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Preface

A series of studies was undertaken by the Division of Social Research
in December 1935 to ascertain the validity of reports that large num-
bers of relief clients certified as eligible for Works Program Em:>ii-—
ment were refusing to accept jobs to which they had been assigned.Tl..
series of studies ‘was divided into two parts; the first, Bulletin
Series II No, 15, included inquiries in Cincinnati, Toledo, and the
rural and town portions of Stark and Athens Counties,Ohio. The sec-
ond part, which is here presented, consists of studies in thizte:n
citiesl/ distributed throughout the country.

The reassignment forms used by the W.P.A, labor offices and the origi-
nal assignment forms used by the United States Employment Service,the
National Reemployment Service, or the state employment services pro-
vided a means of ascertaining the names of clients who had failed to
accept vreferral to a W.P.A., Jjob or failed to report for a job to
which they had been referred. From these forms random samples of ap-
proximately 250 cases in each of the thirteen cities were drawn for
the purpose of intensive study. After necessary information resgard-
ing family composition, usual occupation, and recent income for each
referred worker had been transcribed from the W.P.A. records and from
relief agency files, the specific reason for the client's failure to
take a W.,P.A, job was obtained by means of a home interview. Whan—
ever the validity of the reason given by a client was open to doubt,
it was followed up by interviews with family case workers, employers,
and doctors. :

These studies of failures to accept W.P.A. assignments are somewhat
similar to the seriss of surveys conducted in the summer of 1935 for
the purpose of ascertaining whether relief clients were refusing to
take private jobs. Analysis of failures to take Works Program jobs
is considerably simplified by the fact that all assignments are made
through official agencies and that the hours of work, conditions of
employment, and rates of pay are matters of record.

The studies were conducted in the thirteen cities by the supervisors
of the Urban Current Change Survey staffs, and the data, together
with a background report upon the work in each city, wers ssent to the
bpecial Inquiries Section of the Division of Social BResearch for
anelysis. The uniformity of metiiod employed in making the studies
and the similarity of the findings 1in the thirteen cities have made
it possible to pressnt a combined report of the results,

1/ The cities are: Atlanta, Gesorgia; Baltimore, Maryland; Bridge-
port, Connecticut; Butte, Montana; Chicago, Illinois; Detroit,Michi=

an; Houston, Texas; Manchester, New Hampshire; Omaha, Nebraskas
Paterson, New Jersey; St. louis, Missouri; San Francisco, Californias;
Wilkes~Barre, Pennsylvania.

Prepared by
Susan M. Shepherd
under the supervision of
A, Ross Eckler, Chief,
Special Inquiries Section
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SULEARY

An average of 28 percent of the
total sssignments made in the thir-
teen cities where surveys were ‘con-
ducted did not result in placements
of workers on W.P.A. projects. The
unsuccessful assighments varied from
15 percent of the total in Houston,
Manchester, and Omaha, to 48 percent
in Paterson.

In none. of the cities, however,
did the number refusing to work with
out justifiable reason exceed one
percent of the sample, and in the
surveys in eight of the cities there
was no instance of a refusal which
could be classed as wunjustifiable.
The cases. of unjustified refusal in

all the cities averaged less than
one~half of one percent of the un-

successful referrals,while, in rela-
tion to the total number of assign-
ments, those which were unjustifiebly
refused constituted only ons in a
thousand,

Willingness to work is further
attested by the fact that many cli-
ents who were unable to accept a
first assignment for temporary rea-
sons were found to have taken a
later assignment.

: Most of +the failures to accept
referral resulted not from any une
willingness to . work on the part of

the clisnt, but from the fact that
the tremendous task of placing thou-
sands of peedy persons on Works Pro-
gram jobs made it impossible to kee
completely accurate current records
as to the employment status, employ-
ability, , and home addresses of cer-
tified workers.

Among those who failed to accept
assignments, an average of 30 per-
cent was already employed in private
industry and 9 percent on W,P.A. and

H

‘cities

relief projects.
ence

tial proportion
cases in the private employment cate-
gory who refused W.P.A. assignments
even though their incomes during the
month preceding referral were lower
than the incomes they would have re-
ceived had they accepted the W.P.A,
assignments. % i

An average of 27 percent of those
feiling to accept vreferral in the
thirteen cities did so because of
physical disability; 16 percent did
not receive notification of their
assignment; 3 percent reported and
were rejected by foremen because of
physical unfitness for the job; 3
percent refused jobs which were
markedly inferior to their usual oc~
cupations; and for 12 percent the
failures were due to miscellaneous
other reasons,

The inquiries in the thirteen
indicate the same types of
circumstances and problems as were
found in the three Ohio communities
studied., There were, of course,
variations among the cities, depend-
ing wupon employment
private industry, end upon the suc-
cess with which inter-office clear-
ances were made among the local re-
lief agencies, the W,P.A., district
offices and the employment service
offiiceisy

The studies have clearly demon-
strated that relief clients are anx—
ious to take Works Program jobs, and

that those who are not willing to
work ars so few as to be of little
or no importance compared to the.

who want jobs and who
reason=

99.9 percent
take them whenever they are
ably able to do so..

conditions in~

Warkers! prefer— '
for private employment. is very -
strongly evidenced by’ the substan-.
(46 percent) of the
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REASONS FOR FAILURE TO ACCEPT ASSIGNMENTS
TO WORKS PROGRAM EMPLOVMENI IN THEIRTEEN CITIES

Twsnty—ei@ht percent of the total Variations in the proportion oI
number of assignments to W.P.A. jobs unsuccessful referrals rsflect dif=-
had not resulted in oluc@nsnts as of ferences in assignment procedure and
the dates when the studies were made practices in the several cities
in the thirteen cities. The percent-  rather than differences in the readi
age of unsuccessful assignments was ness of workers to take W.P.A. jobs.
considerably higher than the average In Detroit the unsuccessful refer-
in Detroit, San Francisco,and Pater— rals were as high as 41 percent of
son, and considerably lower in Omaha all assignments largely because of

Houston, and Manchester, Table I the adoption of an émergency measure
gives the +total number of assign- to speed placements. In vlacing

ments and the number which had not 11,000 persons on W.P.A. jobs within
resulted in placement in each éity. 48 hours it was impossible to elim-
inate mechanical errors and unsuita-

Table I. Total Assignments and ble assignments. Difficulties in
Unsuccessful Assignments in assignment procedure account for the
Thirteen Citie é? high percentages in San Francisco
Potal Unsuec—~ Percent-— und Paterson.
Assign- cessful age Un-
Cities ments  Assigne- success-— A sample of aporoximately 250 un=-
) menta o Pul successful assignment cases was
Total 252,604 . 169998 28 studied ' in < each eity.  Since ithe
Atlanta 120 1020/ 2,422 20 total number of such cases varied
Baltimore 5,985 1,268 2 from city to city, this sample cove
Bridgeport 4,200@/ 1,000 24 ered the | situation more  fullyisn
Butte&/ —— 169 - some cities than in others. The ra-
Chicago YBRO R 22,981 24 tio of the number in the sample to
Detroit 42, 847 B AsT L the total number of unsuccessful re-
Houctong/ 10,046 15900 15 ferrals for each city 1is shown in
Manchester 788 258 15 Table II.
Omahe 6,848 994 15
Paterson 4,065 g0 48 Table TI Sampling Ratios Used For
San Fran- Study of Unsuccessful Referrals in
cisco 21,836 10,083 45 Thirteen Citics.
St. Louis 32, 200 7,420 23 City Sampling Ratio
Wilkes—~
Barred/ 14,794 2,560 17 Atlaonta e
a/ AIl studies could not be made si-~  Baltimore ¢ s
multaneously in the thirteen cities, Brideeport 1 ainid
but the date on which the sample was Butte All cases
drawvn lies in each case within the Chicago 1 in B8
period from December 18,1%35 through Detroit 1 in e
Jenuary 31, 1936. Houston gty o LI (o
b/ An approximation based on nlavﬁ~ Manchester All casss g/
ments plus unsuccessful as @ Omaha I dnad
¢/ Total assignments not available Pate¢rson fi - oanes
for Butte. San Francisco [ o 110
d/ TFigures apply to whole W.E.A. St. Louis 1 dn 20
district. Wilkes=barre 15 i A0
iz ot
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Most of the ressons for failure rary, or partial, unemployability.
to accept assignment fell into.three Of these t Zroup''already employed!
main categories: (1) already en- was the largest. The following table
gaged in private employment,on W.P.A, gives the percentages of the sample
projects, or on relief jobs;(2) fail- for each city according to reason
upe tof L fon eprons dn. ¢ notification for failure to accent assignment.
procedurs; and (3) permanent, tempo-

Table III. Percent Distribution of Unsuccessful Referrals
in Thirteen Gities, Classified by Reason

for Faillure
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Total unsuccessful vre-

ferrals 100 100 100 100 100 100 1CO 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Private emnloyment e lE B R 20 1 6 B AR RO WU T (BB B4 iR e iee 40 30
Already on W.P.A. 21 2 2 - 2 4 6 & 2PEIke) ) 3 e 6
On relief work 8 - il 2 s 4 4 * 1 - ik 5 )
Notification difficul-

ties 22 2o nlE g @A SRRk TSRl N R ) 6 16

Temporarily unemploy-
able 18 (24 424 4 LB0n I R B e VLB e e
Permanently unemploy-

able 52 & B s e @O e g 8 6 3 8
Partially unemplyable 4 14 - - 3 5] - 9 2 ) 0 6 3 5
Assigned occupation mar-

kedly inferior to usual 5 2 i 3 4 4 2 i 6 2 E - it 3
Rejected by foremen - 2 - IRGE NG 2 2 - i - 6 3 5 3
Relief greatly exceeded

W.P.A. wage - L~ - 1 & - e - 15 il
Lack of skills or tools * * - 1 D - i 4 - it 1 1 il
Distance from project e ol B S Qe ot e 1 =k 1
Unable to leave home # 4 - 2 il i 2 * BBt L * * il
Assignment error 1L 2 - 3k 1 il * - 1 1t 2 4 ] 1
ncios op anstitucion chds g ] s e o St R SR ] D ol il
Deceased IR S SR - sl - =
Prospect of private jcb - % - at & 1 N 1 1 1 1l i 1
Unwilling to work - * - - i 1 - 1 - - - 1k *
Migscellaneous 3 4 1 (6] 6 3 5 Sl 4 6 G il D

* Less than one-half of one percent.
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Private Emnloyment certvification' of g case which re=
ceived relief in May 1935, or there-
An average of 20 percent of those after, is not to be cancelled if the

interviewed could not accept W.P.A, case is closed because a person in-
assignments becguse thsy were pri- cluded within the relief group has
vately employedl/. This percentage secured private employment." This
varied from city to city according type of case constituted the bulk of
to the trends of employment in local  the privately employed group in

industries, the local assignment those cities where the percentage
practicez, and the current condition refusing W,P. A, jobs because of pri-
of the records from which assign- vate employment was high.

ments were made. Only 15 percent of i

the sample in Omaha had private em— In Bridgeport and Houston 84 and
ployment at the time of referral, 54 percent, 'regpcgtively, of the
while in Bridgeport this group con- workers not accepting referrals be-

stituted 68 percent of the sample. cause of private employment were not
'The high percentage in Bridgeport on relief during the month prior to
represents not only increased emoloy- referral. Not all cases reporting

ment in local industries but also an  private employment can be looked
"accumulation of private smployment upon as non-relief cases, however,
cases remaining on the records from In Manchester 21 out of the 71 ro-
which assignments were made, despite fusing referral because of private
previous removals from the relief employment were engaged in seasonal
rolls. In Baltimore, where the per-— wofk, while the other 5O had tempo-—
centage of those failing to report rary jobs, the insecurity of which
because of private employment was ig attested by the fact that almost
only 16 percent,it had been vossible every month these pcople find it nec-
to make a preliminary contact with essary to ask for some type of re-
e cliient or his family to! learn Lief.

whether or not he was already em

ployed. In this way many of those W.P.A, Employment
privately employed were taken from
the !lists before assignments were Assignments were sometimes sent
made’. to persons wno were already working
on the program, and who therefore
The privately employed oersons  could not accept cnother assignment.

who could not accent Works Program The number of such cases is not sig-
employment were for the most part nificant except 1in two cities where

not on relief at the time of refer-  gpeeial circumstances account for
ral. In order to encourage relief the situation. In Atlanta, the clos—

clients to accept vrivate employment, ing of the local relief office, and
the following instructions had been the attempt to wplace thousands of

issued in letter W.P.A.--29, dated people ia a few days resulted in a
September 4, 1935 from Harry L. Hop- congestion in the W.P.A. office
kins, Administrator to all State wnich prevented accurate checking of
Works Progress Administrations: "The assigned lists. Consequently, many

l/ It is noteworthy that 12,538, or 35 percent, of the relief case clos-
ings in the thirteen cities during October were made possible by private

employment. The number of closings due to orivate employment in November
increased to 13,623, thus suggesting that the flow of relief persons into
private employment continued in substantial proportion. This indicates

that private employment as a cause of unsuccessful referrals is not over—
emphasized in the samples drawn in this study,




persons received two assignments,and
because they could accert only one,
were recorded as having failed to
report on the othe Thus, when in-

g
terviewed, they were found to be

already working on projects. In
Paterson, duplication of assignment
slips ' resulted  from the faet ithat

duplicate certification slips had
been issued to s1ecd the handling of
placements.

Relief Work

An average of 3 percent of the
persons interviewed had failed to
report because they were working on
relief projects. Over one half of
them were in the Civilian Conserva-

tion Corps, while most of the others
were on F.E.R.A.orojects. Some ex-—
ceptions had been made to allow for
the completion of F.E.R.A. vrojects

before workers were transferred to
W.P.A. work, and, therefore, a few

cases occurred in which workers did
not respond to W.P.A. assignments
because they had other relief em-
ployment. The oprovortion of such
cases was small in every city except

Butte, where it accounted for 15 per-

cent of the unsuccessful referrals

investigated.

Notification Problems

The relief population is a mobile
group. Frequent puavvc of ‘residence
are among its ﬁhlfﬁcqvllgt;”C. Henees
many of the assiguments sent to re-—
lief clients tn?ough the mails did
not reach them—-either because they
had moved or coculd mnot be locat:d.
In a small oproportion of the cases
the notice of referral had  not

reached the client though the
address was correct,

eVen

notificetion
consti-~

which
the worker

The case¢s in
failed to reach

tuted an average of 16 percent of

the samples in the thirteen cities
The Baltimore, Howuston, and Wilkes-
Barre data show that notification

difficulties occurred in lsss than 6
percent of the cases while the prob-
lem assumed much greater proportions
in Atlanta, Manchester, and St.Louls
where 22 percent, 31 percent, and 35
percent resnectively of the unsuc-
cessful referrals were attributed to
this cauge.  Thellclosingiiof “the Wince
lief office in Atlanta complicated
the notification procedure in that
city. Only by careful tracing of
the 100 cases in which address dis-
crepancies occurred, were interview-
ers able to reduce to 44 the number
of cascs that could not be located
for interview.

Unemployability

An zverage of 27 percent of the
persons interviewed in the thirteen
cities had been unable to accept as-
signments because of some degree of
uncmployability. In two cities the
proportions which were unemployable
were unusually large; in Baltimore
59 percent, and in Omaha 40 percent
failed to accept W.P.A. jobs because
of physical disability.

The 27 percent included persons
who were temporarily ill or disabled
some who were permanently unfit for
work, and others wio were employable
with handicaps. In general, the
nunber of cases with temporary dis-—
abilities exceeded those permancntly
unemployable. Data from Bridgeport
”wttﬁ and Houston did not indicate

at propertion of the unemployable

group was actually employable with
handicaps. lKanchester data showed
that the 9 percent who were only

partially employable had been mill
workers and were wunfitted for heavy

cut-door labor.




The
foremen!"
failures
work.
por ted
cent of the sample

cases listed as
gely 05

W) idEololighy

Such cases,
as refusals,

"rejected by
course, neither

or refusals to
erroneously re-
averaged & per-
in the thirteen
four cities such cases
did not occur in the sampules drawn
for study. The desire of many relief
clients to work in snite of TlVblCul

eitiesy ain

handicaps 1is ‘evidenced by the fact
that most of the cases rejected by
foremen at the project were physi-
eally uvunfit for work.
Assigned Occuvation Markedly
InfC"lor to Usual
An average of 3 percent of the un-

successful referrals involved refus-

als of Works Program jobs at occu-
pations srkedly inferior to the
. usual occupations of the workers. No
such ‘instance occurred in the St.
Louis sample, while 6 percent of the
unsuccessful referrals in Omaha were
for this  cause. In many of the

cities relief clients had at first
been encouraged to refuse jobs below

their occupational skill until pro-
jects could De provided on which
bhey  could be signed  at their

usual occupation.

With the development of the Works

Program, opportunities for use of
skills are being incrzased, but

the meantime workers have been urg
to accept any assignment until the
can be transferred to work for which
they are better fitted. In accord-

S

ance with this policy, seven of the
13 workers in Chicago who refused
jobs below their occupationel rating
had at the time of the interwview,
uccentcd second assignments. A dif-
ferent situation had developed in
San Francisco. There the number of
relief clients refusing jobs infer-
had

ior to their wususl occupations
increased with the rise in the num-
ber of projects offering .skilled

8702

jobs Tbecause the skilled workers
feared that they would not be trans-—

ferred 1if they accepted an assign-
ment to unskilled work. In either
case, however, the number of such
refusals  was too small  to be | of
great significance.
Distance From Project
In Butte and Omaha slightly more

than 2 percent of the workers inter-

viewed had failed to report for as-
signments Dbecause the project was
excessively far from their homes,and

transportation costs would have seri-
ously reduced their incomes.

All Other Rea

ons

a few workers in-

terviewed hea used W.P.A. jobs

beceuse the would have been

less than their rcllcf income. As a

percentage of the total ssmple, these

casés in each of th& six elvies wenre

unimportant, amounting to 4 percent

in Baltimore and Wilkes-Barre, 3 per-
cent in Detroit and one percent in

Chicago, Omaha, and St. Louis. In

such instances the average family to

be supported consisted of eight mem-

bers, and the reduction in income

resulting from nccuptance of a WoRL A,
Jjob would have Dbeen substantial,

ranging from lO to PETCENT,

JETRE Sl e

Co

In Baltimore, workers who refused
W.P. A, jJobs for this reagon Were s
doubtedly influenced by the policy
of the Baltimors Emergency Relief
Commission which, up to November 21,
1935 permitted relief clients ti0 roe

fuse W.P.A. jobs if the wage offered
was 10 percent below their relief
budget. Although the policy had been
changsd at the time the study wes
made, there was undoubtedly a ten-

dency on the part of clients to re-

fuse for this rcason because such
refusals had previously been al-
lowed.




Refusals of jobs because accep-
tance would have reant the sacrifice
of part-time employment which, with
supplementary relief, provided an
income higher than the W.P.A. wage,
were few except in Omaha and Wilkes-

Barre, where they constituted 4 and
8 percent respectively of the cases
studied.

It was found that some persons
assigned and.not reporting were no
longer members of relief households.
This was the situation in 4 percent
of the cases in the Paterson and St.

Louis samples, while iy el el
occur at all in the sammles drawn in

five eities, and accounted for 2 per-
cent or less in the other cities.

Lack of tools or cf skill needed
for the assigned job was the reason

for a few failures to accept re-
Tepraiis), Other reasons given by

in the various
unable to leave de-

workers interviewed
cities include:

pendents, assigned incorrectly, in
school, in jail or institution, de-
ceased, and prospect of private em-
ployment.

Unjustifiable Kefusals to Work

In elght citles no reason given
could be called clearly unjustifi-
able or 1indicative of unwillingness
to work. In no city did more than
eme pereent of the persons
viewed refuse assignments
Justification.

inter-
without

Interviewers in
instructed to seek

each city were
independent veri-
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fication of the reasons given by the
workers, but on the average the ve-
lidity of the reason was doubted in
only 5 percent of the cases.However,:
specific facts to substantiate thes

doubts could rarely be secured. In
Baltimore and Chicago, where the
group failing to accept assignment
because of unemployability was large,
16 and 13 percent respectively of
the cases were doubted. However, in

most cases the claims of unemploy-
ability were supoorted by medical

certificates.

In any event, 'doubts as to the
justification of failures to take W,

Pl A obisl appilye i itos el el anivelly:
small proportion of the sample.

Workers who were already working on
W.P.A, or who did not receive the
assignment slips, or who reported
and were rejected by the foreman can
not te said to have refused W.P.A.
jobs at all. Workers engaied in pri-

vate employment or physically dis-
abled could not .accept referral;
their failure to do so 1s entirely

Justifieble.

The faet that in 68 @ pencent: (ol

the cases interviewed the incoue
from W.P.A. employment would have
been greater than the income which

receiving dur-
to referral in-

the workers had been
ing the month prior

that for the majority of
cases it was a sacrifice to be un-

able to accept the W.P.A, job. Under
Such conditions it s not i lakelsy
that workers would invent excuses to
avoid placement on the Works Program.







