseling lor job-seeking or 
special problems. \'ocational cvalual ion. subsidit"cd jot' pbcemcnt, and 
job c.kvclopmcnl. These services were often provitk:d hy sl!veral staff 

· members fur a specific client unlike the ll)b Club dkn!s who were !>.erveu 
exclusively hy the Job Club leader. 

Follow-up du,.mion. Since the five sit~:s were initi:;tcu ~u('cessivcly over 
a one year period, the duration of follow-up data \1\":~il::ble at the time ur 
this writing varied fLll' dincrcnt clients and sit~:-s. M~~nsurcu frorn the 
starting date of counseling. a 3-month follow-up was ~tvailablc for 860 
clients, 6 month:. for 57-~ clients, 9 months for :!66 clients, ami 12 months 
for 138 clients. (r\ sul"l~cqucnt rcpMl b planned v.:hich :>lwul<.l include a 
6-month follow-up ror all sites.) 
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RESULTS 
Table 1 shows the job-finding success of the Job Club and ihe Control clients. The data is based on the entire sampk for which data was available at nl! ~ites and regardless of the folll,w-up dunnion available. Job-finding success is <t!so presented scpnratcly for s~vcralllcmographic variables relevant to employability. Job-finding succcsc; was de tined by the WIN criterion of a job held for ut lc;tst 30 days, either part-time or full-time. 
For the overall sample, 33% of the Control clients obtained a job vs 62% of the Job Club ciients. Greater success of the .lob Club clients was seen for all of the job-relevant demographic varh1bl~s: men or \Vomcn, high school. graduates or dropouts, blaciSor whites or Spanish. all age brack­ets, each of the five sit~s. the handic<lppcd. veterans. ar.d mandatory or _voluntary enrollees. Two by two 2 tests showed a grcarer proportion of 

TABLE I Job·nndins Success of the Job Club ami Control Sample for Several Job-relevant Client Clmmcleristics" 

Job cluh clicnls Control clients 

I P.:r· 
Per-ccnttlge cent age Nor N of of job No( N of of job clients jobs success clit:niS jobs sucres<. All client~· 487 300 62 490 163 33 

Men• 215 146 68 229 73 32 
Women• 266 154 58 2b(} 9(1 35 
Completed high 

school" 254 170 57 247 76 Jl 
Did not complete 

high school• 224 128 43 234 86 37 
Blacks• 16S 99 59 170 54 32 
Whites• 291 11!8 65 197 102 34 
Spanish 53 31 60 79 36 46 
Other (Oriental* 

<md Indian) 19 12 63 22 7 32 
M:mdatory (WIN)• JRK 260 61 ~(,) 135 37 
Volun!ccr'> !WIN)" 74 ~8 38 HO 17 21 
Vetcmns• 88 59 67 93 35 38 
H:mrJicappeJ• 19 14 74 26 10 38 Selected age br.•ckcts 

21 years and under" 46 22 48 48 12 25 
22 IO •S4 years• J.S() 2::!6 65 339 i09 32 
45 years and old..:r• !!0 48 60 95 40 42 0 0nly jobs lasting :II bt!tl 30 d;.ys arc included. Fol!OW•Up \'llricd from I 10 17 months. 
•p < .05 . 

. .... 
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successful Job Club client\ for each l\f the 'iubgroup~ Cf> < .05l..:xccpt for 

the Spani~h client:-.. For both programs. :)9~·(. or the _iohs were full-time. 

i.e., ~0 hr or more per \Vecl:.. The occupational category of the jobs were 
about the same: 41;( of the Job Club johs were prufcssional-rn~nagcrial vs 

3% for lh~ Control jobs. Simil:irly. 1 he Job Cluh job~ paiJ as well as those 
of the Control jobs: n mean starting salary of $137 per week (medran 

$120). 
The two programs differed in that :!I% of the Control jobs were tempo· 

rury vs only JOC::(: of the Job Club jobs lp < .05):Thesc temporary jobs had 

not been included in Table I. The jobs obtained hy the Cl}nt rol clients 

were more likely (fl < .05) to have n::;ultcd fn.Hn a job k:.d •;uppliecJ by the 

WIN agency listm~. 1·1~(. th;.:n the j\1b~ obtaincJ by the Jub Club clients, 

S%. Also. 25~( of the jlll1s of the Control dil!nts were suhsidii·.ed V!> J6% 

for the Job Club jobs. 
The above rcsulis inclu<kd all clients initially selected for inclusion in 

the two coun~cling rr•Jgrarn:>, hut not all participated. In the Job Club 

program. for ex:tmple, 19% of the clients were "nu shows,'" failing to 

uttend even the intake sc~.sion. Similarly. 10':'(. of the Job Club clients 
reported that they were working prior to the <.btc.of their first sch~·duled 

session vs 5% ot' lhe Control clients on the ClJuivaknt dntc, the clients in 

both progr;.uns having hccn sclc~:tcd at the same time. These clients did 

not participate fun her, of course. The WI!'\ program permitted clients to 

be ''exempt" fmm ;-cquircd participation in \'./IN for man~' authorized 

reasons such n.s medical di.,;:hility, having t•rcschool chilt.lrcn at home, 
lack of child-care faciliti\!:. if children v,:en: at home. or lack of reasonable 

transporlation to th.: WIN oliicc, and yet In continue rr.:cciving AFDC 

j welfare payment:;. E~:ccpt for such cases of authorized "cx;:mption,'' 

· I nonpanicipmion was ofl,~n accompanied by procedures known as "sane· 

I tions" for terminating the client's AFDC wclfart: status. Clients also 

could lose their AFDC wellarc stattls v.'hcn their depcnl!l!nt children 

nchicvcd nJulth,>od and, of course, when lhcy obtained :-:nti~lacrory em­

ployment. The dat:1 wcr~ examined to ascertain the cxient anJ basis for 

this nonparticipation by analyzing the nu mbc r of jt~blc~s clients "Jcrcgi-;­

tcred"' {termiliatcd) from the WIN job-scd.i11g prl>gr<tm. Sl.!vcn percent 
(7':(.) were cxcttsetl because 1 i1cy were formally..: xcrnptcd. tl:is percentage 

being the snrne for both prugrams. Another 7t;~. of tb~ clicr.ts received 

sanctilms for mmpan;o.:ip;atilm. the pcr-.:.:nt<~l,!C !wing ~!igh:ly hi~~hcr for the 

Controls (8 vs 6,.(:). ln all. 3t<;l- 0f the Controls and ~2~·(- of the Job Club 

clients did not attend. or di:-continucd atlc!H.bn~:c. withou: havim.! found a 

jllb. In adtlition ll) the formal dcrr.:;,!.htration, the Jtlb Ch1b record~ showed 

that 5~:;, t)fthe client-; w~rc iniMm:dly CXCll'>Cd from at h.:nd:mcc hcc:ms~ of 

!>Uch rcaMms as tempomry mcdical problems. ,:r l:t.:k of chiiJ·carc. etc. 

A more V<ilid evaluation of the two '"~rogr:un\ wnulJ be to consider the 

job-finding Slh.:cc~s only for th.ose dient~ who were not tlcrcgistcred. i.e., 
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who continued h) ~)l' fl,rmally l!lll'oilcd in lhc WIN f'l"l..lgram. Eighty 

percent of these co1Hinuing .lob Club clients l'btaincll jobs vs 4(,~·(, of I he 

. Controb, the pcrccntat~e of successful continuing dicnll> in I hi! Job Club 

being as high as 93~(- in Tacoma and !36'/( in Harkm. bm only 3'7'/C for 

Milwaukee, probably bcc:H!se of the very short fullow-up at that site. 

! 

Figure 1 shows the job-finding success for the continuing clients at 

various follow-up durations to control for the abovc-noied variations in 

duration. At all follow-up durations, a greater percentage of Job Club 

clients obtained jobs. At 12 months follow-up, 87~ of the Job Club clients 

obtained jobs vs 59'.~!- of the Controls. 

Even if clients wen; formally registered in the \\'IN pro~ram. they 

might have attl!ndcd the se'isions irrcgul:trly. or h~.:cn ;;~.cu:-.cd informally 

from any ancnd:mcc requirement. Figure :! shows the relation!>hip be­

tween Job Club sc~siun attendance and job-Onding. Data regarding ~cs­

sion nltendan.;c W:\S 110( aVlliiahJc fnr the C~mtroJ c(j~ntS. Job-finding 

success continued 10 increase for as long as thl! clients continued attend­

in~ the ~cssions. Ninety percent of tiH.: clh:nts uhlaincd jobs by ihc 2~rd 

session. The maximum nurnbe1· attended, hy one client. was 35 sessions, 

by which number 9Yir of thl! clicnb had obtain~.:d jobs. The mcdi~tn 

number of ~cssic:1s was 6 (50% poi lit in Fig. 2), and the mean number was 

11 sessions. 
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FIG. I. C~>mp;ui~on ~>f I he j~lb·limling ~~~~cess of the c~mtinuin!; ..:lic!lls in the J~,b Club 

und Cuntrol SOIOlJlle~ at v:ninus time pcriuJ~ o,in~:c the dale t1f t!le lir~t sc~~inn. Ench d:ua 

point i!> h;,~o::d on cho::nh who had h.: en enrolled in I he WIN prog1 am fur I he th:.,ign:ncll tirnc 

period :md dc~i~nalcs :he pcrccma~e ~>i tho~c clients who ohwincd cmp;oymcnt on or bd~>rc 

the :.pccilicu d:11c. The l·month point is bu .. cd on MS dicntt.. tht: (,month!> un 216 cli-.:nt!l, 9 

months on 11!5 clients. and 12 nwnlhs on 10:\ clients. 
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lii!11BER CF JOB CLUB SfSSIO:IS ATTEh:JED 

Ftc:. 2. The rel;\lion~hip bctwc<:n ~co,sion a1t..•nd.1ncc ::md job-lindin!! Ml::ccss. hy the Joh 

Club client~. E:~ch datum poi:1: Je~.ign;llc:. the nu:nbcr of cli.:nts wl:o obt:lir.ed crnplu~·mcnl 

by the specified numt-er of :-..:~.:-,kln-. C'-prc~-cd :1~ a rcn:cntar.c oi tht· clicl"lt~ whCJ :mended at 

lenst that numl>cr of ~cssions (H found 11 job uf1..:1 fcwcf sc~:.iom•. S.:~~n}ll!i were schcduh:d 

each weekday. • 

Qu£'Stiomwirl' til/ttl. The qllt!Stionnaire nmikJ to the client in two sites 

was returned by 2<1% of the clients, a return rate kl\V enough to make 

general conclusions based :-;oldy on the questionnaire somewhat hazard­

ous, Yet, the results c:1:1 serve as corollary data regarding conclusions 

supported by the oth~r data. Fifty-seven pcrc~JH ofthl' Job Club clients vs 

27% of the Controls reported they were worl.ing after 3 m~HHhs and n::-!'7;, 
vs :!8'/c after 6 months For ihosc clients who had ohtainl!d a job. about 

the same percentage ol ];.)b Club clients rcprortcd a p<ty raise after 3 

months as did Control clknts (:!0 vs 19~c)~ btll arter 6 months. 30';'r- or the 

Job Club clients reported a raise vs 23C,f. of the Controls. Slightly more J.:>b 

Club clients reported that th<.!y were .. ~athficd" with their jobs th.\n did 

the Control clients (S•l vs nV~{ ) . 
Cosrs. The cost of !he Job Club was tabulated from actual expenditures 

at the three sites were tht: client loaJ was great enough fur the counselor 

to he assigned full-time tn thl! Jub Club. The cost per pbcemcnt w.1s S54, 

including all ~uppiics ~m:J services such 35 the piwn::.s. photocopying, 

newspaper sub:'criptions. refrc~hmcnts, postu:,!c and office supplies. and 

the standard WlN payment to clients of S1.50 per scso.;ion. Including the 

~><1larics of the full-time counselor ami onc·ci!;hth time typist, lhl! cost per 

placement W<ts $167. Staled in program terms. the cost of the Job Club 
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was S7100 per year for supplies and services and $22,000 per year if the salaries were included with 25Z new clients served per year. The above costs do not include the cost of oOicc rental or furniture. 

DISCUSSION 
The Job Club wns more clTcclivc !han the ahcrrmtivc methods in 

obt;~ining jobs for every dimension measured of th~ job-seeking context. Job Club clients were more successful in each of the five citi~s. at all follow-up dmations up to 12 months, in hi~h and low unemployment locales. und for each subgroup 1)f clients such a~ hi!!,h sehoul dropouts or graduates, bb~.:ks or whiies, men or women, handicapped or nonhand­icappcd, Sp;mish nr non-Spanbh, young or old. :t11d volunteer p:lrtid­pants us well a:-. mantb!nry p:.rtidpants. Tlwsc results extend the findi11g-; of the two previous h>b Club ev:duatiuns whi~.:h also found gr~atcr effl!C· tiveness but with voluntary p;trticip;utts. <tnd in th.: one local~! th~tt wns a smaH collc:g.e town in Southern Illinois. 
The Job Club ciicnts seemed tn maint:tin. as 1.vcll as obtain. jobs to a greater extent than did the Control ciknts. A "lightly grcHtcr pcrccnt:tgc of Job Club jobs lasted at least 30 d~ys than llld Conirul jobs. nnd at the qucstioni1<•ire follow-up, more Job Club cli~nts were working than were the Coni rol die nts. 
The qua!ity of the .it,hs in the Joh Club seemed as great. or greater, than the Control job.;. The sranin;; sabrics were equal und th~.~ same propGrtion were prulcssion::d or managerial and of full-time staw:c.. More Job Club employees reported being. sutisficd with their job and h•~o:ing received a pay raise after n months. and a sm::llcr prllpon!!lll ·,•::::rc subsitlizcd. The rcsul:s indicate that vi11ually all welfare clicuts who participated actively in the Joh Club program were successful i:1 obtaining employ­ment. For exam ph.:, when the :111aly•;is includct.l : ho!-.c who com inut!tl to he registered for the pro~~r:un, th(! two sites with the lon1,;eSt fClllow-up h:1d success rates of 93 and ~6~{·, respectfully. 

Actual attendance :1l th<;! sessions arpcars ro be the most rncnningful dimension for specifying whether a client was an acwal and active p:ulici­pant. The results were tiH1t 95t;:~ of ihosc who ~1t1ended for 35 sessions were successful. nnd 90~~c for 23 sessions attended. One might speculate that the Control clients would have been similarly successful under such special an~!lysis. hiH the results suggest otherwise. Foi example, cnly 50% of continuing Control clients were successful by the 12-month follow-up vs 87% of the corn;spont!ing Job Club clients. Accortlir;gly, the results suggest that virtwtlly :Ill welfare clients wlw continue: their rcquirl!d par­ticipation in the Job Club \\·ill be successful and to an l.!xlcn£ c;uhstantiany 
grc~1ter than the su..:..:c~~ nchil!v.:d by comiru:ing clicn:;; in uthcr programs. Since the job status d:Ha was n\H complete. one should consider what effect these omi'isiuns could have rcg:.ruing the observcu differences 
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between programs. Thl! jtlb -.latus dala were obtained prim:u·ily from the WIN agency records v.·hich were very complete so long ~~s the clients were registered V.'ith only 3«;1. omi!;sion. When clients were dcrc~islcrcd without having a job. I he data was not normally maimaincd. The differ­ence in dcrcgislr;llions hcwtccn the two J1fO!!r:lffiS W:ts foun.J Ill be 9'if• (31% for Controls \'S 22% for Job Club), which is less than one-third the observed difference in job status lhunu between the two pn..1grams and, therefore, cannot account for the gr'-~atcr success of the Joh Club. Aho, the quc:stionnairc datu whi;.:h was not based on WIN n~~cncy records and did include dcrcgistcrc:d ciicms. :;howcd a supc1·iority of I he Juo Club comparable to the agl!ncy dara. 
The results ob1aincJ here and in the previous Job Club stUtl:es may be more me;wingful 1f cxrrc~sed in terms of !he nHli"C usual dt:~ignation of rate of UIH.:mploymcnt rath~r than of employment. In the present stud-y. with welfare clients. th\! ··uncmp!llymcnt rate·· wa~ IY( for the Job Club program after 12 months V!> ·II~~( fur the Control pn,gr:11n. Simil.1rly, in Azrin ct al. ( 1975) th\.! un~mploymcnt rare was 7 vs --10~·-c aft(:r 3 months; and in Azrin and Philip 1 in prc•;s). the uncmploymcnr rate after 6 months was 5C:f fur the Job Club v~; 6?/,~;. fiJr the cornpariSt)ll pro1=ram. In these three studies the J(1b Club clients had unc.:mpk1yrn~nt li!l::s of about one-third. •.me-sixth, <tm.i lHlC·Icnth. rc:-;pcctiwly, or th..: Control clients. The re:>uits indkatc that the Job Ciub progr:tm is feasible and npplicablc in a variety of scllings. The cities selo.:cted were in diver•,.: purls of the country :md were sckctcJ by the L:1h1r Department) not by the ex­perimenters. One was a ghclto area of :-.ubst~mti:tl uncmpi•Jymcnt ( Har­lem) whereas another (\\'id1it:t) was predominantly white and had hdow average uncmploymenl. The counselors were !-.CI'-'clcd plimarily by the agency, not by the cxpcrim(.'JHcrs. and had no previous familiarity with the Job Club methods. All uppcarCI.I very ~:apahlc of Cllllduding 1 h:.! Job Club in th~ positive and supportive slyk rcquirt!J. except for one coun­selor who ~ccmcd ltl have great difliculiy in reint(l!"dng the clients for their every effort ;md relied r.::xccssivcly instead on instructions nnd criti­ci!'m. This incidental observation suggests thai additional training, for counselors might bc-lksirablc. 

The Job Club method :Jj'lpcars io be fairly economical rdativc to the alternatives. Subsidized employment such as in the CETA program and tax benefit pro!!rams to employers require scvcr:1l thousands, or tens of thousands, ofdollars pl!rcli•.!nl as does also :1 vocariona! tntining program. Supplementary professional te~ting and counseling services require pro­fessional persons whcrcJs 1hc Job Club program did not require these services. The actual costs of the program were $167 per placement, including salaries. whkh i:; a sJmdl fracrion ofrhe cost!i fi..)r the altcrnativt! progmms. 
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The success of the Job Club program has been evidenced by its continu­
ing utilization and expansion in some of the slates when; it was tested. In 
addition, the WIN program has recently inithllctl steps fnr extensive 
adoption of this type of pn.igram in WIN agencies (personal communica­
tion). 

A great concern at the !itan of this study was thai 1hc r.:quircd daily 
attendance mi!_!ht !cud to great resistance and hardship of the clients. An 
objective indicator uf such resistance was the need for "sancti•ms," the 
method of disqualifying clients for nonattendance. ThL' results showed 
that such concerns were apparently grlHJlldlcss: sanction-. \Vcn: in fact 
initiated for a sli!!htly sma!l..:r proportion ol' the Job Club clients than for 
the Control dicnb 16 vs 8':(.). In J;cncral. the dicnts ~ccmcu lo a<:cept the 
legitirmu.:y of d;~ily :1ttcnda:ll.:l! rcquirem~nt, afh:r a few ~cssion~. as a 
condition for the welt':trc puyment~. although some tlid ohjc•.:t initially, 
lurgcly it seemed bcc;JLJse of their k:·lOwlctlgc that othl'r client!' h:uJ no 
such requirement. Simihtrly. an initial conc~rn \Va~ that :-.e<:ond- i'lr third­
generation welfare clients would bl! unable :ual unmol h :\led In obtain 
employment.. Again, this expectation was fairly groundlcs:-. in tiwt almost 
all clienis. even in the ghl'IIO community of Harlem. ohwim:d cmrloy­
menL t\pparentlr. th~ clients hati the plllcntbllor cmplllY:11Cil! but had 
lacked the continuing ;:s:;istam:e necessary to maintain a jub-'icar~:h. 

Of the Job Club client:; \Vho were initially selected. 10',:;. r::porlcd that 
they had been \\'~Irking prior ttl the lirst :-:cssion VS s~·; of lhc Control 
clients on the corn.:o;ponJint: date. Such employment .~hou!d have been 
reported by the client. This tm:atcr "discovc::ry" of the iob Club dicnts' 
cmploym_cnt may b·.! :tltrihlnablc to the incompatibility of maintaining 
employment whik attcnuin;! the Job Cluh s~ssiono; every d:ty. rr r-o, the 
Job Club program provides £-fl~<llcr ;tssurancc that the w::Jrarc recipients 
are nol concurrently maintaining tmrcrort.:d full-time employment. Simi· 
larly, the attend<m:::c i'equircmcnt by all welfare agem;ks would preclude 
unauthorized ~lid from more than one agency. 

To what extent can the prc~~nt method be con'iidercd a general solution 
to the problem of wclfnre'! Certainly upper limits to its success are 
imposed by the slate (If the economy and hy dclkicncics of the job­
seekers, hut such ohstac!c\ may well have hccn ov•.:n.:mphasizcd. The 
previous swdy with job-handicapped clients (t\zrin & Philip, in press} 
found tlwt 9Y:·(, of such client~ wen! succc~sful ami thl! prc~cnl fint.ling of 
ubour 90~ success in Har!.:m with a 15~'£ unemployment rate indicates 
lhal buth obstadcs can be l.lvcrcomc. Many of the ,\FDC clients were 
excused from the job-scardt requin::rncnl inhere 111 in thl~ \VI N prugrnm 
been use of lbctors which sc~nH:d 10 pn·cludc cmplnrmcnt. -.uch us medi­
cal or p-.ycholll~:k;d pmhh:m, tran-.purtation phtbh:m. <llld inadcqu;.lle 
chikl-c<tre faci!itic:>. To what c:<acnt might the Jllh Club program be 
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npplicablc to all welfare recipients. including tho"c cxcmph~d under cur­
rent regulutions'! The prcs~nt results showctl th:H the Job Cluh was ahout 
twice as effective as the Control procedure in oht:1ining employment for 
the ''voluntury .. clients who did h:wc this formal h:1sis for cxcmptiQ..n. 
Similarly, the previow .. study with job-handicapped clients l ,\zrin &/ 
Philip, in press) found that jobs were obt;tincd for 95% of the clients who 
were lumdicappcd becau:sc of physical, emotional. and other reasons. 
These two findings support the conclusion that all person-; might well be 
considered cmploy:tblc, given that they arc provided tht~ mc:m~. such as 
transportation and cilild-cnre, of participating in the Job Club. This view 
suggests that all persons. except those h:1ving e\trcme dis:1hi!itil~" ~uch as 
being bedridden or scvt:rely retarded or p:.ychotic. an! empk1~·ahlc ;,tuJ 
might reasonably be required to engage in th.: Job Club intcno.;ivc-type of 
job~scarch as a condition for receiving unemployment or welfar~ b.:ncfits. 
Perhaps the joh·flnJing difncul!y has bc~.:u with th~ nature of the job· 
finding assist;wcc offered ;md not with thcjoh-seckcr. If ~o. a remedy· for 
the wdfare problem wouiJ be to intensify the job-finding U">istanc:;:, 
transportation and chikl·can: programs :1nd to di!--continuc thc char<~ctcri· 
zation of persons as disabl.:d or not job-ready and requiring sub~;idizcd 
positions. tax exempti1)11 programs. or indefinite welfare. 

Perhaps the pn:sc.:nt method achieved success for it" dicnts at tht! 
expense of other cli~~nls C'..ln:pciing for the same pusiti~)ns. Only large 
scale application can prvviJe i.l~tinitivc cvidl!ncc but some evidence exists 
that this "'displ:u.:cmcnt'" jlerspc~tivc is not entirely valid. ln Jones and 
Azrin I 1973), i! was found that only 45'/(. of the job'i held by the rcspon· 
d..:nts haLl been publicly :1d\"crtiscd: similarly, the present results •;howcd 
that the Job Club clients relicti oniy slightly on agency-o;upplkd Jhtings. 
Rather, many of the jobs seemed to huvc been created, or made available 
sooner by the imensive job-:.carch. Even if no jobs were avail:iblc locally. 
the present method assisted clkm~ in rdocating. to areas where posirions 
were not heing filled even in the prc~cnt period of extensive employment. 

Although the present method diJ not utilize existing types ofassist:mcc 
such as subsidizing positions (n:. ih CETA or tn:< benefits to employers)·~ 
these expensive programs might usefully be combined with the Job Club 
method in future applkati(1ns. Since funds arc never suftkicnt to provide 
such subsidization for all jllb·~cd;crs, a rcastmablc plan migh: be lo make 
the suhsidizcd pD'litions available only to those joh-st:dcr., who have 
uttcnded a sp..:cificcd numb('r of sc~sions without succ,:ss. Thi.~ type of 
strategy would provide intensive assistc.mcc to all job-seekers in obtaining 
employment l<~rgc!y by their own c!fforts, but systcmaticnlly pruvidc such 
additional assi:Hancc :Ls sub::;i,lit:s, tax exemptions, job development. gen­
cml psyclwkl!~ic<~l counseling. tc!iting. etc. tu those who havl! hecnun-;uc· 
cessful and evidenced gcnuin~ n~l·d of such scrvkcs. 
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