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ABSTRACT  
   

 Welfare recipients must engage in a specified number of hours of work-

based activities. Work-based activities include providing childcare for others, 

enrolling to obtain a GED, participating in job clubs, and working for pay.  

Welfare recipients may choose to get a GED or participate in job clubs to improve 

their chances of finding employment.  As some states require participation in job 

clubs to receive welfare benefits, this study examined the likelihood of job club 

participation by low-income females in states where job club participation is 

optional, not mandatory.  Using data from a sample of 3,642 low-income mothers 

participating in the Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP), I 

explored the relationship between educational attainment and the probability of 

attending job club or searches in the past month.  Sociodemographic and state-

level characteristics were used to control for other factors in logistic regression 

models. Results show that low-income women with higher educational attainment 

were more likely to attend a job club.  Other significant factors were marital 

status, metropolitan residence, number of children, number of family members, 

and state poverty rate.  Policy implications suggest that attendees already have the 

necessary skills to obtain a job and time limits and enrollment caps may hinder 

the changes of the targeted population. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

Background 

 Promoting self-sufficiency and transitioning from welfare to work is the 

purpose of the federally funded welfare system.  Throughout the 1980s and into 

the early 1990s, the United States social welfare system began to be overwhelmed 

by the number of new welfare cases each year.  In order to cut down on the 

number of new recipients each year, the current welfare system needed to be 

revitalized in a way that would drive these recipients off of welfare.  The Personal 

Responsibility and Work Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) replaced the historical 

welfare program known as Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) 

(Daguerre 2008; Gennetian and Miller 2004).   

 President Bill Clinton signed PRWORA legislation into law on August 22, 

1996. Of the four established goals for the new program, only one focused on job 

training and job placement as a means of reducing poverty (Blum and Francis 

2001; Christopher 2004).  Although the newly designed welfare program 

implemented the condition of a work requirement, the majority of the goals 

support a different form of reducing poverty.  Recipients are pushed to fulfill 

work-based activities without much help from the program.  If recipients are 

unable to follow through and obtain a job, they may be sanctioned and become 

ineligible for cash benefits (Corcoran et al. 2000; Keiser, Mueser and Choi 2001).  

However, the welfare system does allow certain job training to be counted 

towards the necessary requirements.  Because of the goal of focusing on job 

training and job placement, recipients can use this to help them search for jobs 
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that provide upward mobility and out of the hands of government assistance.  This 

option is available, however, to only 30 percent of the welfare population in 

particular states with twelve months for education and six weeks for job training 

(Kim 2009).  Since a limited number of welfare recipients are allowed to enroll in 

a given time frame, we can determine which types of recipients are more likely to 

enroll.  Since states offered no more than sixty consecutive months (Gennetian 

and Miller 2004; Rowe, Murphy and Williamson 2006) to receive welfare 

benefits, the main focus of the program was the idea of employment (Daguerre 

2008).   

 The norms of fulfilling work-based activities usually involve going into 

the field and obtaining employment.  However, recipients may also find that 

participating in job clubs or searches also fulfills this requirement.  The down side 

of using this method is that there is no income in return.  As job clubs tend to be 

reminiscent of schooling, this paper will examine whether the educational level of 

recipients predicts the decision to attend these activities.  Using data from the first 

wave of the 2004 panel of the Survey of Income and Program Participation 

(SIPP), this study will investigate the association of educational level and the 

usage of job clubs and searches.  This study does not look at the effectiveness of 

job clubs and searches, but describes the type of recipients that do use it with 

regard to education.  The study will utilize logistic regression to see how 

educational levels would affect the usage of job clubs and searches. This type of 

analysis is most appropriate to address the prediction of probability on the 

dependent variable.  Two models will be used to test the hypothesis, with the first 
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including just the independent and dependent variables and the second with the 

addition of control variables.   

Outline of the Paper 

The following section will outline a brief history of welfare reform and the 

presence of job club programs.  I will describe the similarities in structure many 

states have when organizing this program and how some studies have shown job 

clubs to be successful or not.  Factors that may affect the decision to enroll in job 

clubs will be mentioned to understand the reasons for including specific control 

variables. The next section will illustrate how the rational choice theory plays a 

part in understanding the research question.   Using a rational choice framework, 

a hypothesis will be provided and used to test the research question.  The design 

and methodology section will describe the dataset and variables.  Using logistic 

regression, a discussion will allow for an explanation of the findings, 

implications, and provide limitations to the study.  Concluding remarks will 

highlight the overall study with a brief summary of the findings. 
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CHAPTER 2: WELFARE REFORM AND JOB CLUBS AND SEARCHES 

Welfare Reform History 

 Prior to 1996, the welfare system was considered an entitlement program 

that was available to any family needing assistance. Aid to Families with 

Dependent Children (AFDC) was the previous welfare system that provided cash 

benefits to low-income families for an extended period of time with little or no 

state-imposed requirements on the recipients (Fitzgerald and Ribar 2004).  Many 

of the recipients relied heavily on AFDC subsidies to get by because of the 

entitlement characteristic.  With the passage of the Personal Responsibility and 

Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) in 1996, the United States 

welfare system was dramatically altered and the result was a work-first program 

that focused on improving the lives of welfare families.  PRWORA was a big 

turning point in reestablishing the welfare system and its goals for recipients.  

Instead of allowing a lifetime of federal cash assistance to eligible individuals, 

stricter requirements and limitations were put in place.  In order to meet the 

outcomes of the four objectives that were implemented, the Temporary Aid to 

Needy Families (TANF) system was established to replace the previous AFDC 

system.   

 Welfare reform began with the establishment of four primary goals 

developed through PRWORA legislation. These goals are to provide assistance to 

needy families; end dependence on welfare by promoting job preparation, work, 

and marriage for needy families; prevent and reduce the incidence of out-of-

wedlock pregnancies and establish annual numerical goals for preventing and 
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reducing the incidence of these pregnancies; and encourage the formation and 

maintenance of two-parent families (Christopher 2004).  Only one of the four 

purposes focuses on promoting employment as a means to reducing poverty.  

Before the implementation of TANF in 1996, goals of the welfare system had 

been exclusively focused on the family, specifically the children’s well being 

(Mink 1995).  Since then, the welfare system has incorporated the concept of 

transitioning from welfare to work while reducing the welfare enrollment 

numbers. 

 Welfare reform in 1996 introduced and reinforced the notions of 

employment as a resolution to poverty and job preparation as a means of 

transitioning from welfare to work.  This section will outline the changes that 

occurred with the introduction of TANF in 1996, including eligibility standards, 

demographics of welfare families, and work requirements.  Following an analysis 

of the impact that TANF reform has had on welfare recipients, the concept of job 

clubs will be introduced.  The opportunities for job club participation will be 

examined and discussed in the context of welfare reform.  Concluding the 

literature review, welfare reform and the attendance of job clubs will be examined 

under the framework of the rational choice theory. 

Eligibility Requirements 

 Adults who do not have a dependent child living with them are not eligible 

for TANF assistance (Fitzgerald and Ribar 2004).  Some states allow for women 

who are pregnant to apply for TANF; however, various states base the eligibility 

requirement on different months of pregnancy.  Living expenses such as rent, 
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utilities, and childcare are considered when establishing eligibility.  The living 

situation of the welfare mother and the father of her children are also considered 

(Fitzgerald and Ribar 2004).  To be eligible, an applicant family must pass both 

nonfinancial tests based on the demographic characteristics of the family and its 

members, and financial tests based on the income and asset holdings available to 

the family (Rowe et al. 2006).  If the mother does not live with the father of her 

children, then she is more likely to receive welfare benefits than if she does live 

with him (Fitzgerald and Ribar 2004).  This is because the poverty level of a 

single parent household is greater than that of a two-parent home.  Also, as part of 

welfare reform, maintaining family formations is a critical goal for recipients.  If a 

two-parent household is approved for assistance, both the mother and the father 

will be expected to participate in work-related programs (Olsen 2005).  However, 

if the mother is living with a man that is not the father of her children, then that 

man is not required to participate in the TANF program, but his income is still 

considered and can be used to deny the family any assistance (Olsen 2005). 

 Once approved for TANF, all recipients are expected to participate in a 

work-related program with no less than 20 hours per week for single-parent 

families and 30 hours per week for two-parent families (Bitler et al. 2004; Rowe 

et al. 2006).   PRWORA mandates that all recipients work for their cash benefits 

in a federally approved program (Corcoran et al. 2000). Allowable activities 

include a lifetime maximum of twelve months for vocational education, and six 

weeks a year for job searching, job readiness programs, and community service 

activities (Bitler et al. 2004; Kim 2009).  The only academic training that is 
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allowed while receiving welfare benefits includes short-term certificate programs 

and preparation for the General Equivalency Diploma (GED) (Melendez, Falcon 

and Bivens 2003).  Also, no more than 30 percent of TANF users are able to 

participate in activities that do not include work with an income (Kim 2009).  

TANF does not permit welfare recipients to enroll in two or four-year degree 

programs while receiving cash benefits.  The 1996 reform policies established 

welfare systems as work-first programs that did not allow for long-term training. 

The main goal is to transition recipients from welfare to work and if recipients 

were in the middle of education programs, this would increase the duration of 

welfare. 

 Once deemed eligible for TANF, welfare recipients must adhere to the 

requirements or face sanctions.  Recipients can face two different types of 

sanctions: initial and severe sanctions.  Initial sanctions can reduce cash benefits 

by a small percentage and can last anywhere from a few weeks to four months, 

depending on the state’s policies.  Severe sanctions can reduce entire cash 

benefits and terminate TANF eligibility.  In situations of severe sanctions, 

recipients may have to wait three or more months before obtaining cash benefits 

again or have to reapply from the beginning (Rowe et al. 2006).  In order to keep 

from being sanctioned, welfare recipients must complete all the necessary work 

requirements and following the ongoing eligibility requirements. 

 Besides being tested on eligibility requirements, recipients must not give 

birth to another child, or exceed the allotted time limit.  Recipients have been 

known to give birth, thinking that this would increase their cash benefits in order 
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to meet the needs of the new child.  Because of this, many states have initiated 

family caps on the number of newborns.  The majority of states have adapted this 

cap; however, those that have not will only increase cash benefits if recipients 

have been part of the program for at least eight to ten months (Rowe et al. 2006).  

Welfare used to be an entitlement program, which allowed for cash benefits to be 

distributed for an unlimited length of time.  Now TANF has been reduced to a 

maximum of sixty continuous months.  Some states have requested that their time 

limit be shorter (Connecticut has the shortest time limit with twenty months) 

(Rowe et al. 2006).   

Welfare Demographics 

 Historically, the well being of children has been the priority in the U.S.  

From the maternalist movement in the 1940s through the many improvements of 

government programs, welfare soon began to consider the well being of mothers.  

As part of the New Deal, ADC was expanded to ADFC (Aid to Families with 

Dependent Children) to include the mothers’ welfare (Mink 1995).  The 

expansion to AFDC also reduced strict eligibility requirements, such as residency 

and employment rules.  The easing of eligibility requirements increased welfare 

numbers, especially from women of color, as recipients who were once using 

ADC became eligible for Social Security because of the age requirement.  With 

the establishment of Social Security and the elderly population switching from 

AFDC to Social Security, the welfare population’s race demographics changed.  

Rather than having Whites make up the sole population, the proportion of other 

races started to increase.  The number of welfare cases increasing lead to a stigma 
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of using welfare assistance due to having children outside of marriage, not 

earning wages, or for not choosing to depend on men (Mink 1995).  Once 

PRWORA of 1996 was passed, Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) 

was created which restricted poor families’ rights to income and social services.  

One of the goals was to promote self-sufficiency through work and marriage 

among low-income mothers, who made up about 90 percent of adult TANF 

recipients (Reese 2005).   

 Similarly to the recipients of welfare during the maternalist movement, the 

first criterion of current welfare usage is the presence of young children (Jennings 

2004).  Adults are only eligible for assistance if they have a dependent child in the 

household.  The most common characteristic of welfare recipients now is that 

they are young, single mothers with children under the age of six.  The usage of 

cash benefits for mothers is determined by a combination of her educational level, 

the number and ages of children in the home, and her state of residence (Jennings 

2004).  Welfare duration increases with lower levels of educational attainment.  

Previous research has shown that the educational level of a welfare recipient can 

be used, as a measurement of how long that person will be on welfare (Jennings 

2004).  For females with children present, daily rhythms may be erratic with 

respect to obligations such as schooling, childcare, or appointments (Roy, Tubbs 

and Burton 2004).  Because of this, finding employment that suits the time pattern 

of a mother may be difficult to achieve without the help of resources.  Recipients 

may spend the beginning of their time limit working towards obtaining a GED or 

a vocational license.  As educational level increases, the duration of receiving 
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welfare starts to decrease (Jennings 2004).  Because of this inverse relationship 

between educational attainment and length of welfare usage, many recipients have 

been described to have a lack of education (Rank 2001).  Those who do not have 

a high school diploma or GED have a high likelihood of being on welfare 

(Porterfield 2001).   

 The number and ages of children in the home also influences the type of 

individuals who use welfare assistance. Women with young children who require 

full time childcare are more dependent on assistance when compared to women 

with children who do not need childcare or only care before and after school. 

Women with multiple children requiring full time care may struggle to pay for 

childcare with low-income wages.  However, if there are older siblings who are 

present, they may be able to take on a sitter role and care for the younger siblings 

(Romich 2007).  Infants or toddlers present require special supervision, which 

may increase the expense for childcare (Gennetian et al. 2004).   Having children 

under the age of three increases the difficulty for low-income women to find and 

keep jobs, which extends the duration of welfare (Meyer and Cancian 1998).  

Also with each child requiring care, the cost rises and the chances of becoming 

financially independent of government assistance decreases (Lichter and Crowley 

2004). 

 Where a person lives is another influence on the types of individuals who 

use welfare. Individuals living in low-income areas with fewer employment and 

educational opportunities are more likely to receive government assistance 

(McLaughlin and Lichter 1997).  Geographic location can influence a family’s 
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ability to sustain financial independence.  Living in a metropolitan area may be 

advantageous financially with the presence of public transportation and access to 

surrounding cities.  Having this accessibility increases the chances of obtaining a 

job and transitioning out of welfare.  Those living in a rural area, on the other 

hand, may face greater limitations when striving for financial independence.  

Their stay on welfare may be longer as they make their way outside of their local 

area for jobs.  Having to migrate to a more populated area or closer to one may be 

an option some have to take. 

Job Clubs and Search Programs 

 Job clubs originated in the 1970s from a concept developed by Dr. Nathan 

Azrin.  Dr. Azrin, a professor of psychological studies, focused his early works on 

interventions for the unemployed.  Based on his research he came up with a list of 

principles for effective job clubs.  These included having welfare recipients treat 

the job search as a full-time job, and small groups where recipients would be able 

to team up and work together, provide social support to each other, and learn how 

to properly dress for success (Brooks, Nackerud, and Risler 2001; Sterrett 1998).  

The primary purpose of job clubs is to place all or almost all of the recipients into 

a job (Kaplan 2002).  In order to fulfill this goal, states have organized workshops 

to help facilitate the courses.  The way that job clubs are structured creates 

similarities across state programs.  Using data from the first three years of the 

Women’s Employment Study (WES), Danziger and Seefeldt (2002) found that 

women were having a hard time being employed due to low skill levels and 

learning disabilities, lack of recent work experience, lack of work readiness, or 
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“soft” skills.  Job clubs have been designed to alleviate some of these problems, 

allowing welfare recipients to become employable.  One of the biggest factors 

that prevents recipients from being employable is not having a high school degree 

(31.4 percent) (Danziger and Seefeldt 2002).  Although this is a barrier, job clubs 

are not used to solve the barriers, but to utilize other skills in place of the barriers. 

 Recipients are able to apply the hours spent in job clubs and searches as 

part of the required hours of work-based activities.  Programs that offer job clubs 

are structured to not go beyond the six weeks of allowable substitution hours.  

Recipients may substitute these hours because they want to learn how to 

effectively search for employment, are facing sanctions, or are required to do so.  

Many recipients know that if they do not meet the minimum work requirements, 

cash benefits will start to diminish (Keiser et al. 2004) and enrolling in job clubs 

may prevent them from being sanctioned. 

 Job clubs have been receiving less attention as the years go by.  States 

have been reducing the portion of budgets that affects low-income households and 

have been focusing their finances on childcare, child welfare, and employment 

and training (Ellwood and Boyd 2000).  In 1999, about 42 percent of TANF cases 

were in activities that could be counted towards work-based activities (either 

employment, job search, or other employment preparation activities) (Danziger 

and Seefeldt 2002).  In 2004, only 30 percent of TANF cases were allowed to use 

an activity that was not employment as part of the requirements (Kim 2009).  

There have been talks of decreasing the cap to a smaller range (Kim 2009).  In 

nineteen states, attendance at job clubs and searches is mandatory as part of the 
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application process for receiving welfare assistance.  If the applicant fails to 

comply with the requirements, they are not eligible for assistance (Rowe et al. 

2006).  Recipients residing within these states do not have the choice of whether 

to attend or not.  If they do not attend, there is no reason for them to apply for 

assistance.  The rest of the states do not require job clubs; however, they are still 

available to recipients if they choose that route at some point while receiving 

welfare assistance.  These recipients are not being forced to attend job searches 

and can decide based on their own situation if this is something they want to do.   

Similarities of Job Clubs and Searches across States 

 As the implementation of TANF provided states with the ability to 

structure their welfare programs, job clubs have remained similar with respect to 

the goals for attendees.  Learning how to conduct themselves during interviews, 

workplace behavior, or searching for potential employment are goals for job clubs 

in every state.  However, programs have used different approaches to achieve 

these goals.  Some have maintained a classroom atmosphere, while others have 

combined classroom and field work for learning. 

 In Michigan, as part of their Work First program, job clubs provide a week 

of training followed by the beginning of job searches.  The first week includes 

workshops on finding job leads, preparing resumes, and negotiating job offers.  

Mock interviews, which are taped, help participants improve on their weaknesses 

and develop strategies.  After the first week, participants move on to job searching 

and meet with their instructor and classmates to discuss potential job leads and 

other difficulties that may arise (Anderson and Seefeldt 2000).  These skills will 
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be helpful as they start the process of applying for work.  Having the foundational 

skills will allow recipients to access jobs that require higher skill levels and 

provide financial independence from the welfare system.  This program 

emphasizes the independence participants have when going out on their own and 

finding suitable jobs.  Because of the participants’ own ability, many retain the 

jobs they successfully find (Anderson and Seefeldt 2000).   

 Other programs such as Greater Avenues for Independence (GAINS) in 

California provide a four-week job readiness and career-planning program for 

welfare recipients.  Each week consists of different activities that teach recipients 

skills for success.  Goals include developing a career plan, targeting job searches 

with a living wage, focusing on occupations that have a potential for growth, and 

enrolling participants in education or training activities to be combined with part-

time employment.  Throughout the four weeks, participants learn skills such as 

work behaviors and attitudes, employer expectations, dress codes, budgeting 

finances, and setting career goals.  Participants also learn how to adapt their 

resume to job applications and interview preparation (Greater Avenues for 

Independence 2008). 

 In Texas, the Choices Program enrolls recipients in job readiness 

activities.  Recipients are responsible for making a designated number of 

employer contacts per week, while the staffers make job referrals and provide job 

development activities to facilitate the job search program.  Activities that are 

provided include self-esteem building, labor market information, employment 

goal setting, resume writing, interviewing techniques, general workplace 
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expectations, and job retention skills (Texas Workforce 2011).  Even though 

Texas is one of the states that mandate this program to all their applicants, the 

structure and goals of the program are no different than Michigan and California, 

two states that do not mandate the program. 

Mixed Results from Previous Studies 

 Previous studies on job clubs and searches have attempted to determine 

whether or not these programs actually work.  The goals of many studies have 

focused on learning the types of welfare recipients who participate, whether 

participants do eventually find a job, or the benefits of choosing to use job clubs 

and searches.  Results from these studies have shown job clubs to have both 

positive and negative outcomes.  Although this may seem a little discouraging, 

welfare policies differ between states, which may cause these mixed results.  

Studies have focused on specific states or combination of states that are rarely 

replicated in subsequent studies.  We can take a look at some of the previous 

studies to see which states have been analyzed and how job clubs and searches 

have fared in their results. 

 Characteristics of successful job club programs have strongly encouraged 

participants to enroll, stressed the importance of finding jobs, and used job 

developers (Gueron and Hamilton 2002).  These are all emphasized in programs 

with the exception of encouraging enrollment.   When it came to accepting job 

offers, programs in Portland, Oregon told recipients to wait for jobs that paid 

more and had the opportunity for upward mobility.  Those in Riverside, CA told 

recipients to accept the first job offer because of the uncertainty of another 
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potential offer (Gueron and Hamilton 2002).  Typical unemployed job seekers 

would have a better chance of finding a desirable job by accepting the first offer 

received and continuing to search while employed (Blau and Robins 1990).  For 

some recipients who have a number of barriers to work, job clubs cannot alleviate 

those barriers but can offer alternative solutions to employment.  An evaluation of 

Washington state’s Community Job program found that at least 72 percent of their 

participants (who may or may not have completed the program) were able to find 

employment and increased their income by 60 percent during the first two years 

of work (Baider and Frank 2006).   

 Successful results of job clubs include a study done by Azin et al. (1980) 

looking at five cities: Harlem, New Brunswick, Milwaukee, Wichita, and 

Tacoma. The study sample of 1000 Work Incentive Program (WIN) welfare 

recipients was split, with half required to attend job clubs and the other half used 

as a control group.  In the end, 87 percent of those who were enrolled in job clubs 

found employment compared to the 59 percent who did not enroll.  Job clubs 

were also effective for both high school graduates and dropouts.  Those who 

enrolled had an overall satisfaction with the job club (Azin et al. 1980).  Sterrett 

(1998) found that job club attendance was successful in increasing job search self-

efficacy in two nonurban western Virginia cities.  Job clubs boosted motivation 

and improved job-seeking skills.  All of the recipients expressed a feeling of not 

wanting to be dependent.  Before the end of one job club rotation, three out of 

eight participants were able to find employment (Sterrett 1998).   
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 Looking at the long term effects of different types of welfare programs, 

those who use job search-focused programs increase their earnings by 12.3 

percent over five years.  Those who participated only in basic education had a 6.9 

percent increase and those using a combination of the two increased by 24.7 

percent (Martinson and Strawn 2003).  When comparing the use of welfare 

programs on increasing educational levels, the use of job trainings increased 

earnings by 47.3 percent, compared to 13.4 percent when increasing reading skills 

and 30.5 percent when acquiring a GED (Martinson and Strawn 2003).  

Participating in job training is a pivotal experience for recipients as they transition 

out of the welfare system.  As their cash benefits begin to decrease due to the 

increase in earnings, they will not need to rely on cash benefits anymore.  

Recipients are able to be self-sufficient with the experience they have gained 

through job training (Bos et al. 2002). 

Previous studies have also suggested that job preparation courses provided 

have not been as effective as many would have gathered (Rangarajan and Gordon 

1992; Grubb 1995).  Using the 2004 SIPP data, Kim (2009) found that those who 

seemed to be job ready (had high education and never were unemployed more 

than six months) were the ones who were receiving training in finding jobs.  

Along with findings by Bell (2000) and O’Hara (2002), welfare recipients who 

dropped out of high school were the least likely to engage in job clubs or to 

further their skills.  In West Virginia, attendance at job clubs did not increase 

employment and earnings.  Much of this was due to the rural nature of the state 

and the existence of high unemployment rates (Gueron 1990).  Studies in New 
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Jersey have found that job training increases work hours and reduces the number 

of welfare cases, but does not increase the recipient’s income (Gueron and 

Hamilton 2002). 

As these studies have stated, attending job clubs may guide participants to 

find desirable employment and increase earnings in the future.  However, there 

have also been previous studies that show negative results from attending job 

clubs.  The differences in results from these studies may be due to the mandatory 

job club attendance some states have implemented.  In the Azin et al. (1980) 

study, states were not mandating participation, which could have affected the 

results.  In Kim’s (2009) study, her population came from a mixture of states 

where job clubs where both were mandatory and voluntary.   

Results from these studies have also focused on different aspects of job 

searches, which may affect the outcome of studies.  The studies done by 

Martinson and Strawn (2003) and Sterrett (1998) looked at increases in earnings 

after the enrollment of job searches while Kim (2009) looked at the types of 

recipients who participate in job clubs.  Because of the different study’s focus on 

job clubs, this leads to different analysis of what is considered positive or 

negative.  One type of factor may lead to successful participation in the program 

while another may not.   

Similarly, the location within a state may differentiate the results.  Two 

studies were conducted in nonurban locations with one deemed successful and the 

other not (Sterret 1998; Gureon 1990).  Although they were both studying similar 

populations, the focus of the population was completely different.  One focused 
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on the positive attitude that attendees showed which helped obtain employment 

while the other suggested that employment could not be found due to the rural 

area and high unemployment rates.  If the end result is not employment, then the 

goal of the job club is not achieved. 

As job clubs are structured to help the most disadvantaged, those who 

utilize them have made the choice to attend.  Those who are job-ready participate 

because they understand the structure and may feel the importance of learning 

specific skills, whereas those who are disadvantaged or dropped out of school 

may not understand the importance.  This makes the disadvantaged less likely to 

naturally put themselves in a situation to learn again.  However if an individual 

lives in a state that mandates participation, then those who are job ready have no 

choice at all. 

Educational Influences on Attendance of Job Clubs 

 Many studies have found welfare recipients to have low education levels.  

Having a high school education or less has been the characteristic of welfare 

recipients since the late 1970s (Rangarajan, Schochet and Chu 1998).  In 

analyzing the welfare population on a national level, Zedlewski (1999), found that 

more than 4 out of 10 recipients have less than a high school education.  

Similarly, using the 1997 National Study of America’s Families, Loprest and 

Zedlewski (1999) found that more welfare recipients report having an education 

less than high school (12 percent more than other education levels).  Having less 

than a high school education also coincides with low work experience, knowledge 

of few workplace norms such as lateness and attendance, few job skills, and low 
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literacy (Danziger and Seefeldt 2002).  Lacking a high school diploma also 

significantly increases the likelihood that a recipient will experience long welfare 

episodes (Peterson 1995; Sandefur and Cook 1997).  The longer a recipient stays 

on as a welfare case, the closer she is to being sanctioned for using up the time 

allotment.  This may lead welfare recipients who have low education levels to 

seek out job clubs and searches as a way to better their chances of finding 

employment and not be sanctioned. 

 As a brief comparison to the national population, 5 out of 100 drop out of 

high school before receiving a high school diploma.  Living in a low-income 

family increases the chances of not receiving a high school degree or GED by 

four times compared to living in a family with high income (10.4 percent to 2.5 

percent).  About 74 percent of students who do graduate from high school have 

some college experience (Laird, DeBell, and Chapman 2006).  According to the 

2004 Current Population Survey, about 32 percent of the population age 18 and 

over have a high school diploma, while 19 percent of the total population has 

some college experience but no degree, and 17 percent have a bachelor’s degree 

(U.S. Census Bureau 2005). 

 Although the majority of welfare recipients have low education levels 

(Bos et al. 2002), we cannot exclude recipients who have had higher education 

experience.  The population within welfare recipients who have higher education 

may be small, however we cannot rule them out as those who do or do not enroll 

in job preparation courses.  Bos et al. (2002) found that 39.4 percent of recipients 

in California’s GAIN program enrolled in a job-training course had educational 
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experience after high school (42.8 percent graduated from high school or had a 

GED and 17.8 percent did not have a high school degree or GED).  Those with 

higher education may perceive enrolling in job preparation courses differently 

from those who have low education.  Wanberg, Kanfer and Rotundo (1999) found 

that as education level increases and the length of unemployment increases, 

recipients will start to use job searches to overcome the hardships of finding 

employment.  Recipients may understand that they need external help and are 

willing to enroll in job clubs to do so.  Since the skills that are taught in job search 

programs are geared towards the employers’ expectations (Bos et al. 2002), 

recipients may see this as an advantage.   

Other Factors Leading to the Attendance of Job Clubs 

 Other factors may play a role in influencing the choices a recipient makes.  

Some factors may be beyond the individual’s ability to change or are a part of the 

individual.  Such factors can be anything from the number of children one has, 

marital status, age, and even state employment rates.  The easiest way of fulfilling 

work-based activities is to find work right away. For some, being impatient can be 

negatively correlated with search efforts and the employment exit rate 

(DellaVigna and Paserman 2005).  Women relying on TANF in Mississippi were 

interviewed and described how when they found employment, it would 

automatically lead them out of welfare (Harris and Parisi 2008).  Sometimes 

lowering their expectations and decreasing the value of jobs will increase their 

chances of finding employment faster (DellaVigna and Paserman 2005).  This 

idea of immediate transition from welfare to work would be hindered if they spent 
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time in job clubs because it would mean that they would not be working.  Because 

of the need to have a job, some may not spend the necessary time to attend a job 

club (DellaVigna and Paserman 2005). Similarly, for mothers in New York, those 

who participated in the Next Step program wanted to find employment as fast as 

possible because they did not want to deal with TANF and their work 

requirements (Smith 2002).  

  When interviewing participants of job clubs in Philadelphia, Black 

respondents expressed their attendance because they truly wanted to benefit from 

the program (Cleaveland 2008).  They also described that participation should not 

be mandatory because individual situations should allow for the ability to want to 

participate in a program.  Those who did not feel that the program would benefit 

them would not have been able to benefit as much compared to those who truly 

wanted it to.  When studying women in San Francisco, CA. Kim (2009) found 

that those who received job training were young and often racial minorities. 

Where welfare recipients live may also influence the decision to attend a 

job club or not.  For example, in rural Kentucky, job-training opportunities are 

limited compared to the urban areas (Areneault 2006).  As recipients traveled 

towards urban areas, there was an increase in the options for training and 

education, as well as specialized opportunities (Areneault 2006).  If recipients in 

rural areas wanted to attend, they would need some sort of transportation to the 

urban areas for any chance.  Because of the limitations, it may be more suitable to 

just find employment if job training were out of their boundaries.  In Montgomery 

County, Maryland, low-income individuals who live in clusters often found jobs 
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through social networking with each other (Kleit 2002).  However, individuals 

who were dispersed around the county utilized formal methods such as job 

searches as a means of finding jobs (Kleit 2002). Recipients who used networking 

in San Francisco often found jobs that were low quality and temporary, which 

inevitably required recipients to network and find new jobs (Chapple 2001).  Job 

club participation rates are affected by place of residence. 

The state environment in which a recipient lives in may affect the decision 

to attend a job club program.  Welfare reform has given states the authority to 

control the requirements of welfare programs (Meyers, Glaser, and MacDonald 

1998).  Because of this, it may affect some of the states’ economic characteristics.  

Although these economic characteristics may not be seen directly, it can manifest 

in ways that affect individual situations.  Female labor participation rates, 

employment rates, and gross state production (per capita), single family rates, 

poverty rates, and minimum wage are incorporated in this study as control 

variables to tease out any potential influences in attending a job club. 

  Since welfare recipients are predominantly female, the female labor 

participation rate has been included to target this population.  An increase in high 

female labor participation may show that states have opportunities of employment 

to facilitate the female population (Mandel and Semyonov 2006).  If rates are low, 

accessibility may be hard to obtain and resources such as job clubs may be used 

as resources. Females may see other females unsuccessfully find jobs, which can 

influence their own decision of attending a job club or trying to continue to find 

jobs themselves.   
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Similarly with the female labor participation rate, employment rates also 

help to understand the availability of jobs in the market in a general perspective.  

Employment rates can help explain the likelihood a recipient would find 

employment.  If employment rates are low, job openings may be scarce and 

recipients may need the help of job club programs to search for promising 

employment.  In areas of Maryland, where low-income families are clustered, 

many have turned to social networking to find jobs.  Because they are able to turn 

to neighbors who are having luck finding jobs for help.  

Minimum wages for states have been included to control whether or not 

those living in lower minimum wage states may consider employment as opposed 

to job club programs.  With the goal of minimum wage is to redistribute the 

earnings to low-paid workers (Freeman 1996), this may motivate recipients to 

search for employment that pays a higher wage.  If the majority of the jobs 

provide low minimum wage, it may be beneficial for recipients to attend job club 

programs to find jobs with higher wages. 

States with high gross state production (GSP) may have higher 

accessibility to employment than other states, which can influence recipients to 

proceed to employment rather than attending a job club program.  High GSP can 

be a result of densely populated areas where employment is accessible (Ciccone 

and Hall 1996).  Densely populated areas are usually found in cities, which is a 

common area for recipients to search for employment rather than to attend job 

club programs.  
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Controlling for the rate of single-parent families in a state will show how 

similar the state is to the respondents with respect to family structure.  As the rate 

increases, the government takes into consideration the barriers that may arise in 

single-parent families.  Services and programs become available through the 

government to help families function better.  Previous studies have shown that if 

states provide sufficient access to childcare facilities or have family-oriented 

services, this may increase the probability of women searching for work (Mandel 

and Semyonov 2006).  If rates are high, this may be an indicator that states are 

providing extra services to help.  As lack of childcare has been shown to be a 

barrier to employment (Gennetian et al. 2004), the government may provide this 

service if they feel that enough families are able to utilize this service.  Having 

these services provided by the government may influence choice of attending a 

job club.  If the government is providing child care, individuals may take 

advantage and apply for employment as opposed to attending a job club to find 

work that can fit their schedules. 

The last state-level variable used is the poverty rate, which can control the 

state population’s ability to achieve a standard of living.  If the poverty rate is 

high, then the state has a population that is not achieving the minimum standard 

of living.  High state poverty rates also suggest that public employment is higher 

compared to government employment (Alesina, Baqir and Easterly 2000).  

Having high public employment will increase the chances of seasonal or 

temporary employment with no benefits.  As these types of jobs are accessible, 

recipients may need help in searching for jobs that provide security for the future.   
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 As much of the previous research has found a lack of job readiness 

programs to be a barrier in transitioning to work, this study will be able to shine 

some light on the types of recipients who are doing their best to minimize the 

barrier that is present.  By using education level of recipients as an indicator, this 

will help researchers in understanding if there is a targeted group of recipients 

who utilize a program that the government offers.  Because of these extra factors 

that may play a role, using logistic regression I can control these factors in 

determining the effect of education levels on attending job participation programs.  

Analyzing the characteristics of the recipients who attend these programs can help 

in changing the way those who do not attend perceive the benefits. 
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CHAPTER 3: RATIONAL CHOICE THEORY 

Framework 

 This research will draw upon the rational choice perspective as a model to 

guide the relevant literature.  Rational choice theory is derived from an economic 

perspective, which has been shaped to understand a sociological perspective.  

Individuals must weigh out the costs in order to obtain the maximum benefit of a 

decision (Graham and Beller 1989; Masters and Garfinkel 1977).  Usually 

monetary value is placed on both the costs and benefits (Robinson 1993) as a way 

to decide which to choose.  As this cost and benefit framework understands 

economic behaviors, a rational choice framework understands the social 

behaviors.  As the main requirement to continue receiving welfare subsidies is to 

work a minimum of twenty hours for single-parent families or thirty hours for 

two-parent families (Rowe et al. 2006), a number of various work-based activities 

qualify for those hours.  Recipients are able to count hours used for educational 

purposes towards a degree or certificate, or hours spent in job clubs as a 

temporary alternative to working (Rowe et al. 2006).  According to each 

individual’s situation, social factors can play a role in influences the decisions to 

attend a specific type of work-based activity. 

 Work requirements need to be met before sanctions are applied.  But 

recipients also understand that these policies are supposed to help them transition 

from welfare to work.  By looking for work right away, this will benefit them 

sooner by having a job and receiving a flow of income that comes from a job and 

also having supplementation from welfare programs.  On the other hand, given 
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the option of participating in job clubs, the benefits may be higher in the long run 

because of the added skills to find jobs that provide higher wages.  But when 

recipients enroll in these courses, they are not getting paid as part of the process, 

which may not be helpful in some cases if recipients need income to pay bills.  

This is something that many recipients have to think about and figure out what 

course of action will provide the best benefit in their situation.  As welfare 

reform’s goal is to transition recipients into the workforce, these courses can 

provide the accommodation needed to do so, to the extent that recipients choose 

to use that route and the courses are effective. 

 Job clubs are structured so that participants are able to work in a 

classroom as well as in the field searching for employment.  This type of structure 

may resemble the classroom experience throughout the early educational years.  

Each individual’s previous education experience may be a factor in deciding 

whether or not to utilize job clubs.  Depending on education levels, additional 

courses to help with skills or finding jobs may or may not be a benefit.  If 

recipients have enough education to learn the necessary skills, enrolling in job 

clubs may cost them time away from earning an income, which would not be 

beneficial to them or reaching the goal of welfare reform. 

 The value of participating in a job club or search should help in 

maximizing the goal of transitioning from welfare to work.  Individual actions are 

purposive and are intentional to the point that what they do will maximize the 

benefit.  If there is no maximization to achieve the goal, then there is no point in 

taking that action (Hechter and Kanazawa 1997).  Because this is an option as a 
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means of satisfying the work requirements and ultimately transitioning from 

welfare to work, there are enough individuals that place some value in this.  
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CHAPTER 4: HYPOTHESIS 

Current educational levels and the idea of going back to learn more skills 

may be a factor that recipients will consider.  The reasons they stopped their 

educational attainment in the first place can affect their choice in enrolling in job 

clubs.  These job clubs can provide a starting point in allowing recipients to be 

self-sufficient (Reese 2005) by qualifying themselves for employment with the 

skills they have learned.  This research will describe the educational level of 

recipients who do decide to enroll in job clubs.  Results will show whether or not 

recipients with certain education levels have a higher chance in utilizing job clubs 

that are offered as part of work-based activities.  Identifying which groups of 

educational levels are using job clubs more may give rise to targeting specific 

educational levels in the future and helping them achieve the transition from work 

to welfare. 

Utilizing the rational choice theory, if recipients feel that there is a value 

in attending job club programs, they may likely attend.  With work requirements 

being enforced, and the constant reminder of the process of transition from 

welfare to work, recipients may look to maximize what they can to reach their 

goal.  Job club programs are a good resource to do so, especially with many 

successful results.  Recipients with high educational levels may find this value 

appealing and may feel that this will help them find employment that will lead 

them out of welfare.  Recipients with lower educational levels may miss seeing 

the value of job club programs, which will lead to not choosing to participate. 
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With the availability of job clubs for welfare recipients, TANF has been 

discouraging states from allowing recipients to participate in education and 

training programs (Martinson and Strawn 2003).  A cap has been placed 

restricting the duration of education (twelve months) and training (six to twelve 

weeks) and having no more than 30 percent of recipients being enrolled (Kim 

2009).  The restriction TANF places, makes this research salient as a way to 

describe the types of recipients enrolling.  Previous research has stated that 

learning new skill sets through job clubs have helped recipients obtain 

employment (Bos et al. 2002).  Especially for those who have less education, 

being involved in these programs has shown promising results (Hershey and 

Pavetti 1997).  Because of the cap on the number of recipients who can utilize this 

program and studies showing individuals who are job-ready utilizing job clubs, a 

hypothesis can be formulated as follows: having a higher education level will 

predict a higher likelihood of recipients attending job clubs or searches. 
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CHAPTER 5: RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

Data 

 The dataset used in this study is the Survey of Income and Program 

Participation (SIPP) sponsored by the U.S. Census Bureau.  This survey collects 

data such as demographics, income, labor force information, and program 

participation to measure the effectiveness of federal, state, and local programs.  

The 2004 SIPP panel consists of 46,500 households, where respondents are 

interviewed a total of eight times.  The interviews are conducted using a 

computer-assisted interview (utilizing both Computer-Assisted Personal Interview 

(CAPI) and Computer-Assisted Telephone Interview (CATI)) on laptops.  

Participants who moved during the course of the study were contacted to continue 

participation when possible.  Each wave contains core and topical questionnaires.  

The core questionnaires are repeated interviews for each wave asking basic 

demographic questions, as well as questions pertaining to program participation 

and income.  The topical questionnaires vary according to each wave and collect 

in-depth information on specific social and economic characteristics and personal 

history.  Waves are conducted in four-month intervals detailing what had 

happened during the reference month (the month before the scheduled interviews) 

(Survey of Income and Program Participation 2009). 

 National-level data files were obtained from the Inter-University 

Consortium for Political and Social Research (ICPSR) website.  The SIPP is a 

longitudinal study that has a total of eight waves lasting from 2004 – 2006.  This 

study will use the core questionnaire from Wave 1.  The 2004 study utilizes the 



 33 

changes that have been made in survey instrumentation since 1992.  The changes 

provided improvements to the questionnaires that allow for this study.  Using the 

first wave in a longitudinal study will eliminate any type of prior knowledge of 

participating in a job club program.  If another wave was used, then recipients 

would have answered this question before and have the knowledge that this 

program exists which may influence the decision to participate. By not having a 

variable that asked respondents if they previously knew about job clubs, the only 

way to tease out this possibility is to use the first wave.  Also using the most 

recent dataset allows for analysis of the most recent sample population.  A subset 

of the variables in the dataset is used for this research.   

Since respondents live in different states, state-level data not found in the 

SIPP dataset are incorporated to control for a variety of economic characteristics.  

State-level data was gathered from sources such as the U.S. Census Bureau, 

University of Kentucky Center for Poverty, and the Welfare Rules Databook of 

2004 assembled by the Urban Institute.  The information gathered is made 

available for public use without any prior registration or affiliation. 

As part of the U.S. Census Bureau, the SIPP defines families as groups of 

two or more people related by birth, marriage, or adoption who reside together.  

In order to distinguish the differences in families (nuclear or sub-family), the 

current study uses the respondent identifier variable RFID2 (Family ID but 

excludes family members that are related) to determine the reference person.   
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Sample 

 The final sample population consists of respondents in the SIPP dataset 

who meet four stipulations.  The first stipulation requires respondents to reside in 

a state that does not mandate recipients of government assistance to participate in 

job clubs or searches.  Looking at respondents who live in these states will give a 

better understanding of who is taking the opportunity to use job clubs and 

searches.  The second stipulation is that respondents live in a female-headed 

household.  Those who live in a male-headed or husband and wife household 

were not included in the sample population.  Since the majority of welfare 

recipients are females, having children present would create a family environment 

where a female would be the head of the household.  Mothers often obtain 

custody of their children, which allows the fathers to move in and out of the 

household.  Since the second stipulation requires living in a female-headed 

household, the third stipulation requires that there be at least one child present in 

the family.  Pregnant females are eligible to apply for welfare depending on the 

month of their pregnancy in some states, while other states do not allow pregnant 

females to apply.  Because of the array of limitations according to each state and 

the absence of questions asked of respondents on their pregnancy status, only 

those who have at least one child will be part of the sample population.  The final 

stipulation requires respondents to be 150 percent below the poverty threshold.  

The U.S. Census Bureau measures poverty threshold by the percentage of poverty 

the family is in during the reference month.  The mean number of children and the 
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mean number of family members were calculated and using the U.S. Census’ 

poverty threshold chart, the threshold was determined.   

 After narrowing down the sample population, a total of 3,642 respondents 

remained.  The respondents live in thirty-one states: Alaska, Arizona, California, 

Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Hawaii, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, 

Kentucky, Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, Mississippi, Montana, Nebraska, 

New Hampshire, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, 

South Dakota, Tennessee, Utah, Virginia, Washington, West Virginia, and 

Wyoming.   

TABLE 1. LIST OF JOB CLUB PARTICIPATION BY STATE. 
State 
 

Job Club 
Requirement 

 
Alabama Yes 
Alaska No 
Arizona No 
Arkansas Yes 
California No 
Colorado No 
Connecticut No 
Delaware No 
D.C. Yes 
Florida No 
Georgia Yes 
Hawaii No 
Idaho Yes 
Illinois Yes 
Indiana No 
Iowa No 
Kansas No 
Kentucky No 
Louisiana Yes 
Maine No 
Maryland Yes 
Massachusetts No 
Michigan No 
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Minnesota No 
Mississippi No 
Missouri Yes 
Montana No 
Nebraska No 
Nevada Yes 
New Hampshire No 
New Jersey Yes 
New Mexico No 
New York Yes 
North Carolina Yes 
North Dakota Yes 
Ohio Yes 
Oklahoma No 
Oregon No 
Pennsylvania No 
Rhode Island No 
South Carolina Yes 
South Dakota No 
Tennessee No 
Texas Yes 
Utah No 
Vermont Yes 
Virginia No 
Washington No 
West Virginia No 
Wisconsin Yes 
Wyoming No 

 
 

 Although this study focuses on recipients who live in states that do not 

mandate participation in job clubs, logistic regression was also run using a similar 

sample of respondents (must have met the four stipulations) living in states where 

participation is mandatory.  The two groups are compared to determine whether 

the state requirements show different types of recipients participating in job clubs.  

The results are explained in the discussion section. 
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Variables  

Dependent variable 

 The dependent variable measures the use of welfare programs that help in 

obtaining jobs.  Programs that help in preparing to obtain jobs include attending 

job clubs or job searches.  Respondents were asked the question: 

At any time since (fill MONTH1)  1st, did (fill TEMPNAME) attend a job search 

program or job club, or use a job resource center to find out about jobs, to 

schedule interviews, or  to fill out applications? 

The “MONTH1” refers to the month prior to the interview month and the 

“TEMPNAME” refers to the head of household.  Respondents were given the 

choice answer of yes (1) or no (2).  The month filled represents the month prior to 

the interview date.  Thus, this variable describes the use of job clubs in the past 

month.  

Independent variables 

 Respondents were asked to indicate the highest degree received or grade 

completed.  The list included the following categories: less than 1st grade; 1st, 

2nd, 3rd, or 4th grade; 5th or 6th grade; 7th or 8th grade; 9th grade; 10th grade; 

11th grade; 12th grade, no diploma; high school graduate (diploma or GED); 

some college, but no degree; diploma/certificate from vocational, technical or 

trade school; Associate degree; Bachelor’s degree; Master’s Degree; Professional 

degree (MD, DDS, or JD); and Doctorate degree (Ph.D. or Ed.D).   

For this study, educational attainment was collapsed into four categories: 

less than a high school education, high school graduate/GED received, some 
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college but no degree/certificate, and received degree/certificate after high school.  

High school graduate/GED was used as the reference category.   

Control variables 

 Individual-level variables.  These variables include race 

(Hispanic/Latino/Spanish, Non-Hispanic White, Non-Hispanic Black, and Non-

Hispanic Other with Non-Hispanic White being the reference category), marital 

status (married, divorced, widowed, separated, and never married with never 

married being the reference category), citizenship status (U.S. citizen or not with 

U.S. citizen as the reference category), age, and personal income (continuous). 

SIPP measures income according to three types of earnings: wages and salaries, 

self-employment, and farm self-employment.  Income amounts recorded are 

before any types of deductions, such as payroll taxes, union dues, Part B Medicare 

premiums, etc.  In this measurement of income, cash benefits from any welfare 

programs are not included. 

 Family-level variables.  These variables include location of residence 

(living in a metropolitan area), number of children (one, two, and three or more 

children under 18 years old with one being the reference category), and total 

number of family members. 

 State-level variables.  These variables include minimum wage (dollar 

amount), gross state production (per capita) (dollar amount), poverty rate 

(percentage), single-parent families (percentage), employment rate (percentage), 

and female labor participation (percentage) for each state. 
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Statistical Analysis  

 Descriptive statistics for each of the variables highlight the sample 

population’s sociodemographic, and state-level economic characteristics.  

Percentages are provided for the following variables: race, origin, marital status, 

educational attainment, citizenship status, sex, location of residence, number of 

children, and the use of job clubs and searches.  Means are provided for the 

following variables: age, total number of family members, minimum wage, 

poverty rate, rates of single families, employment rate, female labor force rate, 

and income.   

TABLE 2. SOCIODEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF LOW-INCOME 
MOTHERS (N=3,642).  

  
Variables  
  
  
  Percentage 
  
Attended job club or search program  7.25%  

(264) 
  
Education Attainment  
    Less Than High School Degree 30.48%  

(1,110) 
    High School Degree/GED 28.42%  

(1,035) 
    Some College but No Degree/Certificate 18.1,5%  

(661) 
    Degree/Certificate After High School 22.95%  

(836) 
  
Race/Ethnicity  
    Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish 16.78%  

(611) 
    Non-Hispanic White 47.64%  

(1,735) 
    Non-Hispanic Black 27.59%  
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(1,005) 
    Non-Hispanic Other 7.99%  

(291) 
  
Marital Status  
    Married 5%  

(182) 
    Divorced 23.04%  

(839) 
    Widowed 5.55%  

(190) 
    Separated 11.81%  

(430) 
    Never Married 54.94%  

(2,001) 
  
U.S. Citizen 89.79%  

(3,270) 
  
 Living in a Metropolitan Area 77.38%  

(2,818) 
  
Number of Children Under 18  
     One 48.79%  

(1,777) 
     Two 30.48%  

(1,110) 
     Three or more 20.73%  

(755) 
  
 Mean 
  
Age 32.57 
  
Number of Family Members 3.26 
  
Monthly Income without welfare 
assistance 

$616.58 

  
Monthly Income with welfare assistance1 $809.80 
  
State Minimum Wage per Hour $5.53 
  
State Employment Rate 62.14% 
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State Single Families 30.51% 
  
Gross State Production (per capita) $32,023.14 
  
State Poverty Rate 12.68% 
  
State Female Labor Participation Rate 59.40% 

  
1Welfare assistance includes: general assistance, WIC, and Food Stamps 
Note: All mothers are living in states that do not mandate job club preparation 
attendance. 
 
 The relationship between the independent variable (educational level) and 

the dependent variable (use of job clubs and searches) will be assessed using 

logistic regression models.  Other control variables will be introduced to the 

model to see if the relationship between the independent and dependent variables 

change.  If there are statistically significant odds ratios for educational level, the 

results will support the hypothesis that educational levels predict the likelihood of 

using of job clubs and searches.  If there are no statistically significant odds ratios 

for educational level, then the results do not support the hypothesis.  Control 

variables will determine what the significant indicator(s) of job preparation 

courses is (are) on educational level. 

Logistic Regression Equations 

 The logistic regression equation for Model 1 is:  

Logit(Job Club and Searches) = a + β1(less than high school/GED) + β2(some 

college no degree/certificate) + β3(certificate/degree after high school) + e 

 The logistic regression equation for Model 2 is:  

 Logit(Job Club and Searches) = a + β1(less than high school/GED) + 

β2(some college no degree/certificate) + β3(degree/certificate after high school) + 
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β4(Hispanic/Latino/Spanish) + β5(non-Hispanic black) + β6(non-Hispanic other) 

+β7(married) + β8(divorced) + β9(widowed) + β10(separated) + β11(is a U.S. 

citizen) + β12(age) + β13(personal income by thousands) + β14(lives in 

metropolitan area) + β15(two children) + β16(three or more children) + β17(number 

of family members) + β18(minimum wage) + β19(gross state production per capita 

by thousands) + β20(state poverty rate) + β21(state percent of single families) + 

β22(state percent of employment) +β23(state percent of female labor participation) 

+ e 
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CHAPTER 6: DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 

Results and Discussion 

 These results only take into consideration respondents who attended job 

clubs the previous month.  Because the dependent variable was measured by 

asking respondents if they had attended a job club the previous month, this does 

not allow the results to be generalized to all job club attendees.  Some respondents 

may have attended a job club before the designated time frame and because of 

that, were not considered to have attended. 

 Table 3 shows the results of logistic regression for the respondents who 

live in states that do not mandate job clubs and searches.  Model 1 shows the odds 

ratios describing the association between the dependent and independent 

variables.  Having less than a high school degree decreases the odds of attending a 

job club program by 30 percent compared to respondents who have a high school 

degree or GED.  Having some college but no degree or certificate increases the 

odds of attending a job club program by 42 percent compared to respondents who 

have a high school degree or GED.  Having a degree or certificate after high 

school increases the odds of attending a job club program by 59 percent compared 

to respondents who have a high school degree or GED.  This probability is 

statistically significant at the p <0.01 levels.  These results are general and do not 

take into consideration that other variables may play a factor in recipients 

attending job clubs.   

TABLE 3. ODDS RATIO ESTIMATES OF THE EFFECTS OF 
EDUCATIONAL LEVEL ON JOB CLUBS AND SEARCHES IN SINGLE 
MOTHER FAMILIES (N=3,642). 
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 Model 
1 

Model 
2 

   
Education Attainment 
(omitted=High School 
Degree/GED) 

  

    Less Than High School Degree 0.7*** 0.8*** 
    Some College but No      

Degree/Certificate 
1.4*** 1.4*** 

    Degree/Certificate After High 
School 

1.6*** 1.7*** 

       
Race (omitted=Non-Hispanic 
White) 

  

    Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish --- 0.9*** 
    Non-Hispanic Black --- 1.3*** 
    Non-Hispanic Other --- 1.6*** 
   
Marital Status (omitted=Never 
Married) 

  

    Married  --- 1.6*** 
    Divorced --- 1.0*** 
    Widowed --- 0.3*** 
    Separated --- 1.0*** 
   
U.S. Citizen --- 1.6*** 
       
Living in a Metropolitan Area --- 0.7*** 
       
Number of Children Under 18 
(omitted=One) 

  

   Two --- 1.7*** 
   Three or more --- 1.5*** 
   
Age --- 1.0*** 
   
Number of Family Members --- 0.8*** 
   
Monthly Income (by thousands) --- 1.0*** 
   
State Minimum Wage --- 0.9*** 
   
State Employment Rate --- 1.1*** 
   
State Single-Parent Families --- 1.0*** 
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Gross State Production (per 
capita) (by thousands) 

--- 1.0*** 

   
State Poverty Rate --- 0.9*** 
   
State Female Labor 
Participation Rate 

--- 1.0*** 

   
* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001 
Note: All mothers are living in states that do not mandate job club preparation 
attendance. 
 
 Model 2 shows the same logistic regression with the addition of control 

variables.  These control variables help to understand whether or not other 

variables are influencing the decision to attend job clubs.  Any change in the 

independent variable will be because of the added control variables.  Looking at 

the independent variable, having less than a high school degree decreases the odds 

of attending a job club program by 23 percent compared to respondents who have 

a high school degree or GED, when controlling for other variables.  Having some 

college but no degree or certificate increases the odds of attending a job club 

program by 43 percent compared to respondents who have a high school degree 

or GED, when controlling for other variables.  Having a degree or certificate after 

high school increases the odds of attending a job club program by 70 percent 

compared to respondents who have a high school degree or GED, when 

controlling for other variables.  Similarly to the first model, this is statistically 

significant, at the p <0.01 level. 

 From analyzing the logistic regression results, the hypothesis stating that 

having a higher educational level will predict a higher likelihood of recipients 

attending job clubs or searches is supported.  Having less than a high school 
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degree or GED decreases the odds of attending a job club program compared to 

respondents who have a high school degree or GED.  As educational levels 

increase, the odds of attending a job club program increase compared to 

respondents who have a high school degree or GED.  Although respondents in 

this population are not limited to only being welfare recipients, they do show 

results that indicate educational levels as a predictor for job club attendance.  

Studies done by Bell (2000) and O’Hara (2002), found that welfare recipients 

who did not finish high school were less likely to attend job club programs.  As 

educational levels can also have a positive relationship on job skill levels, 

individuals with low educational levels lack the skills that many employers are 

seeking (Danziger and Seefeldt 2002) and also decrease their likelihood of 

attending a job club.    

 From the two models in Table 3, we can infer that job clubs have higher 

probabilities of being utilized by respondents who have a high educational level.  

For respondents who have a degree or certificate after high school, this is 

statistically significant.  As stated by Kim (2009), although many individuals 

studied were already job ready, they still attended job clubs.  Individuals who 

already have higher educational levels may feel that the education they have 

completed may not translate into employment because of the length of time in an 

academic setting.  Spending the extra years in college or a vocational school 

rather than being employed may create a lack of work skills that individuals may 

find useful to learn in job clubs.  Because job clubs are designed to teach 

participants the attitudes and behaviors of what it means to be successful (Sterrett 
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1998; Brooks et al. 2001; Bos et al. 2002; Kaplan 2002), attending will give the 

recipients the proper skills to succeed in finding employment. 

 With the cap limiting the number of attendance in job clubs (Kim 2009), 

individuals with higher educational levels increase the likelihood of attending job 

club programs because they are able to seek the resources necessary to succeed.  

They have spent more years in school and have learned the basic skills of finding 

help when needed.  For welfare recipients, as educational levels increase, the 

amount of time as a welfare case decreases (Peterson 1995; Rank 2001; Sandefur 

and Cook 1997), which may lead individuals with higher education to find ways 

to transition into work faster than others.  Because respondents were asked if they 

had attended a job club the previous month, individuals with high educational 

levels may be at the early stages of being a welfare case and thus are more likely 

to have attended a job club.  Those who attend job club programs find work faster 

(Gureon and Hamilton 2002), individuals of with higher education may see the 

benefits of attendance.  For individuals with low educational levels, they may 

have been a welfare case longer and have not had the opportunity to attend a job 

club yet. 

 Some of the control variables have found to be statistically significant.  As 

rational choice theory has been chosen to understand the literature, it can also be 

used to understand reasons why variables may be significant.  Each individual’s 

situation may or may not include these variables in deciding the likelihood of 

attending a job club.  Variations of situations according to each individual can 

determine the exact reasons why a variable may increase or decrease the 
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likelihood of attending a job club.  Although this study does not test for these 

reasons, it offers possible scenarios as to why they may occur in increasing or 

decreasing the likelihood of attending a job club program. 

 Marital status, specifically being widowed, plays a factor in recipients’ 

chances of attending a job club program.  If a recipient is widowed, the odds of 

attending a job club program decreases by 72 percent compared to respondents 

who were never married when controlling for other variables (p <0.05).  This 

makes sense because the norm of an individual to become widowed usually 

occurs at later stages of life, which minimizes the benefit of attending a job club 

program.  Being at a later stage of life, an individual may also be in the process of 

transitioning from welfare recipient to Social Security recipient.  A possibility of 

testing this would be to limit the range of age in the population so that an 

individual would have experienced widowship at an earlier age rather than the 

norm. 

 As one of the indicators of how long welfare recipients stay on welfare is 

the location of where they live, respondents living in a metropolitan area decrease 

their odds of attending a job club program by 31 percent compared to those who 

do not live in a metropolitan area (p <0.05).  Due to the availability of jobs within 

a metropolitan area, individuals may find it easier to obtain jobs without the help 

from job club programs.  Those living in a rural area may have limited chances of 

finding employment and must travel to urban or metropolitan areas (Areneault 

2006).  If recipients are not familiar with the job opportunities in those areas, 

attending a job club program may be beneficial for them to get their foot in the 
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door.  However, individuals living in a rural area must have a reliable source of 

transportation in order to attend job clubs.  Without one, attendance at a job clubs 

or employment may be difficult to achieve. 

 Families with children present have the added barrier of needing to 

provide childcare.  The cost of childcare can be a reason for recipients to attend 

job clubs.  Being able to find a job that allows for upward mobility and pays a 

higher rate can help alleviate the necessary childcare costs and plan for future 

expenses.  For families with two children present, the odds of attending a job club 

program increases by 65 percent compared to families with one child present, 

when controlling for other variables (p <0.01).  The findings were similar for 

families that have three or more children present; however, it was not statistically 

significant.  Having children increases the need for income that helps pay for the 

necessities for additional individuals.  Recipients with more than one child may 

be thinking of the long-term effects and the responsibilities of having children.  

With the presence of more than one child, recipients may use the older sibling as a 

form of childcare to the younger siblings when attending job clubs (Romich 

2007).  This can be a temporary situation as the recipient learns the skills to find 

employment that will aid in transitioning from welfare to work.  Having more 

than one child may also increase the mother’s participation in the children’s 

education.  The mother may try to set an example showing the children that 

education and learning skills is an important factor in obtaining prospective 

employment. 
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 In addition to the number of children present, the total number of family 

members also can influence the decision to attend job club programs.  As the 

number of family members increases, the odds of attending a job club decreases 

by 22 percent when controlling for other variables (p <0.05).   With the increase 

in family members, the cost of taking care of everyone becomes more 

burdensome. Paying for utility bills cannot wait, which may influence the need to 

find employment as soon as possible rather than attending a job club.  Individuals 

may understand the long-term benefits of these programs, however if their 

situation does not allow for a delay in income, recipients have no other option 

than to seek employment.  Another possibility may show that with an increase in 

family members, there may be more members who are employed and helping 

with the cost of living.  As extra help is being provided, attending a job club for a 

better job in the future may not be needed if current situations are acceptable.  A 

possibility of testing this would be to incorporate a total family income to see if 

the number of family members will increase the total family income. 

 With states having their individual rules and regulations for welfare 

reform, the only state-level characteristic that affects the decision to attend a job 

club program is the poverty rate.  As poverty rate increases, the odds of attending 

a job club program decreases by 9 percent when controlling for other variables (p 

<0.05).  If the poverty rate is high, individuals are unable to maintain a standard 

of living.  By not being able to maintain a standard of living, there may be an 

increase in individuals applying for welfare.  As the goal of welfare is to find 

employment, jobs may be unavailable for recipients, which may steer them to 
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having to enroll in job club programs for additional help.  If individuals cannot 

find employment and are near being sanctioned, they may participate in job clubs 

in order to keep their cash benefits.  In addition, individuals may want to attend 

job club programs as a way to be qualified for jobs that pay higher wages.  Not 

being able to maintain a standard of living could be the result of high costs of 

living where low-wage jobs cannot improve the situation. 

 There is no statistical significance for race, U.S. citizenship, age, income, 

minimum wage, employment rate, number of single-parent families, gross state 

production, and number of female labor participation.  Although odds ratios do 

show variables with decreases or increases in the likelihood of attending a job 

club in the sample population, however it cannot be seen in general population. 

 When comparing the odds ratios of the independent variable in model 1 

and model 2, there is a change in the odds ratio for respondents who have a 

degree or certificate after high school compared to respondents who have a high 

school degree or GED.  The odds ratio increases when sociodemographic and 

state-level characteristics are introduced.  The control variables play an important 

part in influencing a respondent to attend a job club program.  With the presence 

of a change in odds ratio from model 1 to model 2, we can determine that there 

are an intervening variables in effect.  Marital status, living in a metropolitan area, 

number of family members, and poverty rate by state all have statistically 

significant variables with odds ratios that decrease from model 1 to model 2. 

However, the odds ratio increased for one control variable, the number of children 

under the age of 18.  Because of the majority of the statistically significant 
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variables decreasing in odds ratio, model 1 shows a lower odds ratio because it 

did not take into consideration the control variables.  The control variables that 

were statistically significant and decreased in odds ratio in model 2 influenced the 

odds ratio of the independent variable.  Once the control variables were taken into 

consideration, the variables that showed decreases in odds ratios were held 

constant which allowed for the odds ratio to be higher for individuals with a 

degree or certificate after high school.  

 As the main reason for this study is to see which types of individuals are 

more likely to attend a job club when having the option, logistic regression was 

used to test a similar sample population that did not have the option.  These 

respondents live in states that mandate the requirement to attend a job club during 

the application process or in the beginning of a welfare case’s time limit.   

 States that mandate job club attendance show noticeable differences in 

state-level characteristics.  Overall individual income before and after receiving 

welfare assistance is lower than states that do not mandate job club attendance.  

The average state minimum wage is lower by 36 cents which when can affect a 

population that is considered low-income.  The average rate of single-parent 

families is almost doubled (56.46%) the rate of states that do not mandate job club 

(30.51%).  Another notable difference is the rate of female labor participation 

with 59.40% compared to 33.31% in states that do not mandate job clubs. 

TABLE 4. SOCIODEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF LOW-INCOME 
MOTHERS IN MANDATING STATES (N=2,894). 

  
Variables  
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  Percentage 
  
 Attended job club or search program  8.22% 

(238) 
  
 Education Attainment  
    Less Than High School Degree 34.80% 

(1,007) 
    High School Degree/GED 28.13% 

(814) 
    Some College but No Degree/Certificate 19.25% 

(557) 
    Degree/Certificate After High School 17.83% 

(516) 
  
Race/Ethnicity  
    Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish 11.58% 

(335) 
    Non-Hispanic White 38.33% 

(1,106) 
    Non-Hispanic Black 44.44% 

(1,286) 
    Non-Hispanic Other 5.77% 

(167) 
  
Marital Status  
    Married 3.77% 

(109) 
    Divorced 20.27% 

(600) 
    Widowed 4.11% 

(119) 
    Separated 12.27% 

(355) 
    Never Married 59.12% 

(1711) 
  
U.S. Citizen 94.06% 

(2,722) 
  
Living in a Metropolitan Area 78.96% 

(2,285) 
  
Number of Children Under 18  
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     One 44.51% 
(1,288) 

     Two 36.87% 
(1,067) 

     Three or more 18.62 
(539) 

  
 Mean 
  
Age 32.09 
  
Number of Family Members 3.32 
  
Monthly Income without welfare assistance $522.73 
  
Monthly Income with welfare assistance1 $682.18 
  
State Minimum Wage per Hour $5.17 
  
State Employment Rate 62.01% 
  
State Single-Parent Families 56.46% 
  
Gross State Production (per capita) $32,435.81 
  
State Poverty Rate 13.66% 
  
State Female Labor Participation Rate 33.31% 
  
1Welfare assistance includes: general assistance, WIC, and Food Stamps 
 
 Similar results were shown when looking at the relationship between 

educational levels and attendance in job clubs.  Respondents who have 

educational levels beyond high school degree or GED increase their odds of 

attending a job club program and respondents who have educational levels below 

high school degree or GED decrease their odds of attending a job club program.  

When looking at respondents who have a degree or certificate after high school, 

the odds ratio is higher in states that mandate job club programs than states that 
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do not.  This again is consistent with previous studies of individuals who are job 

ready and who participate in job club programs.  Especially for states where this 

program is required, there is no choice but to attend. 

TABLE 5. ODDS RATIO ESTIMATES OF THE EFFECTS OF 
EDUCATIONAL LEVEL ON JOB CLUBS AND SEARCHES IN SINGLE 
MOTHER FAMILIES IN MANDATING STATES (N=2,894). 

 Model 
1 

Model 
2 

   
Education Attainment 
(omitted=High School 
Degree/GED) 

  

    Less Than High School Degree 0.8*** 0.9*** 
    Some College but No 

Degree/Certificate 
1.2*** 1.2*** 

    Degree/Certificate After High 
School 

2.0*** 1.8*** 

       
Race (omitted=Non-Hispanic 
White) 

  

    Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish --- 0.5*** 
    Non-Hispanic Black --- 2.1*** 
    Non-Hispanic Other --- 2.5*** 
   
Marital Status (omitted=Never 
Married) 

  

    Married  --- 0.5*** 
    Divorced --- 1.7*** 
    Widowed --- 0.6*** 
    Separated --- 1.8*** 
   
U.S. Citizen --- 1.6*** 
       
Living in a Metropolitan Area --- 1.4*** 
       
Number of Children Under 18 
(omitted=One) 

  

   Two --- 1.5*** 
   Three or more --- 1.7*** 
   
Age --- 1.0*** 
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Number of Family Members --- 0.7*** 
   
Monthly Income (by thousands) --- 1.3*** 
   
State Minimum Wage --- 1.0*** 
   
State Employment Rate --- 1.2*** 
   
State Single-Parent Families --- 1.0*** 
   
Gross State Production (per 
capita) (by thousands) 

--- 1.1*** 

   
State Poverty Rate --- 1.2*** 
   
State Female Labor 
Participation Rate 

--- 1.0*** 

   
* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001 
 
 An interesting difference between recipients living in states that mandate 

and states that do not mandate this program is that, once incorporating the control 

variables, the odds ratio shows an inverse result.  The odds ratio for the 

independent variable in states that mandate attendance decreases when adding the 

exact same control variables compared to states that do not mandate attendance.  

Control variables that are statistically significant show increases in the odds of 

attendance compared to their respective reference category.  Once the control 

variables were taken into consideration, the variables that showed increases in 

odds ratios were held constant which allowed for the odds ratio to be lower for 

individuals with a degree or certificate after high school.  The inverse result may 

be influenced in part by the types of respondents being represented in these states.  

As control variables are added when looking at respondents living in states that do 

mandate, the odds ratio decrease because of the increase in the number of 
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respondents who have the characteristic of a variable that is statistically 

significant.  The difference in odds ratio for the two types of states can tell us that 

the composition of each population reflects different characteristics of each state. 

 As mentioned before, there are some differences between the two types of 

states, which may play a part in an individual’s likelihood of attending a job club.  

Between the two states, overall monthly income before and after welfare 

assistance is lower in states that mandate job club participation.  The difference in 

income may contribute to differences in the results in that having a low monthly 

income may motivate individuals to use resources that can assist in finding higher 

paying jobs in the future.  This difference may determine why statistical 

significance is found in states that mandate job clubs.  Citizenship is also found to 

be different between the two types of states.  In states that mandate job clubs, the 

percentage of those with a U.S. citizenship is higher by 5 percent.  This difference 

may determine why statistical significance is found in states that mandate job 

clubs.  As the majority of the U.S. population has citizenship, it might take a 

higher percentage in a population to show any means of significance.  Although 

there are statistical differences in the results for metropolitan area, employment 

rates, and poverty rates, there are no differences between the two types of states. 
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CHAPTER 7: RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Implications 

 Understanding the reasons why certain individuals make the decision to 

attend job clubs on a micro-level will help in understanding how these decisions 

affect and could affect welfare reform on a macro-level.  Reasons for individual’s 

choices may be due to the structure of welfare.  The results from this study may 

offer some implications as to how choices may have been decided that influence 

future reformation. 

 As the primary purpose of job clubs is to place all or almost off of the 

recipients into a job (Kaplan 2002), in order to do so involves teaching the types 

of skills employers are seeking when making the final hiring decision.  These 

skills that employers have identified as necessary to be successful are skills that 

recipients with low educational levels lack.  In this sample population and at this 

time point in each individual’s length of welfare, we see similar notions of 

respondents with higher education levels to have higher chances of attending job 

clubs.  Job clubs have been designed to target individuals who do not have the 

skill sets and ability to successfully be placed in a job.  However, the individuals 

who do utilize the program have been considered to already have these job skills 

in this time point and do not necessary need the program to be effective in job 

placement.  As we continue to identify the types of individuals who are more 

likely to attend job clubs and benefit from this program, potential changes need to 

be made if targeted individuals are not utilizing this to their advantage.  Teaching 
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skills to individuals who may already have the skill set does not advance the 

potential of job placement nor does it make any sense.   

 As the goal of TANF is to transition welfare recipients into workers, 

welfare reform has limited the number of hours individuals are allowed for 

educational purposes.  Educational programs may take longer than expected; there 

is the possibility that recipients may require welfare assistance longer than sixty 

months.  Because of this possibility, a limit has been placed so individuals only 

are able to obtain a GED or earn a vocational license or certificate.  A cap has also 

been placed on the percentage of welfare recipients in a state that can attend a job 

club (Kim 2009).  These limitations may drive the welfare recipients to decide not 

to attend and lose on the benefits especially for targeted individuals who are 

lacking the basic skills employers are looking for.  Individuals may not even 

know about the possibilities of job clubs because of TANF’s focus on 

transitioning recipients from welfare to work.  Looking at the sample population 

only 15.45 percent (7.25 percent for states that do not mandate and 8.2 percent for 

states that do mandate) have attended during the reference period.  Although this 

percentage is less than the capped amount, individuals can still attend job clubs if 

they have not yet done so.  Because of the measurement of the attendance of job 

clubs and the understanding of education levels on length of welfare, this can be 

used to target future job club attendees.  Understanding the types of individuals 

that have attended at a given time point can help in concentrating on the 

individuals that are less likely to attend. 
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 Due to the structure of welfare reform and the importance of job 

placement, increasing educational attainment or training does not provide to be 

salient as a means of ending poverty.  Welfare reformers are more concerned with 

the idea of moving recipients out of being a welfare case and into becoming 

employed.  Recipients who do not have enough of a skill set to find work by 

themselves have the opportunity to attend job club programs however there is a 

limit.  It seems as if welfare reform provides the opportunity for recipients to 

learn the skills to succeed, but they also are limiting the chances of having that 

opportunity.  Allowing job club participation to count towards required work-base 

activities is a benefit for recipients to take the next step towards employment, 

however the limited six weeks of training may not be enough for some to learn 

enough skills.  The negative outcomes of job clubs may be due in part of the short 

amount of time dedicated to job skills.  Those who lack these skills in general 

may find job clubs unappealing if they know they will not benefit the attendance.   

Past attendees could also have influenced the number of individuals that have 

attended job club.  If someone did not have a positive experience with a job club 

such as not being able to find employment afterwards, they may feel the need to 

tell a potential job club attendee to not waste their time.  As many low-income 

families cluster together, there is an increase in social networking in helping each 

other out. 

Limitations 

 As with all research using secondary data, limitations may be present in 

designing a study on a particular topic.  While working through this study, some 
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limitations have appeared which were taken into consideration.  These limitations 

arose due to the structure of the dataset as well as the specific population of the 

sample being studied. 

 A flaw to using secondary data is the inability to create variables specific 

to the topic of choice.  Having variables operationalized in a specific way may not 

be able to isolate certain aspects of a concept.  In this SIPP dataset, the 

independent variable educational level was coded in such a way that the 

difference between having a high school diploma and a GED could not be 

isolated.  For the purposes of SIPP, this difference was not a factor in the goals of 

their analysis.  However, being able to differentiate between a high school 

diploma and a GED may have changed the results of this study.  When studying a 

population such as welfare recipients, educational attainment can vary and having 

a GED may show a recipient’s motivation to return to school.  Even though 

having a high school diploma and a GED requires the same amount of education, 

the process to earn them differs.   

 Even though this dataset has a focus on program participation, it does not 

capture the history of a respondent during the time of their participation in a 

program.  Questions according to each wave ask respondents similar questions 

time after time.  The dataset is not structured enough to have general questions 

like marital status or age be answered according to the time of program 

placement.  Recipients may have enrolled in a job club program during the 

beginning of their welfare duration and have participated in SIPP towards the tail 

end.  Because the questions being asked specify answers to reflect current 
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situations, some variables have changed over time.  This change over time does 

not link the characteristics of a recipient at the time of job participation if 

enrolled. 

 Because the question specified a reference time, respondents may be in 

different stages of their welfare time line.  As previous research have stated 

individuals with higher education tend to have shorter welfare episodes while 

individuals with lower education have longer welfare episodes.  During the 

interview, individuals with higher education may have been in the earlier stages 

and thus have attended a job club.  Individuals with lower education may have 

been on welfare for a longer period of time and could have attended a job club 

before the designated reference period.  Because of the difference in time period 

in welfare that may have lapsed, an individual may or may not have gotten the 

chance to attend a job club. 

 Narrowing down the sample population was a difficult task.  Because of 

the many requirements to apply for TANF, finding the cutoff point to include 

respondents was problematic.  When it comes to determining if an individual is 

considered low-income or in poverty, many of these definitions did not give a 

specific cap.  Although there were thresholds provided, these were not always up 

to date with each year.  Because of this limitation, there were difficulties in 

capturing as many individuals as possible.  As many previous studies have used 

the poverty threshold as their indicator, this was taken into consideration.  

Although there are some recipients who make slightly more than the poverty 

threshold, the study increased the cap point to include 150 percent of the poverty 
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threshold.  This allowed recipients who are above the poverty threshold to be 

included in the study; however, there could have been recipients earning more 

than that who could have been included. 

Conclusion 

 Promoting self-sufficiency and transitioning from the reliance on welfare 

to work has been the purpose of the federally funded welfare system.  The 

Personal Responsibility and Work Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) replaced the 

historical welfare program known as Aids to Families with Dependent Children 

(AFDC) (Daguerre 2008; Gennetian and Miller 2004).  Under PRWORA, all 

government cash assistance programs were replaced with Temporary Aid to 

Needy Families (TANF).  The key reformation, as indicated by the new, name 

was that welfare benefits were no longer available as an entitlement; instead all 

services were now temporary (Gennetian and Miller 2004).  Once Bill Clinton 

signed into legislation PRWORA in 1996, this program established four new 

goals.  Of the four established goals, only one focused on job training and job 

placement as a means of reducing poverty (Blum and Francis, 2001; Christopher, 

2004).  Recipients are now being pushed to fulfill work-based activities in order 

to continue receiving welfare benefits from the government.  Because one of the 

goals of the new reform focused on job training and job placement, recipients are 

able to use this as part of their required work base activities.  This option is 

available, nevertheless to only 30 percent of the welfare population in each state 

(Kim 2009).  Since a limited number of welfare recipients are allowed to enroll in 

a given time period, this study has found that respondents who have an education 
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beyond a high school diploma or GED are more likely to attend a job club that 

those who have lower education levels.  Although there is an increase for 

recipients with higher education, those who have a degree or certificate beyond a 

high school diploma or GED have the most significant chance of attending job 

club programs. 
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