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PREFACE 

In response to national welfare reform legislation--the Personal 

Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA), which 

was signed in August 1996--California passed legislation on August 11, 

1997 that replaced the existing Aid to Families with Dependent Children 

(AFDC) and Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) programs with the 

California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKs) 

program.  Following an open and competitive bidding process, the 

California Department of Social Services (CDSS), which administers 

CalWORKs, awarded a contract to RAND to conduct a statewide evaluation 

of the CalWORKs program. 

This RAND report presents the results of the CalWORKs Staff Survey 

(CSS) conducted as part of the statewide evaluation of CalWORKs.  The 

survey instrument is available on the evaluation’s web page at:  

http://www.rand.org/CalWORKs. 

Related reports that provide context for the present study include 

MR-1177-CDSS, Welfare Reform in California:  State and County 

Implementation of CalWORKs in the Second Year, and its Executive 

Summary, MR-1177/1, which combine information from key informant 

interviews, the All-County Implementation Survey (ACIS), and other 

sources of the process analysis.  These reports present a rich picture 

of the ongoing implementation of CalWORKs programs in state government 

and in the focus and follow-up counties participating in the 

evaluation.  Finally, in addition to this process study, there is a 

parallel impact and cost-benefit study.  Preliminary results from that 

study will be released in October 2000, with the final results in 

October 2001. 

For more information about the evaluation, see 

http://www.rand.org/CalWORKs or contact: 
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SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

The California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids Act of

1997 (CalWORKs) defined the broad outlines of California’s Temporary

Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) program using the new program

structure and latitude incorporated in the federal Personal

Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA).

The legislation described a “work-first” program that would provide

support services to help recipients move from welfare-to-work and then

to self-sufficiency.  The specific details of the program and

implementation were left to county welfare departments (CWDs) and the

caseworkers who provide the one-to-one contact that is the core of the

CalWORKs program model.

This report is designed to describe and assess the role of

caseworkers in the implementation of CalWORKs by reporting on the

results of RAND’s CalWORKs Staff Survey (CSS).  The results track the

implementation through four layers that run from staff to clients.  The

first layer is the CWD where staff members operate.  Within the CWD, we

examine organizational-level characteristics that may affect

implementation:  how counties prioritize the different CalWORKs goals,

how departments supervise their staff, how staff are trained in

CalWORKs, and how available and effective computer resources are.  The

second layer is the staff members themselves.  Here, we are interested

in what caseworkers bring to their transactions with clients--their

knowledge of the CalWORKs policy and their attitudes toward their job

and their clients.  The third layer is the actual interaction between

caseworkers and clients.  Here we explore staff members’ job activities,

the policy topics they discuss with clients, and the amount of influence

they bring to the policy.  The final layer of implementation is the

impact that the policy has on clients.  Here, we are interested in

caseworkers’ perspectives on whether the policy is failing to address
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certain clients and what obstacles might prevent clients from finding

employment that can lead to self-sufficiency.

Below, we summarize the main findings of the survey as they relate

to implementation through these four layers.

LAYER 1:  CWD CONTEXT

According to staff members, most counties do place a strong

emphasis at the CWD level on the main components of CalWORKs.  These

components include clients’ employment, education and training needs,

child care needs, behavioral health issues, and sanctioning.  At the

same time, the survey results show that counties vary in the degree to

which they emphasize some of these different components, including child

care, mental health issues, and sanctioning.  CWDs and supervisors adopt

a range of management styles, from checking workers’ every action to

checking only when there are problems, depending on the county.  The

most common management approach appears to be random checks of

caseworkers’ files.  CWDs have provided most caseworkers with some

training in the different aspects of CalWORKs, although the share

differs across the counties.  At the same time, a substantial minority

needs or wants some training in many of these aspects, and in some cases

a majority of caseworkers need or want training.  Most staff members

report that they do not have sufficient access to a computer to aid

their work, and most report that the computer system they use does not

meet their needs.

LAYER 2:  STAFF CONTEXT

At the staff level, most caseworkers have at least a basic

knowledge of CalWORKs policy.  However, more education may be needed,

since the majority of workers answered at least one of four basic

questions incorrectly.  Staff members’ attitudes toward their jobs are

generally positive, and nearly half are more satisfied with their job

since CalWORKs came into effect.  Their attitudes toward clients are

more mixed; the majority of caseworkers expressed some positive and

negative attitudes toward clients.  Attitudes toward clients appear to

vary somewhat by county as well, indicating that the climate for clients
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is much more positive in some counties than in others.  Caseworkers fill

a variety of roles; most of the staff are either eligibility workers or

job specialists, while a sizeable minority do both jobs in a merged role

as CWs.  Most caseworkers have a regular caseload, although the actual

number of clients that a worker serves varies greatly across the

counties.

LAYER 3:  FRONT-LINE IMPLEMENTATION

Between caseworkers and clients, an important piece of the

implementation process is the content of their discussions.  According

to staff members’ reports, most workers do provide clients with the

necessary policy information at the various stages of the CalWORKs

process.  However, between one-fourth and one-third of workers,

depending on the stage, do not bring up important issues during their

discussions with clients.  This suggests that while the majority of

staff members are indeed translating the full policy to clients, there

is a need to improve this aspect of implementation, particularly in some

counties.  Caseworkers refer clients who are unable to find a job to a

wide range of sites, depending largely on the county.  Regarding other

issues about staff-client interactions, nearly all caseworkers state

that, rather than immediately begin the formal non-compliance process,

they would reschedule a client’s appointment more often if the client

called to cancel than if the client simply did not arrive as scheduled.

Finally, most caseworkers report that staff-client relationships are

generally good in their department.

LAYER 4:  CalWORKs IMPACT ON CLIENTS

In terms of the impact of the policy on clients, the majority of

caseworkers report that they do make an important difference in the

lives of their clients.  However, most caseworkers also report an

increase in the proportion of very hard-to-serve clients since CalWORKs

began.  Obstacles to a more positive impact of the policy include a lack

of jobs, child care, education, and services; behavioral health issues;

and individual and policy factors, according to caseworkers.
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Finally, some additional findings emerge when we draw the questions

together.  Some counties appear to have developed relatively strong

programs with a work-first approach, with a self-sufficiency approach,

with a client-centered focus, and/or in staff preparation.  Caseworkers’

reports suggest that other counties have developed one or more of these

programs relatively little, compared to all counties.  Finally, how well

staff members inform clients of the policy, does not appear strongly

related to most county-level characteristics.
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1.  INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND

The California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids Act of

1997 (CalWORKs) defined the broad outlines of California’s Temporary

Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) program using the new program

structure and latitude incorporated in the federal Personal

Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA).

The legislation described a “work-first” program that would provide

support services to help recipients move from welfare-to-work and then

to self-sufficiency.  The specific details of the program and

implementation were left to county welfare departments (CWDs) and the

caseworkers who provide the one-to-one contact that is the core of the

CalWORKs program model.

OBJECTIVES

With funding from the California Department of Social Services

(CDSS), RAND is conducting a Statewide CalWORKs Evaluation.  This report

documents one component of that evaluation--The CalWORKs Staff Survey

(CSS).  This survey of line workers in 19 counties is intended to

explore caseworker perceptions of CWD policy, caseworker attitudes

toward recipients, caseworker understanding of the program, and how

caseworkers do their jobs.  This staff analysis complements three other

sources of information on the street-level implementation of CalWORKs:

interviews with senior officials, interviews with, and observations of,

welfare department staff, and a household survey of recipients (to be

conducted in 2000 and 2001).  Along with the All-County Information

Survey (ACIS), the staff analysis supplements the main process analysis

report to create a rich picture of the implementation of CalWORKs from

legislation to recipients.

An analysis of welfare department staff, or caseworkers, is

integral to thoroughly understanding the implementation process.  As the

“front line” of CDSS staff, caseworkers can see the feasibility of

CalWORKs for both staff and clients and the potential obstacles to its
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success in ways that are different from the way clients and

administrators see such feasibility and obstacle.  Thus, by explicity

examining the roles of welfare department staff, we can further our

understanding of how the policy is actually put into practice.

This final stage of implementation, from staff to clients, involves

four layers.  The first layer is the CWD where staff members operate.

Within the CWD, we examine organizational-level characteristics that may

affect implementation:  how counties prioritize the different CalWORKs

goals, how departments supervise their staff, how staff are trained in

CalWORKs, and how available and effective computer resources are.  The

second layer is the staff members themselves.  Here, we are interested

in what caseworkers bring to their transactions with clients--their

knowledge of the CalWORKs policy and their attitudes toward their job

and their clients.  The third layer is the actual interaction between

caseworkers and clients, where we explore staff members’ job activities,

the policy topics they discuss with clients, and the amount of influence

they bring to the policy.  The final layer of implementation is the

impact that the policy has on clients.  Here, we are interested in

caseworkers’ perspectives on whether the policy is failing to address

certain clients and what obstacles might prevent clients from finding

employment that can lead to self-sufficiency.

SURVEY METHODS

To help understand these four layers, we conducted a survey of more

than 1500 caseworkers in California’s CWDs.  An interdisciplinary group

from the RAND statewide CalWORKs Evaluation team developed the survey

and pilot-tested it in three counties.  After revising the survey

instrument based on the results of the pre-test, we fielded the survey

in the 6 focus counties--Alameda, Butte, Fresno, Los Angeles,

Sacramento, and San Diego--and then in 13 (of 18) follow-up counties--

Contra Costa, El Dorado, Humboldt, Kern, Nevada, Orange, San Bernardino,

San Joaquin, Sonoma, Sutter, Tulare, Ventura, and Yolo.1

1Although we offered to conduct the survey in all the follow-up
counties, five chose not to participate:  Monterey, San Francisco, Santa
Barbara, Santa Clara, and Stanislaus.



- 3 -

We mailed the survey to caseworkers, who were asked to return it to

RAND by mail upon completion.  To those respondents who did not return

the survey, we mailed a reminder card and followed this with a second

copy of the questionnaire.  In the focus counties, we also followed up

nonrespondents with a telephone call.  The overall response rate was 79

percent, ranging from 65 percent to 100 percent across the various

counties.  Probably reflecting the extra phone follow-up, the response

rate was slightly higher (79 percent) in the focus counties than in the

13 follow-up counties (76 percent).  We report statewide results based

on counties where the response rate was at least 70 percent (all

counties except Kern and San Bernardino) and county-level results based

on the responses in each county, whatever that county’s response rate.

Appendix A lists the response rates and total sample sizes by county.

In each county, we surveyed a random sample of 150 staff members in

our sampling frame or all staff in the frame for the survey if there

were fewer than 150 caseworkers in the county.  The sampling frame

included all who have substantial contact with CalWORKs clients in the

areas of eligibility and welfare-to-work (WTW) activities, including

child care and other support services.  We did not survey staff who work

exclusively on MediCal, food stamps, general assistance, fraud, or child

or adult protective services, nor did we survey supervisors or contract

staff.2  Of the 2,348 surveys that we mailed to caseworkers, 191 were

identified as ineligible3 and 1,665 were returned to RAND and used for

analysis.

ANALYSIS METHODS

Throughout this report, we describe results for the entire survey

and on a county-by-county basis.  Statewide findings are the compiled

2Two exceptions are San Diego and Yolo Counties, where we surveyed
50 contract staff members, in addition to the sample of 150 county
employees.  Those results are not included in this report.  In Yolo
County, some contract staff who were on employment-related services were
inadvertently included in the sample.

3Ineligible respondents were those who no longer worked in the
county welfare department, were on leave from their job, or no longer
worked on TANF or welfare-to-work activities at the time of the survey.
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results of respondents in all 19 counties except Kern and San

Bernardino; they are not weighted.  Most of the analysis consists of

simple frequencies or percentages of staff members responding in a

certain way.  The survey was designed to yield a description of

caseworkers’ experiences under CalWORKs, not specifically to assess

variation across the counties.  The sample sizes in the counties are

often too small to evaluate fully whether particular counties are above

or below the average on different questions

Because cross-county comparisons can be useful, we consider inter-

county variation on the different questions in the following manner.  We

first established whether each survey question yielded significantly

different responses across the counties using a chi square test with a

Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel statistic.  By significantly different, we mean

that we are at least 80 percent confident that caseworkers in different

counties reported different responses on particular questions.4  For the

questions where we could not conclude that the counties are

significantly different, we are not claiming that no variation exists

across the counties.  Rather, we simply conclude that the observed

differences among the counties can plausibly be explained by sampling

variability.  Thus, where we cannot reject the hypothesis that the

variation across the counties is due to chance, we do not discuss

differences among the counties, and standard statistical procedures

suggest that it is inappropriate to do so.  For the questions where the

chi square test does reject the hypothesis that counties are equal, we

conclude that the variation among the counties is likely the result of

more than simple sampling variability.  We identify these questions both

in the text and the tables, and we discuss the differences observed

across the counties.

Where significant differences across the counties exist, we then

determined which counties were significantly above or below the mean.

4This p-value is deliberately lower than the 95 percent level
usually used in hypothesis testing.  Our intention here is not to test
hypotheses, but instead to identify inter-county differences that might
reasonably be attributed to something other than simple sampling
variability.
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We do this by comparing the average response in a county with the

statewide average, noting which counties are significantly above or

below the average in both the text and tables.  In the tables, we label

counties with one asterisk when we are at least 80 percent confident

that the county is significantly above or below the mean.  This level of

confidence can be interpreted as evidence that the given county is

likely different in some way regarding the question at hand, and further

investigation is warranted by the county.  We use two and three

asterisks to reflect that we are at least 90 percent and 95 percent

confident, respectively, that the county is above or below the mean.

These levels of confidence can be interpreted as stronger indications

that the county is significantly different from the statewide average.

We also report the determinants of particular responses at two

points in the analysis.  These are the descriptions of caseworkers’

attitudes toward clients and the completeness with which caseworkers

give clients information about the policy.  In these situations, we used

the other survey questions to help clarify which caseworkers are most

likely to respond with a particular answer (i.e., have favorable

attitudes and provide all necessary information).  We used multiple

regression models to make these assessments, reporting which other

questions are significantly related (with 95 percent confidence) to the

response at hand.  Appendix B provides more detail on the regression

models used for these analyses.

Finally, as presented in Chapter 6, we analyze the counties on

several elements of different policy.  For this section, we used factor

analysis, a statistical method that determines how interrelated

different questions are and enables us to make scales of questions that

are related.  We first selected survey questions that were related to

the different dimensions and then grouped the questions together using

factor analysis.  We combined the groups of related questions into

scales representing different elements of each dimension, to avoid

overemphasizing elements that might be represented by several questions

on the survey.  We then drew the scales together to form a partial
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description of that dimension, with each scale given the same weight.5

Appendix B describes these methods in greater detail and lists the

variables and factor scales used for these analyses.

ORGANIZATION OF THIS DOCUMENT

The rest of this report proceeds as follows.  The following four

chapters consider in turn each of the four layers of the survey

discussed above.  Chapter 6 ranges across the responses to characterize

caseworkers in the counties.

Appendix A lists the response rates and total sample sizes.  At the

end of the appendix, we provide a copy of the full survey.  Appendix B

discusses the regression models and factor scales used in the body of

the document.

5See Jae-On Kim and Charles W. Mueller, Factor Analysis:
Statistical Methods and Practical Issues (1978, Sage: Newbury Park, CA)
for a discussion of factor analysis.



2.  LAYER 1:  CWD CONTEXT

This chapter considers caseworkers’ perspectives on the CWD

setting, particularly the emphasis caseworkers perceive their counties

place on the different components of CalWORKs, on departmental dynamics,

and on departmental resources.  Because they design different strategies

to meet the overall goals and have different community resources,

counties likely prioritize some aspects of CalWORKs more than others.

To assess structural aspects of the departmental context that may impact

implementation and to see how county policies vary on these aspects, we

also asked staff about their supervision, training, and computer

resources.  Here, we also describe caseworker perceptions of CWD policy

in general, and welfare-to-work and behavioral health in particular.

DEPARTMENT PRIORITIES

In this section, we examine WTW priorities, behavioral health

concerns, and general policy issues.

WTW Priorities

To characterize the WTW focus of CalWORKs, we asked caseworkers how

much their CWD emphasizes each of the following:  getting clients into

employment as quickly as possible, rewarding workers whose clients find

jobs, helping clients get education and training, and/or encouraging

clients to find child care.  Table 2.1 shows the percentages of all

respondents and of respondents in each county who agreed that their

department emphasizes each of these aspects.6

According to the caseworkers surveyed, consistent with the CalWORKs

legislation, the CWDs appear to emphasize clients’ employment within a

limited time frame.  Overall, 81.2 percent of the staff members surveyed

agreed or strongly agreed with the statement that their department

“emphasizes getting clients into jobs as quickly as possible” (Question

6Other possible responses to this and the following statements
include “neither agree nor disagree,” “disagree,” and “strongly
disagree.”
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16a).  Evidence of this strong emphasis is seen within the counties as 

well; at least 70 percent of caseworkers in each county reported that 

they agree or strongly agree with this characterization of their county 

policy. 

Table 2.1 

Percent Staff Agreeing Local CWD Emphasizes WTW Issues 

 

 

 

 

County 

 

Emphasis on 

Getting 

Clients Job 

Quickly 

Rewards 

Workers 

When 

Clients 

Get Jobs 

 

Emphasis 

on Getting 

Clients 

Skills 

 

 

Emphasis on 

Quick Child 

Care✝✝✝✝ 

 

 

Emphasis on 

Affordable 

Child Care 

 

Emphasis 

on High-

Quality 

Child Care 

 

Services Go 

to Clients 

with Most 

Skills 

All Cases 81.2 13.7 54.3 41.3 30.3 33.1 13.0 

Alameda 74.5 13.1 58.8 32.0** 31.6 35.7 10.0 

Butte 85.1 5.3 66.0 36.8 26.3 43.2 9.4 

Contra Costa 85.2 10.3 51.1 42.0 27.3 23.0 14.8 

El Dorado 85.9 17.2 26.6 25.4*** 22.2 29.7 7.8 

Fresno 75.8 13.2 51.1 46.2 35.1 31.2 20.2 

Humboldt 70.0 12.5 37.5 30.8* 17.5 47.5 15.4 

Kern 86.6 5.2 47.5 42.3 24.7 28.9 13.4 

Los Angeles 84.9 28.7 72.4 48.3* 51.7 55.2 12.6 

Nevada 76.2 11.9 56.1 41.5 26.8 29.3 21.4 

Orange 80.6 16.3 57.1 53.5*** 36.4 31.3 8.0 

Sacramento 86.3 6.8 36.4 50.8*** 33.9 26.3 14.4 

San Bernardino 92.8 20.5 49.4 38.6 30.1 32.9 4.8 

San Diego 85.4 27.8 60.8 40.6 34.0 30.5 11.2 

San Joaquin 75.2 10.6 37.7 42.5 19.3 18.5 13.2 

Sonoma 86.5 7.7 66.7 38.5 19.2 44.2 5.8 

Sutter 90.3 6.7 35.5 25.8** 38.7 32.3 16.1 

Tulare 81.1 8.2 55.9 38.7 33.3 19.8 18.9 

Ventura 79.5 10.6 71.0 46.6* 21.8 30.8 12.0 

Yolo 80.0 28.3 63.3 31.7* 35.0 65.0 11.7 

✝Differences across counties are statistically significant (p<0.20). 

*Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.20). 

**Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.10). 

***Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.05). 

 

Rewarding workers whose clients get jobs is another aspect of this 

“work-first” approach (Question 16c).  Unlike the emphasis on immediate 

employment, however, relatively few caseworkers—only 13.7 percent--

report that their department provides such positive incentives for 
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staff, as shown in Table 2.1.  Moreover, this result remains similar

when we look only at staff members who work on WTW activities; 14.4

percent of caseworkers who do WTW activities either agree or strongly

agree with the statement (data not shown).

Another issue related to the WTW initiative is investments in

clients’ education and training to help clients obtain higher-paying

jobs (Question 16b).  Most caseworkers report that their department

places a lower priority on this strategy than on urging clients to find

employment as quickly as possible, according to caseworkers.  A little

more than half of all the staff members surveyed (54.3 percent) either

agreed or strongly agreed that their CWD emphasizes helping clients get

education and skills for future employment, as shown in Table 2.1.

For many clients, the ability to find and maintain employment is

dependent on having affordable, high-quality child care.  We examined

caseworkers’ reports of how much counties emphasize clients’ child care

needs and what services are available to meet those needs by asking

about the department’s priority on three aspects of child care:  speed,

affordability, and quality.  As shown in Table 2.1, none of these

aspects of child care is emphasized by departments as much as employment

or education, according to caseworkers.  The speed in obtaining child

care is the most frequently cited aspect of care; 41.3 percent of

caseworkers overall agreed or strongly agreed that their department

encourages clients to find the quickest possible child care solution

(Question 16f).  Slightly fewer staff members, about one-third, agreed

or strongly agreed that their department encourages clients to find

affordable child care (“that they will be able to pay for when they are

not on aid,” Question 16e) or high quality child care (Question 16d).

Counties do significantly vary, according to caseworkers, in how much

they emphasize the fastest possible child care solutions.  Caseworkers

in Los Angeles, Orange, and Sacramento Counties were significantly more

likely to report this emphasis than in the other counties, and those in

Alameda, El Dorado, Humboldt, Sutter, Ventura, and Yolo Counties were

significantly less likely to do so.

A final possible strategy for addressing the WTW focus of the

policy is to put more program resources toward those clients who may be
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most likely to get good jobs (Question 16l).  According to staff

reports, however, most counties have not adopted this strategy, as shown

in Table 2.1.  Only 13.0 percent of caseworkers either agreed or

strongly agreed that “clients with the best skills and the most

education get top priority” in their department.

Behavioral Health Concerns

In addition to issues related to the WTW initiative, the CalWORKs

policy provides money for CWDs and allied organizations to address

behavioral health issues among clients.  To get a sense of how counties

are acting on this objective, we asked caseworkers whether they thought

that substance abuse/mental health problems and domestic abuse problems

were top priorities in their departments.  Table 2.2 displays the

results of these questions.

Substance abuse and mental health issues are seen as a “top

priority” in their departments by just under half of the caseworkers

overall (46.8 percent).  However, this portion varies significantly

among the counties; between 17.9 percent to 84.6 percent of staff

members agreed or strongly agreed that substance abuse and mental health

problems are a top priority of the CalWORKs program, depending on the

county (Question 16j).  Caseworkers in Los Angeles, Orange, and Sonoma

Counties are significantly more likely to report that mental health is a

top priority while those in Alameda, Humboldt, San Bernardino, San

Diego, and San Joaquin Counties are significantly less likely to do so,

compared to caseworkers in the other counties.

The emphasis on domestic abuse appears to be similar to the

emphasis on substance abuse and mental health problems, according to

caseworkers.  About half of all staff members surveyed viewed domestic

abuse as a top priority in their county, or 53.4 percent (Question 16k).
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Table 2.2 

Percent Staff Agreeing Local CWD Emphasizes 
Certain Behavioral Health Issues 

 
 
County 

Substance Abuse 
and Mental Health 

Top Priority✝✝✝✝ 

 
Domestic Violence 

Top Priority 

All Cases 46.8 53.4 
Alameda 32.3*** 28.3 
Butte 48.9 69.5 
Contra Costa 48.9 44.3 
El Dorado 53.1 59.4 
Fresno 51.6 57.0 
Humboldt 17.9*** 20.5 
Kern 52.6 59.8 
Los Angeles 72.4*** 82.8 
Nevada 54.8 59.5 
Orange 53.5* 58.6 
Sacramento 41.5 44.9 
San Bernardino 34.9*** 59.0 
San Diego 29.9*** 39.2 
San Joaquin 27.2*** 36.0 
Sonoma 84.6*** 96.2 
Sutter 38.7 45.2 
Tulare 44.1 48.6 
Ventura 51.9 66.2 
Yolo 55.0 58.3 

✝Differences across counties are statistically significant (p<0.20). 

*Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.20). 

**Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.10). 

***Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.05). 

General Policy Issues 

Finally, we also asked staff members their view of the priority 

that their CWD places on two general CalWORKs policy issues--sanctioning 

and client support.  Table 2.3 shows the results of these questions. 

About half of all caseworkers (53.8 percent) reported that their 

department “believes that sanctions are necessary to change clients’ 

behavior” (Question 16h).  The portion of caseworkers who agreed or 

strongly agreed with this statement deferred across the counties, 

ranging from 30.8 percent to 72.2 percent.  Staff members in Los 

Angeles, San Diego, and San Joaquin Counties are significantly more 
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likely to report an emphasis on sanctioning than staff in the other 

counties.  Those in Contra Costa, El Dorado, and Sonoma Counties are 

significantly less likely to report an emphasis on sanctioning, compared 

to caseworkers in the other counties. 

Table 2.3 

Percent Staff Agreeing Local CWD Emphasizes 
Certain General Policy Issues 

County Sanctions✝✝✝✝ Client Support 

All Cases 53.8 60.8 
Alameda 57.1 44.4 
Butte 51.6 55.8 
Contra Costa 43.2*** 69.3 
El Dorado 37.5*** 59.4 
Fresno 48.4 61.3 
Humboldt 61.5 48.7 
Kern 56.7 55.7 
Los Angeles 67.8*** 62.1 
Nevada 45.2 76.2 
Orange 50.5 81.8 
Sacramento 56.8 54.2 
San Bernardino 48.2 54.2 
San Diego 72.2*** 56.7 
San Joaquin 61.4* 46.5 
Sonoma 30.8*** 80.8 
Sutter 51.6 54.8 
Tulare 57.7 55.0 
Ventura 50.4 69.9 
Yolo 51.7 66.7 

✝Differences across counties are statistically significant (p<0.20). 

*Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.20). 

**Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.10). 

***Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.05). 

 

In contrast, counties may adopt an approach that emphasizes client 

support.  We asked staff members whether “successful welfare reform 

depends on client support more than on sanctions” (Question 16g), and 

60.8 percent agreed or strongly agreed with the statement.  Between 44.4 

percent and 81.8 percent of caseworkers across the counties reported 

that their department believes that client support is important. 
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DEPARTMENT DYNAMICS:  SUPERVISION, TRAINING, AND COMPUTER RESOURCES

In this section, we examine three aspects of CWD dynamics:  how the

CWDs provide supervision, training, and computer resources.

Supervision

In addition to the priorities that CWDs place on various CalWORKs

components, we examined caseworkers’ views of departments’ management

practices, or how caseworkers are supervised.  We asked caseworkers

three different questions about their experiences with supervision:

whether their supervisor signs off on every action they take (Question

16o), whether s/he randomly checks client files (Question 16p), and

whether s/he only checks on workers when there are complaints from

clients (Question 16n).  Table 2.4 shows the results of these questions.

A minority of staff members (17.1 percent, data not shown) disagreed

with all three categories, indicating that none describes their

supervision.
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Table 2.4 

Percent Staff Reporting Local CWD Uses Certain Kinds of Supervisions 

 
 
County 

Sign Off 
for Every 
Action 

 
Randomly Check 

Files✝✝✝✝ 

 
Check In When 

Problems 

All Cases 11.8 55.9 23.8 
Alameda 15.2 44.9*** 33.7 
Butte 6.3 52.1 15.6 
Contra Costa 21.6 40.4*** 23.9 
El Dorado 9.4 59.4 15.6 
Fresno 14.0 51.6 33.0 
Humboldt 23.1 64.1 12.8 
Kern 10.3 52.1 26.8 
Los Angeles 19.5 54.0 34.9 
Nevada 0.0 54.8 31.0 
Orange 5.0 65.0** 11.0 
Sacramento 7.6 44.1*** 33.1 
San Bernardino 4.9 72.6*** 20.2 
San Diego 15.5 63.9* 25.8 
San Joaquin 13.4 50.0 27.4 
Sonoma 7.7 84.6*** 9.6 
Sutter 3.2 74.2*** 22.6 
Tulare 16.2 51.4 29.7 
Ventura 8.4 72.9*** 12.0 
Yolo 6.7 45.8* 23.3 

✝Differences across counties are statistically significant (p<0.20). 

*Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.20). 

**Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.10). 

***Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.05). 

 

With regard to signing off on every action, only 11.8 percent of 

caseworkers either agreed or strongly agreed that such a close 

management style describes their supervisor.  This is the lowest share 

across the three types of supervision, which suggests that most 

caseworkers have a certain amount of autonomy and responsibility on the 

job. 

The middle degree of supervision, random file checks, is the most 

common management strategy of the three types.  A little more than half 

of the staff surveyed (55.9 percent) agreed or strongly agreed that this 

is the norm in their county.  The counties do differ significantly in 

the proportion reporting random file checks, ranging from 40.4 percent 
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and 84.6 percent across the counties.  Supervisors in Orange, San

Bernardino, San Diego, Sonoma, Sutter, and Ventura Counties appear more

likely to randomly check caseworkers’ files; workers there were

significantly more likely to report this kind of supervision than

workers in other counties.

Finally, some staff members reported that their supervisor checks

on workers only when complaints are made.  This was a more commonly

reported management practice than the first style, checking every

action, but not as common as random checking.  About one-quarter (23.8

percent) of all caseworkers reported that their supervisor checks on

them only when there are problems.

Training

In addition to supervision, we asked caseworkers about their

training to assess how CWDs are preparing staff under CalWORKs (Question

7a).  We asked staff members if they had received training in a number

of areas.  If they had, we also asked if they wanted additional training

in that area.  If caseworkers stated they had not received training in a

particular area, we asked if they wanted training in that area.  We

found that most staff members reported that they had a variety of

training, although a substantial minority--and in some cases a

majority--of caseworkers wanted some training or additional training in

each area.  These proportions varied significantly by the type of job

caseworkers held, according to a difference of means test.  Eligibility

workers were slightly more likely to report that they had received

training in some of the general areas; 91.5% reported training on

CalWORKs in general and 90.1% reported training on the new rules and

regulations, compared to 87.5% and 83.7%, respectively, for those who

did not work on eligibility or TANF payments (data not shown).  In

contrast, job specialists were more likely to report that they had

received training in some of the job search areas; 59.3% reported

training on how to help clients find a job and 41.5% reported training

on how to help clients keep or improve their jobs, compared to 26.7% and

14.0%, respectively, for workers who did not work with clients on job

activities (data not shown).  These proportions varied by the type of
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job caseworkers had, with eligibility workers reporting more often that

they had received training in general areas, and job specialists more

often reporting that they had received training in job search areas.

Table 2.5 presents the results of our questions about training on

general issues, and Table 2.6 shows the caseworker survey results about

training on issues more closely related to the WTW initiative.

With regard to training in general areas, we asked caseworkers

about receiving general orientation to CalWORKs, new rules and

regulations for CalWORKs, and working with other service agencies.  Most

staff members reported having had training in these areas, particularly

in the first two areas.  Nearly all staff members--90 percent--have

received training on CalWORKs in general.  Similarly, 87.9 percent of

staff reported receiving training on new rules and regulations for

CalWORKs, while fewer caseworkers (59.5 percent) reported receiving

training on interagency work.  There are significant differences across

the counties in the proportions of staff that report training in these

last two areas, new rules and regulations and working with other

agencies.  Between 71.4 percent and 98.1 percent of staff report

receiving training on new rules and regulations, and between 38.1

percent and 94 percent report receiving training in interagency work,

depending on the county.  Caseworkers in Butte, Contra Costa, Orange,

San Diego, San Joaquin, Sonoma and Ventura Counties are more likely than

caseworkers in general to report that they received training in the new

rules and regulations, and those in Alameda, El Dorado, Los Angeles,

Nevada, and Tulare Counties are less likely to do so.  For working with

other agencies, staff members in Butte, Kern, Orange, Sacramento, San

Diego, San Joaquin, Sonoma, and Ventura Counties were more likely to

report receiving training, while those in Alameda, El Dorado, Fresno,

Humboldt, Los Angeles, Nevada, and Tulare Counties were less likely to

report receiving interagency training.
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Table 2.5 

Percent Staff Received Training and Percent Wanting Some or Additional 
Training on General CalWORKs Issues 

 General 
Orientation 

New Rules and 
Regulations 

Working with Other 
Agencies 

County  
 

Received 

Wants 
Some or 
More✝✝✝✝ 

 
 

Received✝✝✝✝ 

Wants 
Some or 
More✝✝✝✝ 

 
 

Received✝✝✝✝ 

Wants 
Some or 
More✝✝✝✝ 

All Cases 90.0 28.1 87.9 63.8 59.5 71.8 
Alameda 83.3 51.4*** 75.2*** 81.2*** 45.0*** 79.1* 
Butte 92.7 26.0 92.6* 71.3* 74.7*** 84.3*** 
Contra Costa 90.0 35.8* 92.3* 67.9 55.6 79.3* 
El Dorado 84.4 34.5 78.1*** 69.0 43.8*** 69.5 
Fresno 92.5 28.2 90.4 58.5 48.9*** 75.9 
Humboldt 80.0 41.2** 85.0 83.8*** 41.0*** 74.4 
Kern 93.9 20.3* 91.8 64.5 80.4*** 69.9 
Los Angeles 91.1 30.9 77.8*** 69.9 41.6*** 70.5 
Nevada 80.5 43.6*** 71.4*** 69.2 38.1*** 73.2 
Orange 96.0 19.5** 94.0** 50.6*** 67.7* 63.4* 
Sacramento 86.7 26.2 90.8 60.7 65.8* 70.2 
San Bernardino 95.2 15.2* 91.7 65.7 61.4 66.2 
San Diego 93.8 16.3*** 95.8*** 61.9 70.5*** 51.8*** 
San Joaquin 93.9 19.4** 93.9*** 53.0*** 71.1*** 52.0*** 
Sonoma 96.2  8.9*** 98.1*** 44.7*** 94.0*** 70.6 
Sutter 90.6 34.5* 90.6 65.5 58.1 61.3* 
Tulare 89.2 34.4*** 76.4*** 68.0 44.0* 78.8* 
Ventura 94.7 14.8** 94.7** 56.4* 74.8*** 79.3** 
Yolo 80.3 39.2*** 85.2 69.8 54.1 85.7*** 

✝Differences across counties are statistically significant (p<0.20). 

*Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.20). 

**Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.10). 

***Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.05). 
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Table 2.6 

Percent Staff Received Training and Percent Wanting Some or Additional 
Training on WTW Issues 

  

 

How to  

Help Clients  

Find Jobs 

 

Available  

Education  

and Training 

Resources 

How to  

Help Clients 

Find/Pay  

for  

Child Care 

How to  

Identify  

Clients with  

Behavioral  

Health Problems 

How to  

Help  

Clients Keep  

or Improve  

Jobs 
 
County 

 
 
 

Received 

 
Wants 
Some or 
More 

 
 
 

Received 

 
Wants 
Some or 
More 

 
 
 

Received 

 
Wants 
Some or 
More✝✝✝✝ 

 
 
 

Received 

 
Wants 
Some or 
More 

 
 
 

Received✝✝✝✝ 

 
Wants 
Some or 
More 

All Cases 54.7 65.2 57.9 73.2 59.6 47.7 74.6 69.4 37.7 73.6 

Alameda 47.5 67.1 38.8 82.4 57.4 65.2*** 52.5 81.6 35.0 75.0 

Butte 74.5 82.6 84.2 81.7 78.1 45.1 84.2 79.8 51.6*** 88.5 

Contra Costa 63.7 68.8 54.9 82.9 45.1 45.0 71.7 59.3 55.6*** 83.1 

El Dorado 35.9 53.3 45.3 62.9 45.3 45.8 84.4 64.4 22.2*** 59.0 

Fresno 44.1 67.9 50.0 80.0 58.1 56.8* 65.6 70.6 33.3 73.8 

Humboldt 42.5 62.9 45.0 60.5 47.5 35.1* 41.0 81.6 25.0* 63.2 

Kern 61.7 68.3 62.9 71.6 62.9 44.9 94.8 51.9 51.5*** 67.5 

Los Angeles 40.0 70.5 42.0 73.4 66.3 52.7 84.4 50.0 32.2 72.5 

Nevada 40.5 68.4 38.1 81.6 47.6 51.3 81.0 75.0 28.6 77.5 

Orange 80.8 62.8 79.4 70.3 56.6 53.8 93.9 62.0 52.0*** 72.3 

Sacramento 70.0 71.7 76.7 77.2 74.2 40.0* 89.2 71.3 40.0 79.5 

San Bernardino 50.6 68.4 49.4 73.0 61.4 43.1 64.7 68.4 23.5*** 69.3 

San Diego 32.6 42.0 47.9 55.7 48.4 53.4 53.1 62.5 22.1*** 54.4 

San Joaquin 59.3 43.9 66.1 51.5 67.5 30.2*** 86.7 47.5 39.8 54.1 

Sonoma 75.0 56.3 82.7 65.3 78.4 29.2*** 96.1 62.0 58.8*** 81.6 

Sutter 19.4 43.3 25.0 61.3 28.1 45.2 71.9 61.3 6.5**** 56.7 

Tulare 33.0 72.5 38.5 73.5 39.1 57.8*** 70.9 73.8 22.9*** 72.1 

Ventura 73.3 79.5 68.2 86.3 78.0 47.9 63.4 91.1 45.0*** 87.5 

Yolo 51.7 70.2 60.0 81.8 55.7 40.0 73.3 80.4 41.7 83.3 

✝Differences across counties are statistically significant (p<0.20). 

*Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.20). 

**Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.10). 

***Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.05). 

 

With regard to wanting (additional) training in these areas, the 

proportions are directly the inverse of those for receiving training.  

Only 28.1 percent of staff wanted some or additional orientation to 

CalWORKs, but 63.8 percent wanted (additional) training in the new 

regulations, and 71.8 percent wanted (additional) training in working 

with other agencies.  In all three areas, these proportions vary 
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significantly across the counties.  Between 8.9 percent and 51.4 percent

of caseworkers wanted (additional) CalWORKs orientation, depending on

the county.  Those in Alameda, Contra Costa, Humboldt, Nevada, Sutter,

Tulare, and Yolo Counties were significantly more likely to want

(additional) general CalWORKs training, while those in Kern, Orange, San

Bernardino, San Diego, San Joaquin, Sonoma, and Ventura Counties were

significantly less likely to want it, compared to those in other

counties.  Between 44.7 percent and 83.8 percent of caseworkers wanted

some or additional training in the new rules and regulations, depending

on the county.  Staff members in Alameda, Butte, and Humboldt Counties

are significantly more likely to want (additional) training on the new

regulations, and those in Orange, San Joaquin, Sonoma, and Ventura

Counties are significantly less likely to want it, compared to staff in

other counties.  Finally, caseworkers in general were most likely to

want (additional) training on working with other agencies, among these

general CalWORKs issues.  Between 51.8 percent and 85.7 percent of staff

members across the counties wanted (additional) training on interagency

work, with staff in Alameda, Butte, Contra Costa, Tulare, Ventura, and

Yolo Counties more likely to want such training, and those in Orange,

San Diego, San Joaquin, and Sutter Counties less likely to want it,

compared to staff in other counties.

Focusing on the WTW mandate of CalWORKs, we also asked about staff

members’ training in helping clients find jobs, find community education

and training/employment services, obtain child care, treat behavioral

health problems, and obtain post-employment services.  Table 2.6

presents results for these areas of training.  Just over half of all

staff members report that they received training in helping clients find

jobs (54.7 percent), in locating available education and training

services (57.9 percent), and in helping clients find or pay for child

care (59.6 percent).  About three-fourths of caseworkers (74.6 percent)

received training in identifying and helping clients with behavioral

health problems, and just over one-third (37.7 percent) received

training in helping clients keep or improve their jobs.  Caseworkers

differed significantly only on this last issue, training in helping

clients improve their jobs.  Staff in Butte, Contra Costa, Kern, Orange,
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Sonoma, and Ventura Counties were significantly more likely than staff

in general to report such training.  Those in El Dorado, Humboldt, San

Bernardino, San Diego, Sutter, and Tulare Counties were significantly

less likely than staff in the other counties to report training in

helping clients improve jobs.

Of particular note is the difference between the proportion of

caseworkers who reported receiving training in these areas and the

proportion that wanted some training or wanted more training.  A

majority--roughly one-half to three-fourths--of all caseworkers wanted

some training or additional training in each one of these five areas.

Moreover, in three of the areas, more caseworkers on average wanted

additional training than had ever received training; these areas are

helping clients find jobs, locating education and employment services,

and helping clients maintain or improve their jobs.  About two-thirds of

caseworkers (65.2 percent) reported wanting (additional) training in

helping clients find jobs, and nearly three-fourths of staff members

(73.2 percent) want (additional) training on helping clients find

education and training resources.  Just under half of the staff (47.7

percent) want (additional) training on helping clients obtain child

care, and over two-thirds of staff members (69.4 percent) want

(additional) training on domestic abuse and mental health issues.

Finally, about three-fourths of workers (73.6 percent) want (additional)

training on helping clients improve their jobs.  Counties differed

significantly only on the proportion wanting some or additional training

on child care services.  Those in Alameda, Fresno, and Tulare Counties

are more likely to want such training, and those in Humboldt,

Sacramento, San Joaquin, and Sonoma Counties are less likely to want it,

compared to caseworkers in other counties.

We can think of counties with relatively good training as those

where a large share of staff reports receiving training and/or a small

share wants (additional) training.  In this sense, staff in Orange, San

Joaquin, and Sonoma Counties, and, to a lesser extent, Butte, Kern, San

Diego, and Ventura Counties report the most training.  Similarly,

counties where few caseworkers report receiving training and/or where

many caseworkers want (additional) training can be thought of as
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providing weaker training to their staff.  In this sense, caseworkers in 

Alameda and Tulare Counties, and, to a lesser extent, in El Dorado, 

Humboldt, and Nevada Counties report the least training. 

Computer Resources 

Computer support for state and county welfare operations is an 

ongoing issue.  We therefore asked staff members about their computer 

resources.  In particular, we asked about their computer use (Question 

23) and their computer training (Question 7a), about possible delays in 

data entry (Question 20), about their computer access (Question 19b), 

and about the effectiveness of their department computers (Question 

19a).  Table 2.7 summarizes these results. 

Table 2.7 

Percent Staff with Certain Experiences 
with Computer Resources 

 Use 
Computer 
to Track 
Clients✝✝✝✝ 

 
Received 
Computer 
Training 

 
Want 

Computer 
Training✝✝✝✝ 

 
Have 

Sufficient 
Access 

 
Have 

Delays in 
Data Entry 

Agree That 
Computers 
Can Handle 

Work✝✝✝✝ 
All Cases 73.5 86.8 71.7 23.4 31.4 34.2 
Alameda 84.3*** 80.4 81.5*** 25.5 36.6 38.2 
Butte 75.3 94.8 61.3*** 11.3 25.8 20.6*** 
Contra Costa 76.7 86.7 77.6 12.2 27.7 31.1 
El Dorado 39.1*** 93.8 68.3 28.1 24.5 34.4 
Fresno 84.6*** 79.3 82.8*** 38.5 43.0 47.3*** 
Humboldt 66.7 85.0 67.5 23.1 18.4 33.3 
Kern 65.2** 87.5 59.3*** 21.6 41.3 23.2*** 
Los Angeles 64.4** 69.7 92.3*** 44.3 36.6 36.8 
Nevada 27.5*** 95.2 80.5 33.3 23.1 71.4*** 
Orange 89.9*** 100.0 59.6*** 6.1 12.8 10.1*** 
Sacramento 96.6*** 98.3 74.3 28.6 44.4 28.6 
San Bernardino 54.8*** 78.8 78.2* 36.5 15.0 32.9 
San Diego 71.6 85.4 61.8*** 33.7 41.3 50.0*** 
San Joaquin 62.4*** 93.9 59.4*** 25.7 25.5 38.1 
Sonoma 100.0*** 98.0 52.1*** 5.9 23.5 21.6** 
Sutter 36.7*** 90.6 74.2 6.3 21.9 22.6* 
Tulare 76.1 73.0 69.9 13.5 34.6 27.9* 
Ventura 74.2 83.2 80.6*** 27.9 50.0 43.3*** 
Yolo 56.7* 75.4 66.7 21.7 29.5 31.7 

✝Differences across counties are statistically significant (p<0.20). 

*Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.20). 
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**Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant

(p<0.10).

***Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant

(p<0.05).

About three-fourths (73.5 percent) of caseworkers use the WTW

computer system to track clients.  However, this proportion varies

widely across the counties, from 27.5 percent to 100.0 percent.  Staff

members in Alameda, Fresno, Orange, Sacramento, and Sonoma Counties are

significantly more likely to use the computer, compared to workers in

the other counties.  Staff in El Dorado, Kern, Los Angeles, Nevada, San

Bernardino, San Joaquin, Sutter, and Yolo Counties are significantly

less likely to track clients with the computer.

The great majority of caseworkers report that they have received

computer training, 86.8 percent overall.  However, a large majority of

staff members--71.7 percent overall--want additional computer training

as well.  The share wanting (additional) training varies across the

counties from 52.1 percent to 92.3 percent.  Workers in Alameda, Fresno,

Los Angeles, San Bernardino, and Ventura Counties are significantly more

likely to want (additional) computer training, while those in Butte,

Kern, Orange, San Diego, San Joaquin, and Sonoma Counties are

significantly less likely to want (additional) training, compared to

caseworkers in other counties.

Most caseworkers report that they have do not have enough access to

the computers that they need.  Less than one-fourth (23.4 percent) of

staff members agreed or strongly agreed that they have sufficient

computer access.  Relatedly, about one-third (31.4 percent) of

caseworkers reported some delay in entering computer data, among those

who enter their own data.  However, the reported delay is usually not

more than one day (data not shown).

Finally, we asked caseworkers if the computer systems in their

offices are generally able to handle the work that they need done.  Only

about one-third of caseworkers (34.2 percent) either agreed or strongly

agreed that the computer systems in their department are able to handle

their work.  This share varies significantly across the counties,

ranging from 10.1 percent to 50 percent.  Caseworkers in Fresno, Nevada,
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San Diego, and Ventura Counties are more likely to agree that their

computer systems are able to handle their work and those in Butte, Kern,

Orange, Sonoma, Sutter, and Tulare Counties are less likely to do so,

compared to workers in general.





3.  LAYER 2:  STAFF CONTEXT

Caseworkers bring their own knowledge and attitudes to their work

with clients and with the CalWORKs policy.  Because these staff-level

resources can affect the way caseworkers translate the policy to

clients, we asked about their knowledge of CalWORKs and about their

attitudes toward their job and their clients.

KNOWLEDGE OF CalWORKs

To assess staff members’ knowledge of the policy, we gave them

three statements about basic CalWORKs policy and asked them to identify

whether the statements were true or false (Question 27).7  About 85

percent of caseworkers identified all three statements correctly,

demonstrating that most have a good understanding of these basic

CalWORKs rules (data not shown).  However, 15.3 percent answered at

least one incorrectly (data not shown), which suggests that at least

some caseworkers may need more education about basic regulations than

they currently receive.8  Table 3.1 shows the percentage of caseworkers

identifying each statement correctly and the mean number of statements

correctly identified by staff in each county.

7We originally included two other statements as well.  The first
read, “After 18 or 24 months, nonworking and nonexempt adults in
California are no longer eligible for child care and job training
services.”  The second read, “After 5 years (60 months) on welfare, a
family is no longer eligible for cash aid.”  However, we excluded these
from the report because reviewer comments made it evident that their
interpretations were not unambiguous.

8We examined the determinants of this knowledge with regression
analysis but did not find significant, consistent results.  See Appendix
B for further details.
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Table 3.1 

Mean Number Correct Answers by Staff Out of 
Four Statements About CalWORKs Policy 

  
Changes to 
Grant Among 
Clients Not 

Working 

Eligibility 
for MediCal 
and Food 

Stamps after 
CalWORKs 

Clients Not 
Showing Up for 

Activities 
Risk Losing 

Part of Grant 

 

 
County 

Percent 
Correct 

Percent 
Correct 

Percent 
Correct 

Mean Number 
Correct✝✝✝✝ 

All Cases 89.0 96.6 98.0 2.84 
Alameda 86.0 96.0 97.0 2.78 
Butte 89.6 96.9 99.0 2.85 
Contra Costa 93.4 97.8 98.9 2.90 
El Dorado 89.1 100.0 98.4 2.88 
Fresno 81.9 97.9 95.7 2.74*** 
Humboldt 92.5 95.0 100.0 2.88 
Kern 90.8 96.9 100.0 2.88 
Los Angeles 84.9 91.9 90.6 2.68*** 
Nevada 92.9 100.0 100.0 2.93* 
Orange 82.8 94.0 99.0 2.76** 
Sacramento 94.1 96.6 99.2 2.90** 
San Bernardino 89.3 95.2 98.8 2.83 
San Diego 90.7 97.9 99.0 2.88 
San Joaquin 87.7 96.5 97.4 2.81 
Sonoma 94.2 98.1 100.0 2.92* 
Sutter 83.9 93.5 100.0 2.77 
Tulare 87.4 98.2 99.1 2.85 
Ventura 93.2 97.0 97.7 2.88 
Yolo 90.2 93.4 100.0 2.84 

✝Differences across counties are statistically significant (p<0.20). 

*Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.20). 

**Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.10). 

***Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.05). 

 

The first statement about CalWORKs policy was, “welfare clients can 

choose not to work or be in a work activity without a change to their 

grant.”  Overall, 89.0 percent of staff members recognized this as a 

false statement. 

Nearly all caseworkers identified the remaining two statements 

correctly.  The second asserted, “if a client leaves welfare, she and 
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her family can no longer get MediCal or food stamps.”  Overall, 96.6

percent of staff members correctly identified this as false.

The final statement stated “clients who don’t show up for work

activities when they are supposed to show up risk losing part of their

grant.”  Nearly all staff members, 98.0 percent overall, correctly

identified this statement as true.

Taking these three statements together, staff members averaged 2.84

out of 4 correct answers overall.  In all the counties, caseworkers on

average identified nearly all three statements correctly, ranging from

2.68 to 2.93 correct answers.  The mean number correct varied

significantly across the counties, with staff in Nevada, Sacramento, and

Sonoma Counties averaging more correct answers.  Those in Fresno, Los

Angeles, and Orange Counties tended to identify fewer statements

correctly, compared to caseworkers overall.

CASEWORKER ATTITUDES

In this section, we examine caseworker attitudes about both their

job and their clients.

Job Satisfaction

In addition to staff members’ knowledge, we asked about their

attitudes toward their jobs.  Specifically, their job satisfaction may

affect their enthusiasm and willingness to implement the policy

correctly.  We therefore asked about their current satisfaction

(Question 28) and about changes in their satisfaction since the CalWORKs

policy arrived (Question 29).  As Table 3.2 shows, about three-fourths

(74.4 percent) of caseworkers report being either satisfied or very

satisfied with their job currently.9

9As with all of the questions, we did examine these for variation
across the counties.  However, we found no significant differences
across the counties on job satisfaction.  We also examined whether job
satisfaction depended on the kind of work that staff members did.  We
found that eligibility workers and job specialists did not report
significantly different levels of job satisfaction.
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Table 3.2 

Percent Staff Satisfied with Current Job and Percent Staff in Current 
Job for Less Than One Year Who Experienced Changes in Job Satisfaction 

 
 
 
County 

Currently 
Satisfied or 

Very 
Satisfied 

More 
Satisfied 

Since 
CalWORKs 

Less 
Satisfied 

Since 
CalWORKs 

 
 

No Change in 
Satisfaction 

All Cases 74.4 48.1 21.0 30.9 
Alameda 74.0 46.9 10.9 42.2 
Butte 83.5 61.1 22.2 16.7 
Contra Costa 81.3 52.5 21.3 26.2 
El Dorado 81.0 45.7 17.1 37.1 
Fresno 74.5 29.1 25.5 45.5 
Humboldt 82.1 38.9 16.7 44.4 
Kern 71.1 37.5 22.2 40.3 
Los Angeles 77.0 48.1 11.5 40.4 
Nevada 66.7 44.4 18.5 37.0 
Orange 73.0 63.3 20.3 16.5 
Sacramento 64.7 41.5 36.6 22.0 
San Bernardino 83.3 38.5 17.3 44.2 
San Diego 63.9 38.0 25.3 36.7 
San Joaquin 67.5 37.8 21.1 41.1 
Sonoma 84.3 61.4 25.0 13.6 
Sutter 67.7 50.0 14.3 35.7 
Tulare 62.7 36.9 27.7 35.4 
Ventura 82.7 74.0 11.0 15.1 
Yolo 88.3 42.4 15.2 42.4 

NOTE:  The percentages reporting an increase or decrease, or a change 
in satisfaction in each county, may not add to 100.0 percent; this is 
only because of rounding errors. 

 

About half of caseworkers (48.1 percent) are more satisfied now 

than they were in January 1998, among those who have held their current 

job since that time.  With regard to a decline in satisfaction, 21.0 

percent of all caseworkers are currently less satisfied with their job 

than they were in January 1998.  Finally, 30.4 percent of staff members 

appear to be unaffected in either direction, in terms of job 

satisfaction, by CalWORKs. 

Attitudes Toward Clients 

Like attitudes toward the job, caseworkers’ attitudes toward their 

clients may influence how they implement the policy.  To determine 

caseworkers’ attitudes, we asked whether or not they agreed with five 

statements about welfare recipients, their welfare use, and their work 
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habits (Question 26).  Some statements are expressed positively, such 

that agreement represents a favorable attitude, while other statements 

are expressed negatively, such that disagreement represents a favorable 

attitude.  The statements reflect a range of ideas, and staff members 

showed different levels of support for each statement.  As shown in 

Table 3.3, between 21 percent and 66 percent of caseworkers expressed 

favorable attitudes toward clients, depending on the statement.  

Conversely, between 7.8 percent to 60.5 percent of staff members 

reported unfavorable attitudes (data not shown). 

Table 3.3 

Percent Staff Expressing Favorable Attitudes 
Toward Clients on Certain Issues 

  

"Welfare 

Recipients Work 

as Hard as Non-

Recipients" 

(% Agree) 

 

"Clients Get 

Better 

Services Than 

They Deserve" 

(% Disagree)✝✝✝✝ 

 

"Clients Would 

Rather be on 

Welfare Than 

Work" 

(% Disagree) 

"Welfare 

Recipients 

have Fewer 

Opportunities 

Than Others" 

(% Agree) 

 

 

"Clients Could 

Get Off Welfare 

if They Wanted" 

(% Disagree) 

All Cases 66.0 53.6 48.0 25.6 21.0 
Alameda 57.4 50.0 49.0 33.0 21.6 
Butte 68.8 59.8 56.7 26.8 23.7 
Contra Costa 64.8 61.8* 52.3 30.3 20.2 
El Dorado 64.1 70.3*** 56.3 20.3 26.6 
Fresno 72.3 48.9 56.4 34.4 22.8 
Humboldt 85.0 72.5*** 50.0 20.0 10.0 
Kern 66.3 40.8*** 43.9 23.5 12.2 
Los Angeles 66.7 37.9*** 32.2 31.0 14.9 
Nevada 59.5 69.0*** 35.7 17.5 16.7 
Orange 68.7 45.0** 41.4 26.0 25.3 
Sacramento 63.9 51.3 53.8 22.7 28.6 
San Bernardino 61.2 63.5** 41.2 11.9 20.0 
San Diego 54.6 46.4* 40.2 20.8 12.4 
San Joaquin 58.4 34.2** 31.9 20.4 18.4 
Sonoma 80.4 80.8*** 71.2 19.2 38.5 
Sutter 80.6 54.8 38.7 29.0 9.7 
Tulare 63.1 40.5*** 33.3 26.1 12.6 
Ventura 72.0 66.2*** 64.7 24.2 28.2 
Yolo 65.6 65.6** 50.8 25.0 14.8 

✝Differences across counties are statistically significant (p<0.20). 

*Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.20). 

**Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.10). 
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***Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant

(p<0.05).

The table shows the percentages of caseworkers in each county that

expressed favorable attitudes toward clients on each of these five

statements.  Because caseworkers’ attitudes toward clients may affect

how well they serve clients’ needs, we also explored the determinants of

favorable attitudes with regression analyses (data not shown).  We

summarize these results below as well; see Appendix B for a description

of these methods.

Staff members were most positive toward clients in response to the

statement, “when they get jobs, welfare clients are as hard working as

other employees.”  About two-thirds (66.0 percent) of the staff members

either agreed or strongly agreed with this statement.  Which caseworkers

are likely to support this statement depends on departmental as well as

individual characteristics.  Our regression analysis indicates that

staff members in departments where caseworkers report good relations

with clients and who have not been on welfare themselves are more likely

to view clients as hard workers.

The next statement claims that “clients get more or better services

than they deserve.”  About half of the staff (53.6 percent) disagreed or

strongly disagreed with this statement.  This proportion varied

significantly across the counties, ranging from 34.2 percent to 80.8

percent across the counties.  Caseworkers in Contra Costa, El Dorado,

Humboldt, Nevada, San Bernardino, Sonoma, Ventura, and Yolo Counties had

the most positive staff; they were significantly more likely than other

caseworkers to report favorable attitudes.  Those in Kern, Los Angeles,

Orange, San Diego, San Joaquin, and Tulare Counties appear to have the

least favorable staff, as they were less likely than other workers to

report favorable attitudes.  Our regression analysis suggests that staff

members who report that they work in departments that encourage high

quality child care are more likely to express favorable attitudes with

this statement.  Those who have a bachelor’s degree and lower caseloads

are also more likely to feel recipients deserve the services they

receive.
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The third statement asks caseworkers their opinions about whether

clients “would rather be on welfare than work to support their family.”

Just under half of all workers (48.0 percent) expressed a positive

attitude in response to this question (disagreed or strongly disagreed

with it).  Regression results show that caseworkers who report that

their department emphasizes client support, has good relations with

clients, does not emphasize education and training for clients, and does

not emphasize sanctions are more likely to view clients as willing to

work.  In addition, caseworkers are more likely to express positive

attitudes if they have lower caseloads, have not received welfare

themselves, and have a bachelor’s degree.

The last two statements generated less positive attitudes about

clients.  For the fourth statement, “people end up on welfare because

they don’t have enough opportunities, not because they use their

opportunities poorly,” only one-fourth of caseworkers (25.6 percent)

agreed or strongly agreed.  Our regression analysis suggests that

caseworkers who report close relationships with clients are more likely

to agree with the statement, as are those who have relatively more

education (AA or BA degree) and who have been in their jobs for less

than one year.

Finally, we asked caseworkers if they agreed that “many people on

welfare could get off welfare if they really wanted to.”  On this

statement, only 21.0 percent of caseworkers showed favorable attitudes

toward welfare recipients (disagreed or strongly disagreed with the

statement).  The regression results indicate that staff members who

report that their department does not emphasize education and skills for

clients and staff members who have lower caseloads and are older are the

most likely to express positive attitudes about clients’ desires to be

on welfare.





4.  LAYER 3:  FRONT-LINE IMPLEMENTATION

We asked caseworkers about their daily work and about their

interaction with clients to determine how they actually implement the

policy.  Below, we look at how staff spend their time: as eligibility

workers, job specialists, or both; the tasks they do; and the number of

clients they serve.  Then, we examine the topics that caseworkers

discuss with clients and determine whether important elements of the

policy are communicated to clients.  We also asked caseworkers how they

handle certain scenarios to get a sense of the judgment they exercise

when implementing policy.  Finally, we asked staff members for their

views on staff-client relations.

STAFF ACTIVITIES

In this section, we examine how caseworkers spent their time by job

type and then turn to what activities they perform on a daily basis.

Job Type

Caseworkers are often classified into two groups--eligibility

workers (EWs) and job specialists (JSs).  EWs generally address the more

administrative issues involved in applying for and receiving TANF

payments and setting payment levels, while JSs work with clients on WTW

issues, such as helping clients find a job and/or a better job.10  The

CalWORKs legislation increased staff members’ workload and, in some

ways, changed it.11  As a result, it raised the issue of changing this

division of labor.  Some counties have combined EWs and JSs into a

unified caseworker--a combined worker (CW)--while others are considering

such a combination.  To determine which counties have merged the job

10See “Welfare Reform in California: State and County
Implementation of CalWORKs in the Second Year” (Klerman et al., 2000))
(RAND DRR(L)-2204-CDSS/MR-1177-CDSS) for further discussion of staffing
issues and models.

11See Klerman, et al., 2000 for a more thorough discussion of the
changes in caseworkers’ jobs.
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categories, we asked staff members about the type of work they regularly 

do (Question 1). 

Our primary interest is with three sets of activities:  determining 

clients’ eligibility, determining grant levels, and providing regular 

WTW services.  Few staff members work on one of these three tasks 

exclusively (10.3 percent).  As a result, we grouped caseworkers into 

four categories:  eligibility and/or TANF only (EWs), WTW activities 

only (JSs), all three activities (CWs), and all other combinations 

(eligibility and WTW, TANF and WTW, and sanctioning only).  The last 

category includes staff members who are neither EWs nor JSs but work 

only on sanctioning clients for noncompliance.  Table 4.1 shows the 

proportions of staff in each county in these four groups.  Row totals 

may not sum to 100.0 percent because of rounding errors. 

Table 4.1 

Percent Staff Working on Different CalWORKs Activities 

 
 
County 

Eligibility 
and Payments 

Only 

 
 

WTW Only 

All 
(Eligibility, 
Payments, WTW) 

 
 

All Other✝✝✝✝ 
All Cases 32.3 30.2 29.0 8.5 
Alameda 33.0 43.0 15.0 9.0 
Butte 21.4 39.8 27.6 11.2 
Contra Costa 28.6 12.1 48.4 11.0 
El Dorado 55.7 21.3 11.5 11.5 
Fresno 35.8 40.0 13.7 10.5 
Humboldt 35.9 43.6 10.3 10.3 
Kern 23.2 30.5 43.2 3.2** 
Los Angeles 23.1 37.4 25.3 14.3*** 
Nevada 75.6 14.6 7.3 2.4* 
Orange 16.2 24.2 49.5 10.1 
Sacramento 10.7 18.2 67.8 3.3*** 
San Bernardino 32.9 41.2 21.2 4.7 
San Diego 46.3 23.2 22.1 8.4 
San Joaquin 50.5 19.6 20.6 9.3 
Sonoma 0.0 32.7 63.5 3.8 
Sutter 53.3 20.0 23.3 3.3 
Tulare 45.4 38.0 11.1 5.6 
Ventura 28.6 32.5 32.5 6.3 
Yolo 24.1 55.2 10.3 10.3 

✝Differences across counties are statistically significant (p<0.20). 

*Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.20). 
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**Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant

(p<0.10).

***Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant

(p<0.05).

We focus here on results for the first three groups, since they

account for more than 90 percent of caseworkers overall.  About 30

percent of staff are in each of the three categories:  EWs, JSs, and

CWs.  The remaining staff (8.5 percent overall) have another combination

of tasks.  The counties vary on how much of their staff do not fall in

one of the three main categories, between 2.4 percent and 14.3 percent

across the counties.  Workers in Los Angeles County are more likely to

have another combination of tasks, while those in Kern, Nevada, and

Sacramento Counties are less likely to do so, compared to caseworkers

overall.

Daily Activities

We also learned about staff members’ daily activities under

CalWORKs.  Caseworkers spend virtually all their time in one of three

activities--talking to clients (Questions 5b-5d), completing reports and

paperwork (Question 5e), and meeting with other staff (Questions 5f-5g).

Table 4.2 summarizes the percentage of a caseworker’s week taken up by

each of these areas.  Although it also notes the time spent in other

activities (Question 5h), row totals may not sum to 100.0 percent due to

rounding.
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Table 4.2

Percent of Time Staff Spend on Different Tasks

County
Meeting with

Clients

Computing
Paperwork and
Data Entry

Meeting with
Other Staff

Other
Activities

All Cases 45.6 37.6 14.1 2.7
Alameda 43.3 40.9 13.5 2.3
Butte 47.3 31.6 17.0 4.1
Contra Costa 42.3 41.9 13.2 2.6
El Dorado 46.3 38.1 12.7 2.9
Fresno 49.1 34.8 13.1 3.0
Humboldt 40.0 41.3 14.5 3.2
Kern 51.1 35.1 10.8 2.9
Los Angeles 48.7 35.0 13.1 3.2
Nevada 46.2 39.3 13.0 1.6
Orange 45.2 37.1 15.0 2.7
Sacramento 47.4 35.9 13.6 3.2
San Bernardino 44.1 44.6 8.4 2.6
San Diego 41.6 43.0 13.7 1.6
San Joaquin 47.2 39.5 11.5 1.9
Sonoma 42.4 36.4 17.3 3.9
Sutter 41.4 44.8 13.0 0.7
Tulare 47.7 39.2 11.8 1.3
Ventura 43.0 37.0 17.0 3.1
Yolo 51.3 27.8 15.8 5.1

Caseworkers report that they spend the largest amount of their time

talking with clients, 45.6 percent among all caseworkers.  JSs spend the

most time with clients (49.5 percent), compared to CWs (44.8 percent)

and EWs (42.0 percent) (data not shown).  Caseworkers spend most of

their time with clients one-on-one in-person, though they also talk with

clients on the telephone and occasionally meet with them in groups.

After meeting with clients, administrative tasks such as data

entry, report completion, and other paperwork take up the next largest

section of staff time, 37.6 percent overall.  Not surprisingly, EWs

report that they spend more time on administrative tasks than JSs, 43.3

percent compared to 31.3 percent, respectively.  CWs fall between these

two, spending 38.8 percent of their time on administrative tasks (data

not shown).

Caseworkers also need time to meet with other staff members, both

in their own department and in other agencies.  Overall, 14.1 percent of
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caseworkers’ time is spent meeting with other staff.  JSs report that

they are in meetings most often, 15.9 percent of the time, compared to

CWs, 13.4 percent of the time, and EWs, 12.4 percent of the time (data

not shown).

Caseworkers report that the time they spend with clients is usually

with their own caseload, the specific set of clients to whom a

caseworker is assigned.  Table 4.3 shows that most caseworkers do have a

caseload, 80.6 percent of staff members overall.  The number of clients

in a caseload affects the amount of time staff members can give to each

client, and it may impact how thoroughly they are able to implement the

policy.  The overall average among those who carry a caseload is 121.9

cases, with JSs having the smallest caseloads and EWs having the

highest.  The number of clients varies widely across counties from an

average of 71.6 to 192.9.  Staff in Alameda, Fresno, Los Angeles, San

Joaquin, Sutter, and Tulare Counties have caseloads that are

significantly larger than caseloads in general.  In contrast, workers in

Butte, Contra Costa, El Dorado, Orange, Sonoma, Ventura, and Yolo

Counties report significantly lower caseloads than caseworkers in

general.12

12This question depends heavily on both how the CWD chooses to
organize the work (i.e., banking cases, round robin assignment,
redistribution or specialization) and on the workers included in this
survey.  For a discussion of different work models, see Klerman et al.,
2000.  Methods for sampling survey respondents are outlined in Chapter 1
of this report.
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Table 4.3 

Percent Staff with Regular Caseload and Mean Size of Caseload Among 
Staff Who Carry a Caseload 

 
 
County 

Percent Who 
Carry a 
Caseload 

 
Average Number 
of Cases per 
Caseworker✝✝✝✝ 

All Cases 80.6 121.9 
Alameda 72.8 176.7*** 
Butte 89.8 99.1*** 
Contra Costa 80.9 94.5*** 
El Dorado 85.7 98.9*** 
Fresno 78.7 153.7*** 
Humboldt 76.3 115.5 
Kern 88.8 132.1 
Los Angeles 67.0 162.6*** 
Nevada 78.6 106.1 
Orange 94.9 81.8*** 
Sacramento 73.3 125.7 
San Bernardino 82.6 119.6 
San Diego 77.9 119.7 
San Joaquin 81.1 157.5*** 
Sonoma 92.3 71.6*** 
Sutter 93.8 153.0*** 
Tulare 74.8 192.9**** 
Ventura 90.8 73.4*** 
Yolo 65.0 96.6*** 

✝Differences across counties are statistically significant (p<0.20). 

*Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.20). 

**Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.10). 

***Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.05). 

STAFF-CLIENT INTERACTIONS 

In this section, we consider a number of staff-client interaction 

issues.  These include the content of interactions, post-Job Club 

referrals, discretion, and client-staff relations. 

Content of Interactions 

Some of our most direct information about caseworkers’ 

implementation practices comes from questions about their interactions 

with clients.  To see if workers are informing clients about important 

CalWORKs rules and regulations and if they are doing so at the 
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appropriate times, we asked caseworkers about the topics they discuss

with clients.  Rather than combining all staff-client meetings together,

we grouped them into five types based on the different stages of the WTW

process.  We asked about caseworkers’ discussions with clients before

Job Club (during intake, approval, and orientation, Questions 8b, 9c,

10b), during Job Club (Question 11b), after Job Club when clients are

employed(Question 12b), after Job Club when clients are not employed

(Question 13b), and sanctioning (Question 14b).  We asked staff about

the content of their interactions with clients at each of these stages

to determine if clients get the information they need at the right time.

Table 4.4 shows the percentage of staff who report discussing the

particular rules and regulations in each stage.  The results include

only those staff members who report working with clients at each of

these stages.  Note that while most regulations are applicable

statewide, some services (e.g., emergency housing) may be less relevant

in some counties than in others.
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Table 4.4 

Percent Staff Providing Important Information to Clients at Various 
Stages of CalWORKs, Among Those who Work with Clients at That Stage 

 Intake, 
Approval, and 
Orientation✝✝✝✝ 

 
 

Job Club 

Post Job 
Club 

(Employed) 

Post Job 
Club (Not 
Employed) 

 
 

Sanctioning 
All Cases 88.3 66.4 69.1 63.7 73.3 
Alameda 74.7*** 52.6 55.3 52.4 59.5 
Butte 82.6* 71.0 72.8 70.0 78.2 
Contra Costa 85.7 66.2 69.0 61.7 75.8 
El Dorado 96.6*** 63.0 63.3 56.4 68.1 
Fresno 82.9* 68.3 72.1 67.7 77.0 
Humboldt 97.2* 53.1 62.2 55.9 69.7 
Kern 96.8*** 77.3 77.8 69.8 84.4 
Los Angeles 79.7*** 62.5 66.7 60.3 69.1 
Nevada 100.0*** 64.5 68.6 57.7 67.7 
Orange 92.2 77.9 80.2 75.4 82.3 
Sacramento 93.7** 79.8 78.1 77.2 78.7 
San Bernardino 90.7 73.4 76.0 72.9 77.8 
San Diego 87.1 54.4 59.7 50.0 66.7 
San Joaquin 89.4 59.3 63.4 56.5 71.9 
Sonoma 94.7 84.6 88.6 85.3 90.9 
Sutter 96.9* 82.4 84.2 76.9 85.7 
Tulare 88.3 61.6 66.7 59.2 72.2 
Ventura 89.5 58.8 60.6 54.8 66.7 
Yolo 91.1 88.1 86.4 82.9 85.3 

✝Differences across counties are statistically significant (p<0.20). 

*Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.20). 

**Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.10). 

***Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.05). 

In the first stage--intake, approval, and orientation--clients need 

to know about services for emergency housing and food needs, child care 

needs, domestic abuse problems, and mental health and substance abuse 

problems.  They also need to know about eligibility requirements, if 

they are exempt from any participation requirements, and how time 

limits, earnings, and failure to attend a scheduled activity can reduce 

their benefits.  The vast majority of staff members, 88.3 percent, 

report that they inform clients of all these issues before clients reach 

Job Club.  This proportion varies significantly across the counties, 

with between 74.7 percent and 100 percent of staff members who work with 

clients before Job Club discussing all these issues with clients.  Staff 
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members in El Dorado, Humboldt, Kern, Nevada, Sacramento, and Sutter

Counties are significantly more likely to provide clients with this

information, compared to staff in other counties.  Those in Alameda,

Butte, Fresno, and Los Angeles Counties are significantly less likely to

inform clients about all these issues than caseworkers in general.

Among caseworkers who do not discuss all these topics, the most commonly

omitted issues are substance abuse and/or mental health problems,

domestic abuse, and emergency housing and food needs (data not shown).

The second stage--Job Club (or job search)--is a central component

of the CalWORKs welfare-to-work program model.  Important considerations

during Job Club include clients’ child care needs, job preferences,

prior employment experience, occupational skills or educational needs,

potential job-related problems and costs (e.g., transportation), how to

search for a job, and what to do in the event of job loss.  Clients also

need to know about time limits, attendance at scheduled activities, and

exemptions from the work requirements.  Among staff who work with

clients actively involved in Job Club, two-thirds (66.4 percent) discuss

all of these issues with clients.  Other issues that are often

overlooked at this stage include clients’ occupational skills or

educational needs, their job preferences, and what to do if they lose

their job, and, surprisingly, how to look for a job (data not shown).

Only 75.9 percent of caseworkers report discussing this with clients

during the time a client is in Job Club (data not shown).  Many counties

have outsourced all or part of their Job Club operations, and

caseworkers may not talk to clients about finding a job because they

believe a contracted Job Club worker is passing on this information.  We

included how to look for a job in the list of issues important to this

stage, however, because finding a job is such an important outcome in

the CalWORKs program.

The third stage--after Job Club for clients who have a job--

requires knowledge of the same basic policy regulations--time limits,

attendance at scheduled activities, and exemptions--as well as knowledge

about child care needs, job-related problems and costs, how earnings

will affect benefits, how to find a better job or increase the hours of

work, and what clients can do if they lose a job.  Among staff members
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who work with clients at this stage, 69.1 percent report that they

discuss all these issues with clients.  The topics that caseworkers are

most likely to leave out of discussions at this stage are how to improve

a job, exemptions, job-related problems, and what to do in the event of

a job loss (data not shown).

The fourth stage also comes after Job Club but involves working

with clients who have not found a job.  Clients in this situation need

to know about time limits, exemptions, attendance at scheduled

activities, and child care services.  Staff members also need to discuss

with clients their job preferences, employment experience, occupational

skills or educational needs, how to find a job, job-related problems and

costs, and domestic abuse, mental illness, or substance abuse (as

possible barriers to clients’ employability).  Less than two-thirds

(63.7 percent) of the caseworkers discuss all these issues with clients

at this stage according to our data, the lowest rate of the five stages.

The subjects that caseworkers most often omit from client discussions in

this stage are job preferences, domestic abuse, and, again, how to find

a job (data not shown).

The final stage in the CalWORKs process is sanctioning.  Here,

staff members need to ensure that clients know about time limits,

attendance requirements at scheduled activities, and exemptions from the

participation requirements.  Among staff members who report that they

work with sanctioning, 73.3 percent discuss these three issues with

clients.  Caseworkers are slightly more likely to omit exemptions from

discussions with clients at this stage, compared to attendance and time

limits (data not shown).

Since the policy information that caseworkers give to clients is a

critical part of front-line implementation, we also examined which staff

members are most likely to inform clients of the necessary information

fully.  See Appendix B for a description of the methods used.  Both

department and individual characteristics contribute to which

caseworkers address all necessary rules and services with clients at

each stage.  Results from regression analyses indicate that at most

stages, caseworkers are more likely to inform clients fully if they have

a bachelor’s degree.  Caseworkers who express unfavorable attitudes
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toward clients by disagreeing with this statement, “welfare recipients

work as hard as non-recipients when they have a job,” are more likely to

inform clients at most stages.  Caseworkers are less likely to inform

clients of important information if they report that supervisors

frequently check their work.13

Post-Job Search Referrals

Clients who have completed Job Club and not found a job are

referred to one of a variety of WTW activities.  To get a sense of how

they implement this aspect of the policy, we asked caseworkers who work

with unemployed clients after Job Club where they refer clients

(Question 15).  The options are based on the list of allowable work

activities in the CalWORKs legislation; they do not include assessment.

Responses to this question varied dramatically by county, with different

referral sites being much more common in some counties than in others.

We describe those significant differences below.  Table 4.5 lists the

percentages of caseworkers in each county referring clients to nine

activities and two general options.

13It is unclear if more closely supervised workers make more
mistakes or if staff who make more mistakes are more closely supervised.
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Rather than referral to a specific activity, the most common

response was that referral “completely depends on the client” and the

“other” category.  Between 30.4 percent and 100.0 percent of staff

members chose one of these two general options, depending on the county.

Moreover, in 15 of the 19 counties, one of these two options was the

most common choice.  The prevalence of these miscellaneous categories,

which encompass several options, suggests large differences across the

counties in referral practices.  In fact, over one-third of caseworkers

overall (38.0 percent) reported that referral completely depends on the

client, and 19.0 percent chose “other.”  Caseworkers in Butte, Humboldt,

Nevada, Ventura, and Yolo Counties are significantly more likely to

report that referral depends on the client, and those in Alameda, Los

Angeles, Orange, and Sacramento Counties are significantly less likely

to choose this option, compared to caseworkers in general.  Staff

members in Alameda, Fresno, Kern, San Joaquin, and Sonoma Counties are

significantly more likely to choose “other,” compared to staff members

in other counties, while those in Orange, San Diego, and Tulare Counties

are less likely to do so.

Among the specific referrals, staff members chose community work

experience most often.  About one-fifth of caseworkers, 22.3 percent,

chose this as the place where they are most likely to send clients.  It

was a far more common referral site in some counties than in others,

ranging from 0 percent to 54.3 percent across the counties.  Staff

members in Sacramento, San Diego, and Tulare Counties are significantly

more likely to refer clients to community work experience than staff in

other counties.  Those in Butte, Kern, Los Angeles, Nevada, San

Bernardino, San Joaquin, Sonoma, and Ventura Counties are significantly

less likely than other staff to use community work experience.

Vocational education and training was the second most frequently

reported referral, chosen by 7.7 percent of caseworkers overall.

Between 0 percent and 50.0 percent of staff members chose vocational

education as their most likely referral, depending on the county.

Alameda, Los Angeles, and Orange County staff are significantly more

likely to refer clients to vocational education and training, compared
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to staff in other areas.  Caseworkers in Butte, Sacramento, San Diego,

and Sonoma Counties are less likely to choose vocational education.

In general, fewer caseworkers chose any of the remaining seven

options.  Only 3.3 percent of staff members reported that they referred

clients to education and training programs related to employment,

although those in Contra Costa, Orange, Sutter, and Yolo Counties were

significantly more likely to do so.  Caseworkers in Sacramento County

were significantly less likely than workers in general to choose

education and training related to employment.  For on-the-job training,

2.7 percent of staff members statewide reported that they refer clients

to such a program.  Workers in San Joaquin and Ventura Counties are more

likely to send clients to on-the-job training, while those in Orange and

Sacramento Counties are less likely to do so, compared to workers

overall.  Statewide, 2.5 percent of staff members reported that they

refer clients to one-on-one job search assistance, but in Alameda, El

Dorado, and San Diego Counties, workers are more likely to do so.  Staff

members report that they refer clients to Job Training Partnership

Act/Private Industry Council activities only 1.9 percent of the time

overall, but those in Los Angeles, Orange, and San Bernardino Counties

refer clients to such activities more often.  For adult basic education,

1.5 percent of caseworkers in general chose this as their most common

referral, while Fresno and Los Angeles County staff were more likely to

choose it.  Finally, less than one percent of caseworkers in general

chose subsidized employment (0.6 percent) and life skills workshops (0.4

percent) as their most common referral.  Caseworkers in Contra Costa,

Los Angeles, and San Diego Counties were more likely to send clients to

subsidized employment, while those in El Dorado, San Bernardino, and

Sonoma Counties were more likely to refer clients to life skills

workshops.

Discretion in Implementing Policy

Counties vary in the amount of flexibility that they give to

caseworkers to implement policy, and caseworkers vary in the degree to

which they exercise those choices.  We asked caseworkers how many times

they would reschedule clients, as opposed to initiating noncompliance
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procedures under two scenarios, if clients do not arrive for a scheduled

appointment without giving notice (Question 24) and if they do not

arrive after calling to cancel (Question 25).  Table 4.6 shows the mean

number of times staff members report that they would reschedule the

appointment under both circumstances.

Table 4.6

Mean Number of Times Staff Reschedule a Client’s Appointment
Under Different Conditions

County
Client Does Not
Call to Cancel

Client Does Call
to Cancel

All Cases 1.30 1.94
Alameda 1.58 2.11
Butte 1.14 1.83
Contra Costa 1.39 1.94
El Dorado 1.25 2.03
Fresno 1.17 1.69
Humboldt 0.69 1.64
Kern 1.19 1.76
Los Angeles 1.41 2.07
Nevada 1.29 1.88
Orange 1.52 2.24
Sacramento 1.15 1.80
San Bernardino 1.12 1.70
San Diego 1.55 2.18
San Joaquin 1.32 1.71
Sonoma 0.92 1.67
Sutter 1.34 2.03
Tulare 1.32 1.74
Ventura 1.41 2.25
Yolo 0.98 1.80

Both overall and in each county, caseworkers are more likely to

reschedule a client who calls to cancel an appointment than one who

simply does not show, suggesting that caseworkers can and do use some

discretion in implementing the policy.  In all counties, staff members

are about half again as likely to reschedule someone who cancels the

appointment first as someone who simply does not arrive (1.94 versus

1.30).
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Client-Staff Relations

Our final indicator of the interactions between caseworkers and

clients comes from a question about the typical relations between staff

and clients.  We asked staff members whether “workers generally have

good relationships with their clients” in their counties (Question 16s),

and about three-fourths (73.8 percent) agreed or strongly agreed.  The

proportion varies significantly across the counties between 58.6 percent

and 96.2 percent, as Table 4.7 shows.  Caseworkers in Butte, El Dorado,

Nevada, Sonoma, Ventura, and Yolo Counties are more likely to report

good relationships than caseworkers in general, while staff in Alameda,

Fresno, Sacramento, San Joaquin, Sutter, and Tulare Counties are less

likely to report good relationships.  Overall, only 7.6 percent of staff

members disagreed or strongly disagreed that staff-client relationships

are generally good (data not shown).  The generally favorable

characterization of staff-client relationships is in contrast with the

fact that a majority of caseworkers expressed unfavorable attitudes on

some of the questions about client attitudes (Table 3.3).
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Table 4.7 

Percent Staff Reporting That Workers in Local CWDs Have Good 
Relationships with Clients 

 Good Relationships✝✝✝✝ 
All Cases 73.8 
Alameda 61.0*** 
Butte 85.4*** 
Contra Costa 77.3 
El Dorado 87.5*** 
Fresno 62.8*** 
Humboldt 74.4 
Kern 76.3 
Los Angeles 73.6 
Nevada 92.9*** 
Orange 68.0 
Sacramento 60.2*** 
San Bernardino 73.8 
San Diego 77.3 
San Joaquin 61.4*** 
Sonoma 96.2*** 
Sutter 61.3* 
Tulare 58.6*** 
Ventura 93.2*** 
Yolo 88.3*** 

✝Differences across counties are statistically significant (p<0.20). 

*Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.20). 

**Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.10). 

***Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.05). 





5.  LAYER 4:  CalWORKs IMPACT ON CLIENTS

Caseworkers provide an important vantage point to see the impact of

CalWORKs on clients, given the close and frequent contact between the

two groups.  We therefore sought caseworkers’ views on the effectiveness

of the policy and of their work.  We asked about changes in staff

members’ caseload over time, about obstacles that prevent clients from

finding a well-paying job, and whether caseworkers make a difference in

their clients’ lives.

CHANGES IN CASELOAD

To get a sense of whether the caseload one year after

“implementation” is a core hard-to-serve group of clients unable to find

adequate employment, we asked staff members whether more of their

clients have a hard time finding employment today than had a hard time

one year ago (Question 18).  A slight majority of caseworkers report

that current caseloads do differ substantially from earlier caseloads,

that caseloads are more often filled with clients who have a hard time

finding employment.  As Table 5.1 shows, 59.3 percent of all staff

members report that more of their clients have a hard time today than

had a hard time a year previously.  This share varies among the counties

from 47.9 percent to 80.5 percent of staff members.  Caseworkers in

Contra Costa, El Dorado, and Orange Counties are significantly more

likely to report that the number of hard-to-serve clients has grown,

compared to caseworkers in the other counties.  Workers in Fresno, San

Joaquin, Tulare, and Ventura Counties are less likely to report an

increase in the number of hard-to-serve clients.
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Table 5.1 

Percent Staff Reporting That Current Clients Have a Harder Time Finding 
Employment Than One Year Previously 

County Harder to Place✝✝✝✝ 
All Cases 59.3 
Alameda 56.5 
Butte 62.5 
Contra Costa 67.2* 
El Dorado 71.1* 
Fresno 50.0* 
Humboldt 60.0 
Kern 55.1 
Los Angeles 62.5 
Nevada 58.8 
Orange 80.5*** 
Sacramento 54.0 
San Bernardino 61.3 
San Diego 60.5 
San Joaquin 47.9*** 
Sonoma 65.9 
Sutter 56.7 
Tulare 51.3* 
Ventura 50.0* 
Yolo 63.6 

NOTE:  Results are based on those who have been in their job for at least one year. 

✝Differences across counties are statistically significant (p<0.20). 

*Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.20). 

**Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.10). 

***Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.05). 

BARRIERS TO SELF-SUFFICIENCY 

We also asked staff members whether a series of possible obstacles 

prevent clients from finding a job that can meet their expenses 

(Question 17).  These include barriers directly related to the WTW 

initiative, behavioral health problems, individual characteristics, and 

more general policy factors. 

Welfare-to-Work Barriers 

Possible barriers to self-sufficiency that relate most directly to 

the WTW mandate include a lack of jobs, lack of education or skills, 

lack of child care, lack of services, and legal residency.  With the 
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exception of legal residency, the vast majority of caseworkers viewed 

each of these potential barriers as important problems, as Table 5.2 

shows. 

Table 5.2 

Percent Staff Identifying Barriers to Clients’ Self-Sufficiency that 
Relate to WTW Issues 

 
 
County 

Lack of 
Available 

Jobs✝✝✝✝ 

 
Lack of 

Education 

 
Lack of 

Child Care✝✝✝✝ 

Lack of 
Available 
Services 

 
Not Legal 
Residents 

All Cases 71.0 93.3 81.3 75.4 40.7 
Alameda 72.3 96.1 83.3 68.3 49.0 
Butte 85.6*** 96.9 85.4 78.4 22.9 
Contra Costa 70.9 95.5 81.8 70.5 39.1 
El Dorado 59.4*** 92.2 84.4 85.9 37.5 
Fresno 91.2*** 95.6 89.0** 82.4 42.9 
Humboldt 79.5 89.7 79.5 89.7 12.8 
Kern 78.4 92.7 84.5 74.7 46.9 
Los Angeles 73.9 93.2 77.3 69.3 59.8 
Nevada 85.7*** 92.9 76.2 87.8 19.5 
Orange 51.0*** 90.8 83.7 64.3 58.5 
Sacramento 58.0*** 90.8 78.2 70.6 23.9 
San Bernardino 61.9** 92.9 69.9*** 78.3 38.6 
San Diego 65.6 94.8 88.8** 73.5 58.3 
San Joaquin 80.5*** 90.2 75.2* 68.1 39.3 
Sonoma 34.0*** 92.2 76.5 60.0 24.0 
Sutter 93.5*** 83.9 80.6 80.6 35.5 
Tulare 92.7*** 93.6 79.1 81.7 44.5 
Ventura 66.7 94.6 83.7 86.8 51.2 
Yolo 45.0*** 95.0 71.2*** 78.3 28.3 

✝Differences across counties are statistically significant (p<0.20). 

*Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.20). 

**Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.10). 

***Differences between county and statewide average is statistically significant 

(p<0.05). 

 

A lack of available jobs is viewed as a somewhat or very important 

problem for clients by 71 percent of staff members.  This share ranges 

widely across the counties, from 34 percent to 93.5 percent.  This 

inconsistency may be likely because the labor market is weaker or 

stronger in some counties than in others.  The job market appears to be 

weakest in Butte, Fresno, Nevada, San Joaquin, Sutter, and Tulare 
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Counties, where caseworkers are significantly more likely than workers

in general to report that a lack of jobs is a problem.  Caseworkers

report that job opportunities are more available in El Dorado, Orange,

Sacramento, San Bernardino, Sonoma, and Yolo Counties; caseworkers there

are significantly less likely to report that a lack of jobs was an

important problem for clients, compared to staff in the other counties.

The most frequently cited obstacle to the WTW initiative was “a

lack of education (including literacy), job skills, or employment

experience among clients.”  Nearly all caseworkers (93.3 percent) viewed

this as a somewhat or very important problem for clients’ self-

sufficiency.

Staff members were also very likely to view a lack of available

child care as an important problem preventing clients from finding an

adequate job.  Among all caseworkers, 81.3 percent reported child care

as a somewhat important or very important problem, and at least 69.9

percent of staff in any particular county.  Counties do differ on how

many staff agree that child care is an important problem.  Fresno and

San Diego County staff are significantly more likely than workers in

other counties to identify lack of child care as a somewhat or very

important problem.  Conversely, San Bernardino, San Joaquin, and Yolo

County staff are less likely than staff in general to identify a lack of

child care as a somewhat or very important problem.

A lack of services (e.g., transportation) is another potential

barrier to employment.  Three-fourths of caseworkers (75.4 percent)

cited this as a somewhat important or very important problem for

clients.

Finally, some staff members also reported legal residency as a

somewhat important or very important obstacle to clients’ self-

sufficiency, though this was generally seen as less of a problem than

the previous four issues.  Overall, 40.7 percent of caseworkers reported

that legal residency is somewhat or very important.

Other Barriers

Most caseworkers also cite behavioral health problems as important

problems to attaining self-sufficiency, including domestic abuse and
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mental illness or substance abuse.  Table 5.3 summarizes these results.

Nearly all staff members (87.5 percent) identified mental illness,

substance abuse, or other personal problems as a somewhat or very

important problem in preventing clients from finding a well-paying job.

Table 5.3

Percent Staff Identifying Barriers to Client Self-Sufficiency That
Relate to Behavioral Health, Individual and Policy Issues

County

Substance
Abuse and
Mental
Health

Domestic
Abuse

Low Self-
Esteem

Lack of
Motivations

Insufficient
Sanction

All Cases 87.5 73.2 92.5 86.0 51.7
Alameda 84.3 67.3 90.2 88.2 57.0
Butte 93.8 87.6 94.8 89.5 39.6
Contra Costa 87.5 80.7 88.5 80.2 57.5
El Dorado 92.2 68.8 95.3 76.6 31.3
Fresno 86.8 75.8 91.2 86.8 59.1
Humboldt 84.6 71.8 100.0 84.6 30.8
Kern 82.1 67.0 92.7 88.7 58.3
Los Angeles 90.9 73.6 88.6 87.5 62.5
Nevada 95.2 73.8 97.6 92.9 52.4
Orange 86.7 68.4 91.8 85.7 55.7
Sacramento 90.8 73.9 88.2 83.2 52.1
San Bernardino 86.7 75.0 91.7 94.0 51.2
San Diego 81.6 61.2 93.9 87.8 64.3
San Joaquin 82.3 71.7 93.8 92.9 69.9
Sonoma 98.0 84.3 96.1 74.5 27.5
Sutter 80.6 67.7 87.1 83.3 41.9
Tulare 76.4 63.6 95.5 94.5 59.1
Ventura 91.5 82.8 95.3 85.2 38.8
Yolo 90.0 68.3 88.3 75.0 39.0

Staff members also frequently cited domestic abuse as a major

obstacle to clients’ self-sufficiency.  About three-fourths of

caseworkers overall (73.2 percent) viewed domestic abuse as somewhat or

very important problem.

We also asked about individual factors, including low self-esteem

and a lack of motivation among clients, that might prevent them from

finding sufficient employment.  Almost all caseworkers reported these as

important factors as well, as Table 5.3 shows.  Regarding low self-
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esteem, 92.5 percent of staff members identified this as an important

obstacle.

Most caseworkers viewed a lack of motivation or a lack of desire

for work as important to clients’ self-sufficiency also, 86 percent

overall.

Finally, with regard to caseworkers’ views of the policy, some cite

a lack of severe (e.g., full-family) sanctions as a problem, although

the share is much lower than for the previous factors.  About half of

the staff members (51.7 percent) reported that inadequate sanctioning is

a somewhat or very important problem for clients’ self-sufficiency.

AFFECTING CLIENTS’ LIVES

Finally, we were interested in caseworkers’ views on the impact

that CalWORKs has on clients in general.  We asked staff members whether

in their county, workers “make an important difference in the lives of

CalWORKs clients” (Question 16r)  As Table 5.4 shows, three-fourths (75

percent) of caseworkers either agreed or strongly agreed that workers do

make an important difference.  In general, those who work with clients

on WTW activities are significantly more likely to report that they have

this impact than those who do eligibility and TANF payments only

(according to a difference of means test).  About 80 percent of JSs and

CWs (80.5 percent and 78.2 percent, respectively) agreed or strongly

agreed that staff members make an important difference, compared to 7.7

percent of EWs.
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Table 5.4

Percent Staff Reporting That Workers in Local CWDs Make Important
Difference in the Lives of Clients

County Workers Make a Difference
All Cases 75.0
Alameda 69.0
Butte 86.3
Contra Costa 72.7
El Dorado 73.5
Fresno 80.9
Humboldt 61.5
Kern 71.2
Los Angeles 79.3
Nevada 78.6
Orange 77.0
Sacramento 67.8
San Bernardino 75.6
San Diego 73.1
San Joaquin 63.2
Sonoma 92.3
Sutter 74.2
Tulare 63.9
Ventura 84.2
Yolo 83.0





6.  DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In this chapter, we discuss the above findings in a more general

context and provide some conclusions.

BROADER ASPECTS OF IMPLEMENTATION

Beyond specific findings, the staff survey provides insight into

the process of implementation when we draw results together.  Here, we

consider caseworkers’ reports about the different elements related to a

work-first program, to clients’ long term self-sufficiency, to the

degree of client-centeredness, and to the preparation of staff members.

To assess these areas, we used factor analysis to make scales of related

questions that we then used to identify counties that are relatively

strong or weak on at least some elements of each dimension.  Appendix B

describes these methods in detail.  Below, we describe the questions

that we used for each dimension and the counties that are relatively

strong or weak on them.

According to the surveyed caseworkers, many counties interpret the

WTW goal of CalWORKs such that clients need to find employment as

quickly as possible, with services available after clients have searched

for a job more than during their preparation for the job search.  Using

four questions from the survey, we can assess which counties have

developed certain elements of this work-first strategy most completely

and which have developed those elements the least, according to the

perspectives of the workers who put it into practice.  We combined four

questions that relate to a work-first strategy:  the departmental

priority (as reported by staff) on getting clients into jobs as quickly

as possible, rewards for workers whose clients get jobs, the

departmental priority on finding the quickest possible child care

solutions, and caseworkers’ training in helping clients find a job.

According to caseworkers, many counties have developed some of these

elements strongly, and others more weakly.  Overall, the impressions of

caseworkers indicate seven counties that are relatively strong on at

least some of these work-first elements:  Contra Costa and Sacramento
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Counties, followed by Butte, Orange, San Bernardino, San Joaquin, and

Sonoma Counties.  In contrast, caseworkers’ views suggest five counties

that appear to have developed these elements much less:  Alameda,

Humboldt, Los Angeles, Sutter, and Yolo Counties.

In addition to a work-first strategy (or in place of it), some

counties emphasize the CalWORKs goal of clients’ long term self-

sufficiency.  That is, they emphasize increasing clients’ earning

potential so that they are able to earn enough income from employment to

meet their expenses.  We used seven questions to examine some of the

elements of a self-sufficiency approach:  caseworkers’ reports of their

department’s priorities on educational and skills investments, on

finding affordable child care, on finding high-quality child care, on

identifying and serving substance abuse/mental health problems, and on

identifying and helping domestic abuse problems, and staff reports about

training in helping clients find better jobs and in helping clients find

educational and training services.  As with a work-first approach, many

caseworkers’ reports show mixed results across many of these issues.

Overall, however, the survey suggests that staff members view these

particular aspects of clients’ long term self-sufficiency to be more

developed in Los Angeles, Ventura, and Yolo Counties, followed by Butte

and San Bernardino Counties.  In contrast, staff in San Joaquin and

Sonoma Counties, followed by those in Humboldt, Nevada, and Orange

Counties, report these aspects as less developed.  Note that staff

reports identify some counties as weak on both the self-sufficiency and

employment-first dimensions and others as strong in one and weak in the

other.  This suggests that although the two approaches are often

characterized as opposing strategies, they do not necessarily have to

be.  An effective program would focus on both, in theory, emphasizing

education in as much as it increases employability and emphasizing jobs

that help clients attain self-sufficiency.

A number of other questions relate to how client-centered a

department is, or the degree to which a department prioritizes clients’

needs and preferences.  In addition to being another possible strategy

for implementation, this characteristic addresses how well departments

might serve those in need, and it relates to how effective CalWORKs is
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likely to be through involving clients in the process to self-

sufficiency.  We combined several questions that relate to different

aspects of client-centered staff reports of their departments’ emphases

on client support, on client preferences, and on client-worker

relationships; staff members’ attitudes toward clients; the amount of

time caseworkers report spending with clients; and whether JSs discuss

clients’ job preferences with the clients.  Drawing results from these

questions together, we found that caseworkers view Los Angeles, Nevada,

and Yolo Counties, followed by San Bernardino and San Diego Counties, as

having developed these elements of client-centeredness the most.

Caseworkers view Alameda County, followed by Contra Costa, Fresno,

Humboldt, Sacramento, and Ventura Counties, as having developed these

elements of a focused program the least.

We also examined how prepared staff members reported they were to

implement the policy accurately and completely.  Beyond the questions on

training described previously, we analyzed staff preparation by

compiling the questions on caseworkers’ knowledge of CalWORKs and their

reports of the availability and effectiveness of computer resources,

with the questions on training.  Caseworkers in Alameda, Tulare, and

Yolo Counties report the strongest preparation in these areas.  Those in

San Joaquin County, followed by Sonoma, Orange, and Ventura Counties,

report the weakest preparation in these areas.

TRANSLATING POLICY TO CLIENTS

We turn now to a fuller analysis of how well caseworkers transmit

the CalWORKs policy to clients.  At the caseworker level, this is

arguably the most important consideration for the implementation

process.  If the process of implementation requires making limited

services available to clients, then what caseworkers discuss with

clients is a critical piece of this process--whether clients learn from

their caseworkers what services are available and what the limitations

to those services are.  It is important to note, however, that other

means of providing information to clients (e.g., posters, brochures,

mailings) are not included in this analysis.  From the staff survey, the

content of caseworkers’ discussions with clients is the best indication
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of how well clients are informed.  Below, we determine which counties

are strong in this aspect and which are relatively weak by combining the

results described earlier about the policy information that caseworkers

discuss with clients.  Then, in an effort to explain which counties are

stronger and weaker, we explore whether several county-level dimensions

are related to caseworkers’ discussions with clients.

To explore whether some counties are stronger at informing clients

and some are weaker, we compared caseworkers’ reports of providing

important information in three ways:  by examining whether caseworkers

fully inform clients at any stage, by examining whether they fully

inform clients at all stages in which they work, and by combining the

five stages into a scale.

Nearly all caseworkers (90.7 percent) report informing clients of

the important policy information in at least one stage (data not shown).

Staff in El Dorado, Kern, Nevada, and Sacramento Counties are

significantly more likely to do so; those in Alameda, Butte, and Los

Angeles Counties, were significantly less likely to provide important

information in at least one stage.  Caseworkers are not significantly

different by county on whether they give clients necessary information

at all stages.  Thus, we cannot assess whether some counties are strong

or weak in this aspect.  When we combine the five stages into a scale,

however, we do find that some counties are significantly stronger or

weaker.  Staff members in Humboldt, Orange, Sacramento, and Sonoma

Counties are significantly more likely to report giving important

information to clients over the course of the CalWORKs process, compared

to staff in other conties.  Caseworkers in Los Angeles, San Diego, and

Tulare Counties are less likely to provide important information during

the various stages.  Combining these results, six counties emerge as

having stronger records of informing clients, according to the

caseworkers:  El Dorado, Kern, Nevada, Orange, Sacramento, and Sonoma.

Five counties emerge with weaker records of informing clients:  Alameda,

Butte, Los Angeles, San Diego, and Tulare.

Earlier, we described individual determinants of the likelihood

that caseworkers would give clients necessary information.  We now

explore possible county-level determinants of this aspect of
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implementation.  Counties vary on many characteristics that may affect

how well they transmit information to clients.  In a broader view,

counties and their CWDs vary by region, population size, urbanicity,

political culture, and labor market conditions.  In a more local policy

context, county governments and CWDs vary on decisions such as

outsourcing and adding new staff, the relative amount of staff (caseload

per worker), previous participation in Greater Avenues for Independence

(GAIN), and the four dimensions related to the implementation process

described previously:  the development of a work-first approach, the

development of a self-sufficiency approach, the degree of client-

centeredness, and the strength of staff preparation.  We compared the

region, population, urbanicity, politics, and economies of the eight

counties with the counties’ records of informing clients.  We also

compared the outsourcing, caseload, GAIN history, work-first approach,

self-sufficiency approach, client-centeredness, and staff preparation of

these eight counties with their records of informing clients.  In these

comparisons, we simply examined whether counties with strong records of

informing clients were consistently high or low on the county-level

characteristics (e.g., whether they have large or small populations or a

strong work-first approach).

However, despite the importance of many of these characteristics

for other implementation considerations, we found no clear patterns that

relate them to how well staff members inform clients.  That is, counties

are not necessarily more likely to give clients important information if

the counties are relatively urban or rural, large or small, or liberal

or conservative.  Likewise, whether counties are in the North, Central,

Southern, or Coastal regions or whether they have relatively high or low

unemployment does not appear to affect whether caseworkers provide

clients with the important information.  The lack of impact of most

county-level factors on how well caseworkers inform clients does not

support commonly presented theories of effective implementation.  This

does not mean that fully informing clients is unrelated to county

priorities and characteristics.  We prefer the “half full” perspective:

these counties are not hindered by factors such as population size,
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urbanicity and unemployment, characteristics over which the CWD has very

little control.

At the more local level, whether counties outsourced, added new

staff, or did neither; whether they had an extensive GAIN history;

whether they are more or less client-centered; and whether they have

strong or weak preparation do not appear to affect how fully staff

inform clients.  There is some indication that better informing of

clients is related to smaller caseloads, having an employment-first

approach, and not having a self-sufficiency approach, although the

evidence is not totally consistent.  Some counties that have strong

records of informing clients are among those with significantly lower

caseloads, stronger work-first programs, and weaker self-sufficiency

programs.  Similarly, some counties with weaker records of informing

clients are among those with larger caseloads, weaker work-first

programs, and stronger self-sufficiency programs.  Not all counties fit

these patterns, however.  At most, the results suggest further

investigation into the relationships between these departmental

priorities and informing clients.



APPENDIX A.  SURVEYS MAILED AND RETURNED AND OVERALL RESPONSE RATES OF
MAILING, BY COUNTY

County # Mailed
Completed and

Returned Ineligible

Response Rate
(% of

Eligible)

Alameda 150 107 6 74.8%
Butte 150 101 40 91.8%
Contra Costa 150 92 19 70.2%
El Dorado 79 64 6 87.7%
Fresno 150 97 24 77.0%
Humboldt 68 41 11 71.9%
Kern 150 101 5 69.7%
Los Angeles 150 95 34 81.9%
Nevada 42 42 0 100.0%
Orange 150 102 19 77.9%
Sacramento 150 122 9 86.5%
San Bernardino 150 89 13 65.4%
San Diego 150 100 22 78.1%
San Joaquin 150 115 11 83.3%
Sonoma 62 52 3 88.1%
Sutter 52 32 7 71.1%
Tulare 150 113 7 79.0%
Ventura 156 133 0 85.3%
Yolo 89 61 9 76.3%

Focus Counties 900 622 135 81.3%

Follow Up Counties 1448 1037 110 77.5%

All Counties 2348 1659 245 78.9%
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APPENDIX B.  REGRESSION MODELS AND FACTOR SCALES USED IN ANALYSIS

In two areas, caseworkers’ attitudes toward clients and their

informing clients about the policy, we report individual and county

level variations (i.e., determinants) that were derived from

multivariate regressions.  For example, using education as a

determinant, we compared caseworkers with a bachelor’s degree to those

with only a high school diploma to determine if more education increases

the likelihood that caseworkers fully inform clients.  These analyses

use logistic regression, as the dependent variable in each case is

binary, and below we report the models used.

ATTITUDES TOWARD CLIENTS

We characterized caseworkers’ attitudes toward clients as either

favorable or not favorable (including both unfavorable and neutral

responses), as shown below.

Question Favorable Not Favorable
Welfare recipients
work as hard as non-
recipients

 Agree
 Strongly agree

 Neither agree nor disagree
 Disagree
 Strongly disagree

Clients get better
services than they
deserve

 Disagree
 Strongly disagree

 Neither agree nor disagree
 Agree
 Strongly agree

Clients would rather
be on welfare than
work

 Disagree
 Strongly disagree

 Neither agree nor disagree
 Agree
 Strongly agree

Welfare recipients
have fewer
opportunities than
others

 Agree
 Strongly agree

 Neither agree nor disagree
 Disagree
 Strongly disagree

Clients could get off
welfare if they
wanted

 Disagree
 Strongly disagree

 Neither agree nor disagree
 Agree
 Strongly agree

For each statement, we then regressed staff members’ attitudes on

sixteen survey questions.  These included, at the department level,

caseworkers’ report of the emphasis on getting clients into jobs as

quickly as possible, getting clients education and skills, finding the
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quickest possible child care solutions, finding high quality child care,

helping clients with mental health and substance abuse problems, helping

clients with domestic abuse problems, emphasizing client support,

utilizing sanctions, whether supervisors sign off on every action,

whether workers generally have good relationships with their clients,

and workers’ caseload size.  At the individual level, we also included

caseworkers’ duration in their job, whether or not they had received

welfare themselves, their education, their age, and their race-

ethnicity.

INFORMING CLIENTS

We summarized the completeness with which staff members inform

clients about different elements of the policy with a dichotomous

variable.  For each stage, we coded staff members as having talked with

clients about all of the essential topics or as having omitted one or

more of these topics.  We then used five regression models to establish

the determinants of informing clients at each of the five stages of the

CalWORKs process.  At the department level, we included caseworkers’

reports of the emphasis on getting clients into jobs as quickly as

possible, on rewards for workers whose clients get jobs, on getting

clients education and skills, on fast child care, on mental

health/substance abuse assistance, on domestic abuse assistance, on

giving more resources to clients with more skills, on client support, on

sanctioning, whether supervisor signs off on every action, whether

workers generally have good relations with clients, and caseload size.

At the individual level, we included caseworkers’ knowledge of the

policy (the four statements described in Chapter 3), their attitudes

toward clients (the five statements described in Chapter 3), whether

they worked in a merged job (eligibility/TANF and job search), their

education, their age, their gender, and their race-ethnicity.  For the

first stage (intake, approval, and orientation), we also included

whether staff members had received training in CalWORKs in general, in

the new rules and regulations for CalWORKs, and in helping clients with

problems such as domestic abuse and mental health issues.  For the

second through fifth stages (job club, post-job club with a job, and
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post-job clubs without a job, and sanctioning), we also included whether

caseworkers had received training in helping clients find a job, find

education and skills training, and improve a job.

OTHER DIMENSIONS

In Chapter 6, we describe four county-level policy dimensions that

we formulated with factor analysis from individual survey questions.

These dimensions are: employment-first program, self-sufficiency

program, client centered approach, and staff preparation.  To examine

different elements of these dimensions, we first selected the survey

questions that were related to the dimension at hand.  Then, we ran a

factor analysis to determine which groups of these questions were

related or reflect different elements of the dimensions.  We combined

related questions into a scale to avoid over-emphasizing elements of the

dimension that might be represented by several questions on the survey.

We then drew the scales together into a particular description of that

dimension, with each scale given the same weight.  For each dimension,

we thus examine three or four elements (scales) which, in turn, are made

of one or more survey questions.

By comparing the counties’ responses on these different scales, we

could then see their relative position on those of the policy dimension.

Counties labeled high/low or strong/weak on a dimension were

significantly different from the statewide average (with 80 percent

confidence) on at least one scale (at least two for staff preparation).

Below we describe the questions and scales in each dimension.
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Dimension Scale Variable
Employment-First
Program

One  Department emphasis on getting clients into
jobs quickly

 Department emphasis on fast child care
Two  Department rewards workers whose clients

get jobs
 Received training to help clients find jobs

Three  Want (additional) training to help clients
find jobs

Self-Sufficiency
Program

One  Department emphasis on getting clients
education and skills

 Department emphasis on high quality child
care

 Department emphasis on affordable child
care

 Department emphasis on mental health
assistance

 Department emphasis on domestic abuse
assistance

Two  Received training to help clients find
education and training

 Received training to help clients improve
jobs

Three  Want (additional) training to help clients
find education and training

 Want (additional) training to help clients
improve jobs

Client-Centered
Approach

One  Attitudes toward clients (1 variable for
each of 5 statements)

Two  Department emphasis on client support
 Department emphasis on client preferences
 Workers generally have good relations with

clients
Three  Percentage of work time spent with clients

 Caseload size
 Whether discussed job preferences with

clients
Staff
Preparation

One  Wanted (additional) training in CalWORKs in
general

 Wanted (additional) training in new rules
and regulations

 Wanted (additional) training in working
with other agencies

 Wanted (additional) training to help
clients find jobs

 Wanted (additional) training to help
clients find education and training

 Wanted (additional) training to help
clients find child care

 Wanted (additional) training to help
clients with problems

 Wanted (additional) training to help
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clients improve jobs
Two  Received training in CalWORKs in general

 Received training in new rules and
regulations

 Received training in working with other
agencies

 Received training to help clients find jobs
 Received training to help clients find

education and training
 Received training to help clients find

child care
 Received training to help clients with

problems
 Received training to help clients improve

jobs
Three  Access to computers

 Effectiveness of computer system
Four  Knowledge of policy (4 variables)

Chapter 6 also reports the relevance of each of these dimensions

for staff members’ informing clients of necessary policy information.

These results come from additional logistic regressions we conducted,

where we regressed whether or not caseworkers fully informed clients on

the above scales for each stage in the CalWORKs process.

KNOWLEDGE OF POLICY

Finally, we explored the determinants of caseworkers’ knowledge of

the CalWORKs policy.  These results are not reported in the text of the

main report because none of the determinants tested were consistently

significant across the models.  The models we used regressed whether or

not caseworkers identified the policy statements correctly on

supervision practices, whether caseworkers received training in each of

the eight areas in Tables 5 and 6, staff members’ caseload size, whether

they had received welfare themselves, their duration in the current job,

their attitudes toward clients (five separate variables), their

education, their age, their race-ethnicity, and their gender.


