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Executive Summary

Project Background and Context
In any month, Winnipeg has about 7,500 income assistance clients who are single parents
with dependent children. Encouraging and supporting these clients to seek and secure
economic independence is challenging. Most are women and many have low levels of
education and little job experience. Child care responsibilities significantly impede these
clients from obtaining education and training.

Taking Charge! is a project1 funded under the Strategic Initiatives Program of Human
Resources Development Canada (HRDC) and the Province of Manitoba (Department of
Education and Training and the Department of Family Services). Taking Charge! was
intended to be a pilot project to explore alternative approaches to social security reforms
to enhance the employability of single parents on income assistance.

Specifically, government wished to ascertain which training approach was the most
effective in returning income assistance clients to work and reducing the expenditures on
welfare. Taking Charge! was to focus on fostering self-reliance, building partnerships with
community-based non-profit organizations, between government departments, and with
the private sector.

Recently in Manitoba, the growing economy has made it easier for those on assistance to
find work. Manitoba has also introduced welfare reform with its “Making Welfare Work”
program. These initiatives impose sanctions (reduced payments) on those income
assistance clients (without dependent children under six years of age) who are judged
employable and who do not search for a job or participate in training. These two factors
have complemented and supported all training programs directed to income assistance
clients.

Manitoba offers a range of training programs to income assistance clients. In addition to
Taking Charge!, these include:

• Employment Connections, targeted to job-ready clients;

• Community Partnerships, directed to clients with educational and work experience
deficiencies;

• Pathways to Success, directed to Aboriginal clients;

• Opportunities for Employment, a job placement program targeted to job-ready clients
run by the Mennonite Central Committee.
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1 Taking Charge! is a project funded under the Strategic Initiatives Program. In Manitoba, it is common to speak
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Project Description
Taking Charge! is an experimental program targeted to single parents on income
assistance to improve their self-reliance and their long-term economic and social well-
being. It is an incorporated, non-profit agency, governed by a Board appointed by both the
Government of Canada and the Province of Manitoba. Taking Charge! offers a broad
range of services designed to help income assistance recipients complete training, locate
employment, and increase their independence from welfare.

This program was originally allocated $26 million by both the governments of Canada
and Manitoba for five years starting in 1994. Due to start-up delays, Taking Charge! will
spend about $15 million by March 1999.

Taking Charge! accepts single parents on assistance who register for the service. Clients
are assessed for their employability and classified into one of three levels ranging from
job-ready (Level 1), training ready (Level 2) and those who have substantial
educational/work experience deficits (Level 3). An independence plan is prepared to
guide training and job search. Training is offered by Taking Charge! staff or more
commonly training service providers under contract to Taking Charge!.

Taking Charge! offers a wide range of services including:

• Employability assessments and independence planning that tailors training to the needs
of clients;

• In-house training, especially in basic literacy/numeracy and computer skills, organized
in a “cafeteria style” and anchored by a computer lab;

• Personal development and job preparation courses;

• Specific job supports such as an executive closet and a volunteer program internal to
Taking Charge! to offer clients experience in an office and employment setting;

• On-site childcare;

• Educational and job-related training by third parties under contract to Taking Charge!.

Taking Charge! programming serves a very diverse clientele. About a third of clients are
“job-ready” in the sense that they should be able to make the transition to work with some
skills upgrading and instruction on how to look for work. Other clients (about a third
again) have higher barriers to economic independence such as low education and limited
work experience. These clients require more extensive education and training to gain
long-term employment. Finally, still other clients lack the education and experience but
also have family and/or personal problems that impede their economic independence.
Personal problems cannot be too extreme. For example, no provincial training program
accepts clients with drug or alcohol dependencies.

Summative Evaluation of Manitoba’s Taking Charge!ii



Goals of Taking Charge!
Taking Charge! is intended to produce individual-based and system-based outcomes:

Individual-based goals are:

• To assist single parents to attain economic self-sufficiency through labour market
participation, thereby helping their children to escape the cycle of poverty and social
dependency; and

• To provide support to participating single parents more effectively and at a lower long-
term public cost.

System-based goals include the following:

• To increase community involvement in service delivery and employment development;
and

• To evaluate service delivery models, thereby allowing both Canada and Manitoba to
consider new policy and program directions for social security reform.

Government expected Taking Charge! to meet individual employment objectives by
increasing clients’ job readiness, employment, duration of employment, and earnings. It
was also expected to meet employer’s needs for job-ready employees. With respect to
income assistance, if successful, Taking Charge! would reduce benefits paid, as well as
duration and likelihood of future dependency of income assistance clients participating in
the program.

In terms of service delivery, Taking Charge! success would show in:

• Reduced duplication in training support services;

• Increased access and responsiveness;

• Tested service delivery alternatives;

• Increased client satisfaction;

• Greater involvement by the community;

• Increased community awareness of its responsibility for single parents;

• Reduced costs to government of providing support services by increasing voluntary and
private sector involvement;

• Programs that increase client job readiness;

• Documented and assessed approaches to support social security reform.

Summative Evaluation of Manitoba’s Taking Charge! iii



Evaluation Objectives
An evaluation steering committee comprised of representatives from the federal and
provincial governments, as well as Taking Charge!, created an evaluation framework.
This framework presents detailed questions that guided all aspects of the evaluation.

• The individual outcomes evaluation compared client employment hours and wages, and
income assistance paid after their participation in the program. A central question for
the evaluation is the performance of Taking Charge! compared to other provincial
training programs, especially with respect to the effectiveness in returning clients to
work and lowering overall income assistance payments. This component of the
evaluation also compared the benefits obtained by government (such as reduced
income assistance payments) with the costs (such as training and income assistance
paid while the client was on training). Finally, the evaluation also examined client
satisfaction with services.

• The systems outcomes evaluation examined the extent to which Taking Charge!
contributed to the creation of community based partnerships, whether Taking Charge!
has developed relationships with the private sector, as well as the effectiveness of the
training contracts it arranges on behalf of its clients.

Evaluation Approach
The evaluation methodology defined Taking Charge! participants as the “Treatment
Group.” The other training programs offered by Manitoba, especially Employment
Connections, Community Partnerships, Pathways to Success, and Opportunities for
Employment became the “Comparison Group.” Finally, income assistance clients who
had received no training formed the “Control Group.” Using income assistance files,
program information on types and timing of training, and client interviews, the evaluation
addressed most questions posed in the framework.

The Taking Charge! Summative evaluation included eight main tasks:

• Follow-up survey of participants tracked outcomes for 1,001 individuals on income
assistance;

• Cost analysis used financial data collected from Taking Charge! and other income
assistance programs that formed the basis for assessing the cost-effectiveness of
delivering income assistance programming;

• Follow up interviews with key informants provided specific insights into Taking
Charge!’s operations from individuals involved with the program;

• Survey of employers collected the opinion of employers who hired individuals from a
work placement program funded by Taking Charge!;

Summative Evaluation of Manitoba’s Taking Charge!iv



• Econometric analysis of program impacts estimated the distribution of net program
impacts across the participant population;

• Survey of training service providers collected the opinions of those who offer contract
training services to Taking Charge!;

• Case studies provided qualitative information on their experiences with the program;

• File reviews collected information on program activity.

The case studies and survey of service providers replaced a previously intended task, the
policy simulation tool (Task 14a). It was agreed that this latter task could not be supported
with the information available, while the replacement tasks would provide valuable
additional information.

Key Findings
These findings reflect program activity between January 1995 and September 1997, with
outcomes tracked to June 1998.

Program Effectiveness
Individual Outcomes
• Taking Charge! clients are satisfied with the program and find the environment friendly

and supportive. Many staff members have experienced single parenthood and are
similar in age to the clients. A high percentage are Aboriginal. Taking Charge! has
created a service that is welcoming for single parents on income assistance,
especially those with limited work experience and low levels of education. These
clients require substantial support to make the transition to economic independence.

• The fact that about 25 percent of the Control Group gains employment after
nine months without any intervention offers a baseline against which to assess training
interventions. About 45 percent of Taking Charge! clients have found work
nine months after their training, compared with 55 percent for the Comparison
Group. All income assistance clients who participated in training increased their post-
intervention hours and wages.

• Some programs offered in Manitoba offer job-ready clients a very targeted program.
Supported by initiatives such as Making Welfare Work and a growing economy,
programs such as Employment Connections have shown the highest rates of job
placement. This approach to training is inappropriate for those with poor education and
little job experience. These clients form a significant proportion of Taking Charge!
caseloads and typically require basic literacy/numeracy upgrading before they can learn
job specific skills. Further, many require personal development and other counseling to
increase self-confidence. Single parents also need child care. Clients with substantial
education and work experience deficits require extensive and expensive support
(typically not offered by any program in Manitoba) to become self-sufficient.

Summative Evaluation of Manitoba’s Taking Charge! v



• Taking Charge! serves a wide spectrum of clients with a broad and rich array of
programs. Many of its clients will require substantial training and support to become
self-sufficient. These clients do not gain employment quickly and this reduces the
program’s measured effectiveness.

• In serving job-ready clients, Taking Charge! clearly duplicates the services of
Employment Connections.

System Outcomes
In terms of systemic objectives, Taking Charge! shows qualified success.

• Taking Charge! has developed few partnerships with the private sector (as of
August 1998). This has impeded its work in placing clients and has not increased
business commitment to assisting income assistance clients to gain economic
independence.

• Taking Charge! has evolved into a broker and funder of training services, and is
widely seen as the “richest” program in Winnipeg. It spends most of its annual 
$5 million budget on training contracts with third-party trainers such as the University
of Manitoba, Red River Community College, various non-profit, community-based
organizations such as New Directions, and private trainers such as McKnight and
Associates.

• Taking Charge! is seen by the non-profit community as both a funder of programs
and a competitor for future government funding. Non-contractual relationships with
community-based, voluntary organizations are weak. In part this may reflect the
extensive contracting Taking Charge! has undertaken with non-profit groups, in effect,
to meet service objectives. Taking Charge! has created a set of contractual relationships
with the community. These are not the same as true “partnerships” where organizations
pool resources and share the risks.

• A key management problem for Taking Charge! is its database system. While the
system has been improved to support matching clients to training opportunities, the
system does an inadequate job of tracking the outcome of training (as of June 1998). It
does not support Taking Charge! in its assessment of the value of the training offered
by its contractors. As a result, Taking Charge! is unable to offer credible advice on
what approaches work best to support the independence of income assistance
recipients.

Program Efficiency
Because Taking Charge! offers service to a diverse clientele with important collateral
needs (such as child care), it will be a higher cost option than programs that offer short
courses to job-ready adults with no dependent children. Therefore, over the relatively
short follow-up period, Taking Charge! has higher costs than the Comparison Group
programs, both in cost per client trained and cost per employed client. The cost-benefit
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analysis shows that Taking Charge! does not produce savings in payments to income
assistance clients that offset the costs of the program within the follow-up period. In
general, Comparison Group programs do return their costs in the form of reduced
income assistance payments and less time on assistance.

The evaluation of outcomes after nine months is a brief period over which to
demonstrate effectiveness. At the same time, Taking Charge!’s success in placing job-
ready clients is largely influenced by the same factors that support Employment
Connections and other Comparison Group Programs that work with these clients. Short-
term, job-specific training offered to relatively well educated and experienced clients
within a growing economy has made all job training programs serving these types of client
appear to perform well. 

Because Taking Charge! addresses a range of clients, many with low education, no job
experience, and dependent children, its overall costs are higher and show less success
in the job market. Taking Charge! could quickly improve its measured performance by
concentrating only on job-ready clients. However, it makes little sense to focus more
provincial training on job-ready clients, given the large and growing numbers of income
assistance clients with poor education. As the evaluation showed, the typical income
assistance client is less educated and has less job experience compared to those who
graduated from job training programs. To become economically independent, future
income assistance clients will need more costly and longer support than those who have
moved through the system.

Potential Contribution to Social Security Reform
Taking Charge! decided to broaden the original design where its own staff assessed clients
and created a tailored job plan. To meet the original (and ambitious) targets for the number
of clients served required that training contractors undertake assessment and
independence planning on behalf of Taking Charge!. Now many clients directly approach
contractors to be assessed. Some of these contractors advertise directly to clients for their
Taking Charge! funded training. Clients accepted in this way may have only cursory
exposure to Taking Charge! and its programming and therefore, obtain few of the
collateral benefits of participating in Taking Charge!.

In broadening the model, Taking Charge! has moved closer to other training programs
offered by Manitoba, except for the extensive and expensive client supports. In making
this transformation, Taking Charge! is not in a position to test alternative interventions.
Even the pilot projects it funds are not systematically evaluated because it does not
consistently complete client follow-up and does not maintain a database to support such
assessments.

Conclusions
Taking Charge! is a valuable training program for income assistance clients that have low
education, little job experience and who have dependent children. These clients benefit
from the collateral supports such as childcare and personal development courses.
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Taking Charge! is a flexible program that can respond to such client needs. Because the
staff and management have lowered the barriers to accessing education and training for
clients, it is well positioned to serve that growing number of income assistance clients who
are eager to become independent from welfare but who lack education and experience. As
such, the province needs interventions such as Taking Charge! if it hopes to address the
needs of many of its income assistance clients.

At the same time Taking Charge! is not cost effective in supporting job-ready clients for
their re-entry to the workplace. It also failed to meet many of the original expectations
placed on it by the funders. It cannot support the evaluation of alternative training
programs and social security reforms, largely because the management information
system has not been sufficient to the task. Further, it is very difficult to welcome training
clients and also follow-up to verify outcomes.

Taking Charge! has not created strong community and business partnerships. Its
relationships are largely contractual. With its large budget allocation, Taking Charge! is
viewed by many non-profit groups and private contractors more as a funding source and
less as a partner to address social issues.

The evaluation was able to compare the cost effectiveness of Taking Charge! and the
Comparison Group programs as a whole. However, it was not able to compare the
effectiveness of specific interventions or individual service providers. Doing so would
have required significant additional investment in information systems and a commitment
to activity-based accounting.

Recommendations
Taking Charge! should be repositioned and sufficiently funded to deliver education and
training programming to those facing extensive barriers to employment. The culture of the
organization, the background of the staff, and its collateral programming are ideal for
supporting these higher-needs clients on the path toward employment. It should not
compete to train job-ready clients since this is already done by other programs. As with
all government training programs, Taking Charge! should only support those who are
interested in coming off assistance and who do not have severe family and personal
problems that impede success. Taking Charge! must remain an education and job-
preparation service and not become a one-stop centre to serve all client needs.

The expected outcomes of such a revised program would not be employment but clients
who are able to take further trade and technical training to survive in the modern labour
market. Graduates of Taking Charge! would then move to take higher levels of training
and participate in job readiness programming.

Under such a revision to the terms of Taking Charge!, it will serve higher needs clients.
The duration of participation will be longer and more expensive, simply because these
clients have more ground to cover before they can reasonably expect to be self-reliant. It
is likely that programs such as Taking Charge! can never show a net benefit in the
short-term, and neither should they be expected to.
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Management Response — Manitoba

Manitoba Family Services and Housing and Education and Training, as the provincial
co-sponsors of the Taking Charge! Initiative, jointly submit this response to the Evaluation
conducted by Prairie Research Associates Inc.

An initial commentary about changes to Manitoba’s income support program during the
life of Taking Charge! is relevant. In May 1996, during the developmental phase of Taking
Charge!, Manitoba introduced a major package of welfare reforms. A key element was the
expectation that single parents in receipt of income assistance, the target group for Taking
Charge!, would actively seek employment or take measures to enhance their
employability. A process to assess a client’s employability and to develop a job plan was
instituted. As well, close linkages were established to training programs and opportunities
offered through Manitoba Education and Training. These, and other reform measures,
played a significant role in revamping the business practices of the Employment and
Income Assistance program and in helping to shape the service delivery models
implemented by Taking Charge!.

The following comments on specific points noted in the Evaluation are provided:

1. The implementation of Welfare Reform in Manitoba resulted in the development of
several training and employment-focused partnerships that offer opportunities to
income assistance clients. In addition to Taking Charge!, Manitoba Family Services and
Housing refers clients to Manitoba Education and Training, created working
arrangements with other provincial departments such as Manitoba Natural Resources
and Manitoba Northern Affairs, and entered into agreements with outside agencies such
as Opportunities for Employment.

This has provided single parents in receipt of income assistance with a range of options
to assist them in decreasing or eliminating their dependence on welfare. Compared to
these other training interventions, Taking Charge! has several unique features.

2.  The Evaluation raises concerns about how Taking Charge! interacted with its service
providers with respect to client assessment and follow-up, and effectiveness
monitoring of these agencies. Manitoba agrees with these concerns and suggests that
Taking Charge! be more proactive with service providers.

3.  The Evaluation raises concerns about the assessment and referral process. Manitoba
Family Services and Housing and Education and Training reviewed those processes
with a view to improved quality and responsiveness. Both departments agree on the
importance of proper assessment and follow-up, as well as the need for appropriate
referrals to interventions in helping clients achieve self-sufficiency. As experience was
gained, assessments and referrals to Taking Charge! and other interventions evolved
and will continue to be refined.
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It should be noted that Manitoba Education and Training developed the assessment tool
and leveling concept referred to in the Evaluation. These were subsequently adopted by
Taking Charge! and the Employment and Income Assistance program. The assigning
of employability levels to clients was intended as a management tool to facilitate and
organize resources to meet the programming needs of clients. The assessment tool was
envisioned as a comprehensive tool to assist in determining the most appropriate
intervention for an individual client.

The Evaluation indicates that these tools were not used consistently, or in some cases,
appropriately to achieve their intended objectives. Manitoba agrees with these findings
and suggests that a more comprehensive approach be used in the future to assess
employability and the necessary interventions.

4.  The need to analyze the impact of any intervention is critical to determining its success.
Manitoba Family Services and Housing has implemented enhancements to its
information system that provide dependency outcomes for clients by type of
intervention undertaken. This information enables a continuous monitoring of
employment, earnings, and time on assistance for all training interventions.

A key objective of the Taking Charge! Initiative for Manitoba was to learn how best to
match clients with interventions by determining which interventions were most successful
with which types of clients. This information would then be used to refine existing
practices and processes, and to improve the results being achieved by the variety of
employment training programs being delivered by provincial departments.

The Evaluation was not able to answer this question for several reasons, which are
instructive in designing future evaluations of complex employment training interventions
like Taking Charge!. First, there were too few clients in come programs to yield
statistically significant information. Second, at the level of generic types of intervention
like work experience or trade skills training, there was insufficient post intervention time
to detect the full outcomes of the training. Evaluations employment training programs in
the United states demonstrates the need for at least three years of post-intervention data to
properly assess the net impact of, in particular, more expensive and lengthy interventions.
This Evaluation had, at most, 18 months of follow-up information. Third, and activity-
based accounting system was required to determine the overhead costs of each type of
intervention provided by Taking Charge!. As that had not been an envisaged requirement
from the outset, it was not implemented and, as a result, only the direct costs of those
interventions contracted out to third parties were tracked. Consequently, comparative cost-
effectiveness analyses of similar types of interventions carried out by Taking Charge! and
other provincial employment training programs could not be carried out by the evaluator.

Nevertheless, the evaluator was able to confirm that, over the short follow-up time period
covered by the Evaluation, training interventions featuring job placement/work
experience and the provision of skills training were the most likely to result in increased
levels of employment and reductions in income assistance. Job search interventions also
result in reduced benefits due to earnings. By comparison, interventions providing
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technical/management skills, literacy/numeracy training, and academic upgrading showed
no immediate impacts on employment and dependency on income assistance. These
findings are helpful to Manitoba to focus Taking Charge! on the employment training gaps
left by the current mix of provincial programming.

Additionally, the Province wanted to identify and test new approaches to service delivery
via the Taking Charge! pilot. The Evaluation met that objective by identifying a number
of the project’s strengths such as being able to engage single parents not subject to a work
expectation, offering a welcoming environment to clients with low self-esteem, providing
innovative services such as clothing for job interviews and placements, and confirming
the value of a holistic service model.

Overall, Manitoba agrees with the key recommendation of the Evaluation that Taking
Charge! was successful and should have an ongoing role in assisting single parents
income assistance clients to transition to work and self-sufficiency.

____________________________ _________________________________
Dan Haughey, Executive Director Mary Lou Kuxhouse, Executive Director
Welfare Reform Employment & Training Services Branch
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Management Response 
— Taking Charge Project!

On behalf of Taking Charge! it is a pleasure to respond to the summative evaluation.

It should be noted that the evaluation was conducted during the 2 years after the programs’
inception. This is important in that, as a relatively new organization Taking Charge! was
continuing to evolve and was not more established as assumed in the evaluation
framework. In spite of that shortcoming and some inaccurate conclusions resulting from
that model, the evaluation is considered by management to have been a useful exercise. It
has provided a milestone by which we are able to measure the success of our efforts over
that two-year period and provided an opportunity to confirm many of our operating
assumptions. Since the evaluation there has been significant accomplishments in our
operations so that we are now more fully developed.

There is general agreement in the report that Taking Charge! was successfully delivering
a very valuable and much needed service. The summative evaluation report concludes that
Taking Charge! in only its first two years was able to demonstrate “the importance of
specialization and offering services to the economically disadvantaged.” I agree!

But Taking Charge! is a unique program and it continues to evolve as we seek innovative
approaches to individual needs. As such, I must disagree with the reports’ conclusion that:
“by offering a broad spectrum of services we have limited our ability to partner with
community organizations”. It is my belief, that it is by accessing that broad spectrum of
services that we have been successful in finding innovative solutions, which has allowed
us to meet the needs of our clients.

The board of directors and staff were instrumental in creating an organization that
represented every aspect of the community from social programs, daycare to business.
This community based perspective and valuable first hand experience working with
single-parents contributed to the success of Taking Charge!

I am confident that Taking Charge! will continue to meet the needs of single parents and
I would like to thank Prairie Research for assisting us in that effort.

Rosa Walker
Executive Director
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1.  Introduction

This report presents the findings of the summative evaluation of Taking Charge!. This
evaluation examines the impacts, outcomes, and effectiveness of Taking Charge!, while
considering the social, political, and economic context within which it operates.

1.1  Background to Taking Charge!
Taking Charge! formally came into existence in 1994 as a joint federal-provincial project
under the Strategic Initiatives Program outlined in the federal budget of 1994. The federal
government committed funds between fiscal years 1994/95 and 1998/99 to support a
number of provincial and territorial government programs. These projects encompass a
range of social security and labour market interventions including:

• Pilot programs to experiment with new approaches to social security; and

• Programs to address the needs of those who have faced serious labour market barriers.

Strategic Initiatives projects usually have a target clientele such as single parents on
income assistance, members of equity groups, disabled persons, youth facing job entry
barriers, and mature workers needing retraining.

Allocated $26.2 million, to be shared equally by both levels of government, Taking
Charge! was originally intended to assist 900 single-parent income assistance recipients
annually with the expectation that 500 would be placed into employment each year.2 Over
the five-year life of the program, 4500 clients were to have been assisted. The program
goal is clear:

Test and demonstrate, over a five year period, from 1994 to 1999, an integrated,
accountable model for delivering services to single parents who are income assistance
recipients.

A most important point to stress is that program operations did not commence until well
into 1995 as shown in Table 1. For reasons that are common to many Strategic Initiatives,
initial activity concentrated on creating an organizational structure. Operations were
delayed while the Board created the policies needed to support the range of services
contemplated in the Memorandum of Understanding between the federal and provincial
governments. In Section 5, we explore several other factors that delayed immediate
implementation of Taking Charge!.
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1.1.1  The original vision saw Taking Charge! as a one-stop
employment/training service centre to assist single
parents gain economic independence

Taking Charge! is a joint federal-provincial program developed by the Manitoba
Government (Department of Family Services and Department of Education and Training)
in partnership with Human Resources Development Canada (HRDC). Taking Charge! is
designed to enhance the employability of single parents on income assistance through
training and/or work experience. An important objective of Taking Charge! is to forge
partnerships with the community, broadly defined to include business, social services,
educational institutions and the non-profit sector. As a pilot program, Taking Charge! is
also intended to test an innovative model for delivering these services.

The Province of Manitoba’s Employment and Income Assistance Act and its regulations
form the legislative basis for Taking Charge!. Three agreements define its operations: A
Memorandum of Understanding between Canada and Manitoba; the Canada/Manitoba
Contribution Agreement Concerning Taking Charge!; and an Agreement Respecting the
Taking Charge! Job-ready clients between the Government of Manitoba and Taking
Charge! Inc.

Taking Charge! operates as an independent non-profit corporation with a Board of
Directors appointed by the partners to the agreement. The original target set by the Board
in its business plan was to assist 900 single-parent, income assistance recipients each year,
with the expectation that 500 would be placed into employment. Over the five-year life of
the program, this translates into 4,500 clients served by Taking Charge!. However, given
the initial two-year process on which some programming was delivered, but much of the
energy was devoted to planning and organizational development, Taking Charge! will
have had only three years of operation by March 1999, which translates into 2,700 clients
served. In fact, as of June 1998, Taking Charge! reported contact with 3,552 income
assistance clients.3
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Date Action
September 1994 Memorandum of Understanding signed
March 1995 Federal and Provincial governments appoint Board
April 1995 — January 1996 Board engages in planning, facilities upgrading
November 1995 First contract training (Health Care Aide and Call Centre Training)
January 1996 First internal program offered
March 1996 Facility opened
April 1996 Full programming

3 The concept of client service is broad. It may include as little as registration in the programs, or it may be
participation in an intensive job training program.

TABLE 1
Chronology of the Taking Charge! program



1.1.2  Implementation deviated from the original vision
Taking Charge! was not implemented as intended. Program impacts need to be judged in
the context of actual implementation approach and timing. Several important factors,
external to Taking Charge!, affected the timing of implementation:

• Both the federal and provincial governments delayed the naming of their appointees to
the Board. Although the agreements were signed in 1994, the Board was not appointed
until March 1995.

• The Board then met for almost a year to create the structure and policies to support
operations. Taking Charge! offered limited programming in late 1995, but a more
complete range of services did not start until April 1996.

• The Board did not approve an Executive Director until September 1995, a full year after
the agreement had been signed by the federal and provincial governments.

• As we discuss in Section 5, the creation of Taking Charge! sharply disturbed existing
relationships between government and community-based organizations engaged in
training and service to income assistance clients. This created rivalry among Taking
Charge!, government departments, and community organizations that has only
dissipated recently.

The evaluation process started in June of 1997, just a year and a half into substantive
programming and this summative evaluation is concluding three and a half years after
effective program implementation.

Given delayed start-up, Taking Charge! had two choices:

• Revise the initial expectations about numbers of clients who would become
economically independent (i.e., find work and cease involvement with income
assistance programming); or

• Change the model of delivery to accelerate training and contract out several key
activities to meet expected service levels.

As we shall show, Taking Charge! elected to do the latter and employed a “fast-tracking”
model. This important decision, along with the delayed implementation, are the two
salient issues that have qualified the outcomes for the program.
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1.1.3  Taking Charge! as a Strategic Initiative
As a project funded in part through the Strategic Initiatives Program, Taking Charge! is
expected to meet a series of objectives, as laid out in the three agreements that defined its
operations.

Projects created and funded by Strategic Initiatives usually have a target clientele such as
single parents on income assistance, members of equity groups, disabled persons, youth
facing job entry barriers and mature workers needing retraining. In the case of Taking
Charge! the target group consists of single parents on income assistance in Winnipeg. The
vast majority of clients are women (92 percent), and about 40 percent are Aboriginal.

By way of summary, the objectives for Taking Charge! can be classified into three
categories: service delivery, employment, and social security reform.

Service Delivery Objectives
• Reduce costs for support services offered by governments, by minimizing service

duplication and increasing the participation of the private and voluntary sectors.

• Increase the access to and responsiveness of services through the delivery of federal,
provincial, municipal, community, and business partnerships.

• Test innovative service delivery systems.

• Provide programming and support services to participants to become more job-ready,
secure/maintain employment to increase earnings and express increased satisfaction
over service levels.

• Increase awareness of the community’s responsibility to assist single parents on income
assistance.

Employment Objectives
• Reduce income assistance costs by increasing the employment activity and earning

potential of participants;

• Increase duration of labour force attachment by project participants;

• Meet employers’ needs for job-ready employees.

Social Security Reform Objectives
• Improve the long term prospects for income assistance recipients by breaking the cycle

of poverty;

• Identify considerations for social security reform.
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1.2  Evaluation Objectives and Approach
The Phase 1 (formative evaluation) described the degree to which the stated objectives of
the job-ready clients are reflected in the design and implementation of the project. It also
assessed the adequacy of the information systems to address the issues of the second
phase. The formative evaluation also collected information on the following aspects of the
program:

• The size and characteristics of the target population;

• The type of clients recruited into the program;

• Initial measures of client flow through the system;

• The perceptions of the program staff in collateral agencies, government staff, and
clients on how well the program is functioning.

Findings from the formative evaluation provided information about how successfully the
project has been implemented. It revealed several important concerns about contracting
training services and the information system. At the same time, the formative evaluation
showed high client satisfaction.

The summative evaluation report focuses on the outcomes, impacts, and effectiveness of
Taking Charge!. It has the following eight objectives:

• To provide a context for Taking Charge! in relation to other social security and labor
market initiatives in Manitoba. This includes a profile of the activities offered by
Taking Charge!, the clients it serves, the relationship it has with community partners
(government, community-based organizations, training service providers, business and
volunteer organizations), and the economic and legislative factors that influence its
operation.

• To examine the relevance of Taking Charge! in relation to the Strategic Initiatives.
Specifically, Taking Charge!’s one-stop single window approach to employment
training, coverage of target client needs in Manitoba, and overall program coverage
(i.e. whether there are gaps or duplication in services offered).

• To identify the strengths, weaknesses, and attributes of Taking Charge!’s design and
delivery model, indicating any external and/or internal constraints or impediments
which may have hindered the implementation of the original model.

• To assess Taking Charge!’s success in forming relationships with business, community
organizations, service providers, and voluntary organizations.

• To measure Taking Charge!’s impact on individuals; specifically, changes in self-
sufficiency, income assistance dependency, employability, home and personal life, and
long-term prospects.
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• To assess client satisfaction with Taking Charge! through the perspectives of training
participants, employers, and training service providers. To compare these results with
those of other income assistance programs.

• To analyze the cost effectiveness of Taking Charge!, its potential for reducing income
assistance dependency, and the potential positive rate of return it may offer.

• To provide an overview of the lessons learned from the formative (Phase 1) and
summative evaluation and make recommendations based on these insights.

1.2.1  Main issues and questions for the evaluation
An evaluation steering committee created the evaluation framework that specified the
issues and questions to be addressed in the formative and summative evaluations. This
committee was comprised of representatives from HRDC, the Department of Family
Services, the Department of Education and Training and Taking Charge! This study
systematically responds to each issue and question. For certain questions, data
insufficiency impeded a response to particular issues and questions and we note these as
they arise.

1.2.2  The summative evaluation approach has eight
methodological components

The Taking Charge! summative evaluation included eight main tasks:

Follow-up survey of participants (Client satisfaction)
The follow-up survey tracked outcomes for 1,001 individuals on income assistance.
Participants were divided into three groups: Treatment (Taking Charge!), Comparison
(Employment Connections, Opportunities for Employment, Pathways to Success), and
Control (individuals receiving income assistance with no substantive intervention
recorded prior to September 30, 1997). This survey provided information on program
outcomes, including activity and income levels at least nine months following program
completion. It also captured client satisfaction with income assistance programs and the
latter effects on clients’ attitudes.

Cost analysis
Financial data collected from Taking Charge! and other income assistance programs
formed the basis for assessing the cost of delivering income assistance programming.

Follow up interviews with key informants
Prairie Research Associates Inc. staff interviewed 26 key informants, including Taking
Charge!’s management and Board of Directors, government officials, community
organizations, and training service providers. These interviews provided specific insights
into Taking Charge!’s operations from individuals involved with the program. Many had
been included in the interviews conducted during the formative evaluation.
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TABLE 2
Evaluation questions

Relevance/rationale

1. What is the legislative base for Taking Charge! What is the involvement of the federal and
provincial government?

2. Has Taking Charge! met the criteria established for Strategic Initiatives:
• innovations/experimentation potential?
• relevancy to Strategic Initiatives objectives?
• evaluation/information potential for social reform, etc.?

3. How many target group members are likely to be in need of Taking Charge!?

4. To what extent does Taking Charge! reach the intended target group? Do participants
represent the target group? If not, for what reasons do discrepancies occur?

5. Are the services/interventions provided responsive to and consistent with participant needs?

6. What similar services are being provided by other existing programs?

7. What gaps in the ongoing/existing array of services/programs are being filled by
Taking Charge!?

Design and delivery

1. What are the design and delivery features of the program (i.e., components, activities, and
relationship between components and activities)?

2. What are the strengths and weaknesses of the program design?

3. What are the strengths and weaknesses of the pilot project organizational structure? Are the
roles and responsibilities of the various partners and service providers (e.g., delivery agent,
management committee, Board members, staff, volunteers) clearly enunciated?

4. How are individualized plans with participants developed and how do these plans meet their
needs?

5. Does Taking Charge! provide sufficient and appropriate resources (human, financial, physical)
to participants, service providers, and employers?

6. To what extent did participants discontinue before their anticipated completion dates? What
were the main reasons for discontinuation?

7. To what extent is the community involved in service delivery and development? What are the
linkages, how have they been developed, and how successfully have they been developed?
• voluntary sector
• service providers
• employers?

8. a.  What tracking/monitoring mechanisms have been put in place to collect information on
participants and interventions? Are these adequate for measuring project impacts?

b.  Have Control/Comparison Groups been identified? What criteria have been used?

9. Have any operational/legislative/regulatory constraints been identified that impinge on the
ability of the project (or single parents) to achieve objectives? Are the project design features
(i.e., operational guidelines that define eligibility criteria, funding limits, etc.) consistent with
the stated objectives of the project? 
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TABLE 2 (continued)
Evaluation questions

Project success — individual outcomes

1. To what extent has the project prepared new participants for achieving self-sufficiency?
a. Increased their motivation and self-esteem
b. Helped them develop career action plans
c. Upgraded their educational skills
d. Provided them with occupational skills
e. Provided them with pre-employment training
f. Provided them with work experience
g. Provided them with self-employment/business skills
h. Provided them with mentors/role models

2. What is the net impact on the participants’ employability, by type of program/intervention and
for completers/non-completers?
a. Improvement in labour market attachment
b. Improvement in employment earnings
c. Improvement in quality of jobs secured

3. What is the net impact on participants’ self-sufficiency, by type of program/intervention and
for completers/non-completers?
a. Change in number and duration of spells on income assistance?
b. Change in amount of income assistance and Employment Insurance (EI) received
c. Type and amount of income assistance and Employment Insurance (EI) received
d. Reason for continued dependency on assistance

4. Has the project brought about any changes in participant’s home/family life (e.g., family
interrelationships, health status, involvement in other community activities, use of other
community services, types of recreation, etc.)?

5. To what extent has the project assisted participants to achieve self-sufficiency?
a. What project activities or interventions were most effective and for which type of clients?
b. For completers/non-completers?
c. For what reasons do some participants remain unemployed and on income support after

the program?
d. Did Taking Charge! motivate participants to go on to further training?

6. To what extent did the project improve the long-term prospects of participants and their
families escaping the cycle of poverty?

Project success — delivery system outcomes

1. To what extent has the project succeeded in developing successful partnerships among the
various levels of government, employers, and community groups? To what extent has it
succeeded in integrating federal/provincial dual services?

2. How satisfied are participants with various aspects of the project (e.g., application and
selection, services provided, etc.)?

3. To what extent has the project succeeded in removing disincentives to employment and
training (e.g., changing income assistance regulations, etc.)? Or alternatively, in increasing
incentives (e.g., earned income supplements, day care, nurturing, health benefits, etc.)?

4. To what extent did participants displace employees already on an employer’s workforce?
Were these jobs permanent?



Survey of employers
The survey of employers collected the opinions of employers who hired individuals from
a work placement program funded by Taking Charge!. Results from the survey were
meant to provide a profile of employers involved with Taking Charge!, but change in the
privacy legislation limited the response rate and sharply reduced the usefulness of this
survey.4

Econometric analysis of program impacts
Data from the various training programs as well as the income assistance program
managed by the Department of Family Services formed the basis of estimates of net
program impacts (incremental changes in benefits paid, incremental duration on income
assistance, etc.) across the participant population.

Survey of training service providers
A fax-back survey of 54 training service providers collected information on the types of
services offered, the number of students graduated, the perception they have of clients, the
challenges clients face and pose to service providers, and the relationship service
providers have with Taking Charge!, other income assistance programs, and other service
providers.

Case studies
Five case studies of Taking Charge! participants provided qualitative information on their
experiences with the program. Case studies of program participants can reveal important
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TABLE 2 (continued)
Evaluation questions

Project cost effectiveness

1. What are the costs of individual components comprising the program?

2. What is the per diem cost per participant? Per component?

3. What is the cost per participant, per program completion, per employed participant?

4. What is the net cost or saving resulting from the difference in subsequent level of income
assistance and Employment Insurance dependency attributable to program participation?

5. What is the benefit cost ratio and payback period?

6. Is the Taking Charge! model a cost-effective way of achieving project objectives? Are there
more cost effective methods of achieving the same objectives? How do the results compare
with those of other programs with similar objectives (e.g., brokered services, collocation)?

7. What lessons can be learned from Taking Charge! on interventions to assist the target
group? To what extent does it contribute to the development of a policy framework for social
security reform? Does Taking Charge! lead to a more efficient delivery of services? To what
extent can this experience be extended to/adopted by other jurisdictions?

4 See Appendix 2, Volume II for more details.



features of a program. In particular, they show how a program transforms individual lives.
To draw upon a range of experiences with Taking Charge!, respondents were randomly
selected according to specific demographic characteristics (gender, ethnicity, family size).

File review
The file review collected information on all service providers contracting with Taking
Charge! to provide training. Information was updated from the formative evaluation and
verified by Taking Charge! for accuracy.

The case studies and survey of service providers replaced a previously intended task, the
policy simulation (Task 14a). It was agreed that this latter task could not be supported with
the information available, while the replacement tasks would provide valuable additional
information.

1.3  Structure of the report
This report is comprised of two volumes. Volume I is the Summative Evaluation and
Volume II is the Appendices.

Volume I has 10 sections:

• Section 2 provides a profile of Taking Charge!. It discusses the social, economic, and
legislative context in which it operates, and provides an overview of its operations.

• Section 3 discusses Taking Charge!’s relevance as a Strategic Initiative and its
relevance in relation to other income assistance programs in Manitoba.

• Section 4 examines the design and delivery of the Taking Charge! model, indicating its
strengths, weaknesses, and any challenges or impediments it has encountered.

• Section 5 looks at outcomes for Taking Charge! based on its model of delivery. This
includes an examination of the various partnerships and relationships it has formed with
community organizations, businesses, training service providers, and government
agencies.

• Section 6 presents individual outcomes for Taking Charge!. This section details the
impacts of the program on client earnings, employability, attitudes, and family life by
the Program.

• Section 7 examines perceptions of the Taking Charge! program by training participants,
employers, and training service providers.

• Section 8 offers a cost analysis of Taking Charge!, indicating its benefits and costs as
an employment training program. This section presents the net benefits obtained by
government as the funder of the Program.
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• Section 9 summarizes key findings and insights which have been derived from the
summative evaluation.

• Section 10 is a synthesis of the summative and formative evaluations, identifies the
lessons learned, and recommends changes to current and future delivery options.

Volume II is provided under separate cover and includes the following:

Appendices
Appendix 1  Client Satisfaction Survey Results

Appendix 2  Employer Survey Results

Appendix 3  Training Service Provider Survey Results

Appendix 4  Summary of Key Informat Interviews

Appendix 5  Summary of Training Contracts

Appendix 6  Econometric Estimates of Individual Outcomes

Appendix 7  Case Studies
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2.  Profile of the 
Taking Charge! Project

Taking Charge! is a five year, federal/provincial Strategic Initiatives pilot project for
single parents on income assistance. It was originally funded for five years with
$26 million in funding from HRDC, the Manitoba Department of Family Services and the
Department of Education and Training. Delays in program start-up have slowed program
expenditures and Taking Charge! will spend about $15 million by March 31, 1999. Its
employment oriented programming focuses on skill training, job preparation, academic
upgrading and adult literacy. Direct client services include assessment, orientation,
cafeteria-style training, child care support, and volunteer opportunities.

Taking Charge! was designed with several unique features:

Taking Charge! has the flexibility to adapt quickly to changing market conditions

Taking Charge! operates as a community-based, third party, non-share capital corporation
with a Board of Directors appointed by the provincial and federal governments. This
organizational structure is intended to enable Taking Charge! to react quickly and design
innovative training programs without requiring ministerial approval. This is supposed to
give it added degrees of organizational flexibility and the ability to respond to local need
and opportunity.

Taking Charge! can provide additional support to clients while they are involved in
the program

Taking Charge! provides an array of collateral client supports. To accommodate clients
and improve their transition to employment, Taking Charge! stays open evenings and on
Saturdays. It also provides one-stop convenience with an on-site employment income
assistance office where clients can pick up their cheques. A well-equipped day care
facility is available for short-term use with staff assisting clients to obtain permanent day
care. Taking Charge! also has a computer laboratory, where clients can use a variety of
education and business software (cafeteria style training), and an “executive closet” with
clothing for clients to seek employment.

Personalized assessment and independence planning focuses training

Taking Charge! clients complete personalized training plans and assessments to focus
their training on the most suitable option(s). Taking Charge! employment facilitators were
originally intended to manage this process fully. Because of start-up delays, a client back-
log formed and left Taking Charge! unable to assess the entire caseload. To deal with this
issue, a “fast-tracking” assessment process enabled clients to enrol directly with service
providers who completed the assessment and independence planning.
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Enhanced service delivery through partnerships with private sectors, non-profit
organizations and government

Taking Charge! has a flexible organizational structure enabling it to partner with private
businesses, non-profit organizations, educational facilities, community-based groups and
government. These partnerships come in two general forms. First, many organizations
offer training under contract to Taking Charge!. Typical examples are post-secondary
institutions, non-profit groups, and private companies. These relationships are basically
commercial and contractual. Second, Taking Charge! networks and forms alliances with
other community-based organizations and private firms. Through these partnerships,
Taking Charge! attempts to offer a broad range of services to its clientele, increasing both
access and options for training.

2.1  The Legislative and Economic Context for
Taking Charge!

Three important developments have occurred simultaneously during the creation of
Taking Charge!. These are:

• Economic recovery;

• Welfare reform; and

• Devolution of labour market training from the federal to the provincial government.

2.1.1  Economic recovery complicates program attribution
Economic recovery has increased the number of job opportunities in Manitoba. The
province’s recovery has been faster than the national average and most economic forecasts
predict continued growth. Increased employment growth means that job opportunities
should expand throughout the economy. Income assistance recipients who are recent
additions to the assistance rolls, and who have few barriers to re-employment, should have
increasing likelihood of moving off assistance now compared to a few years ago.

However, prior to the recent recovery, income assistance caseloads did not decline.
Clearly a complex relationship exists between income assistance caseloads and overall
economic activity.

2.1.2  Welfare reform increases incentives to gain
employment

Manitoba’s Making Welfare Work/Job-ready involves a range of training and labour
market programs offered by the province, municipalities, and the private sector. These
programs include employability assessments by the Department of Family Services to
identify those who are employable. The Department of Education and Training offers
training for those not job-ready and job placement to accelerate the re-entry of those with
employable skills.
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Under the “Making Welfare Work” Job-ready every income assistance applicant is
expected to meet a number of conditions.

• First, single-parent income assistance applicants are expected to attend a pre-intake
orientation session. This orientation defines the expectations that the government has
for all income assistance recipients.

• A “work expectation” is assigned to:

— all income assistance applicants who are single parents and whose youngest child
is six years of age (or older), in school, or those who have completed training while
on assistance.

— all single persons, childless couples, and two parent families with children.

Deferrals for work expectations are granted for health or other reasons (e.g., family
violence or children with special needs). Failure to comply with these provisions may
result in sanctions in the form of reduced benefits (a budget reduction of $50) for those
with a work expectation who do not meet the expectation.

Parallel to Taking Charge! are other training programs and initiatives. An example is
Employment Connections, which assists income assistance recipients (not just single
parents) to find employment. Other examples include Community Partnerships,
Opportunities for Employment and Pathways to Success. Various non-profit organizations
also offer high school equivalency, computer skills, life skills, job search and other courses
related to increasing labour market attachment.

2.1.3  Devolution of labour market training to the province
The federal government has devolved its employment services and training functions to
the province. This has reduced the role of HRDC and increased the importance of
provincial departments such as Education and Training and Family Services.

In summary, Taking Charge! has been launched in an economic environment that is
improving. Policy changes have increased the incentive for income assistance recipients
to seek employment. While Taking Charge! is not the only training intervention offered in
Manitoba, the agreements that created this Program clearly envision it as a prominent and
comprehensive portfolio of employability measures directed to single parents on income
assistance.

2.2  Taking Charge! in the Context of Other Labour
Market Interventions in Manitoba

The primary labour market interventions for provincial income assistance clients in
Manitoba include Employment Connections, Community Partnerships, and Opportunities
for Employment. In addition to Taking Charge!, these three programs handle most of the
income assistance caseload in the province.
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Employment Connections
Operated by the Manitoba Department of Education and Training, Employment
Connections provides job search support services to help income assistance recipients
market themselves to potential employers. This process includes a comprehensive,
three week training program that focuses on job search skills and strategies, with ongoing
follow-up support and placement services provided to registered clients. Employment
Connections also has a Self-Marketing Centre offering incidental services such as resume
production, printing and mailing services, and labour market information to individuals
undertaking an independent job search.

In 1997/98 Employment Connections served 937 income assistance recipients, with
81 percent completing the program. It contracted with a number of service providers to
offer training to its clients.

Community Partnerships
Community Partnerships, a government-run organization (Department of Education and
Training), contracts with non-profit, community-based organizations to develop and
deliver a variety of programs (employability skills training and/or work experience
placements) to individuals on provincial or municipal income assistance. Activities
include employability assessments, pre-employment preparation, academic/literacy
training, specific skills training, work experience and employment placement. In 1997/98
Community Partnerships had 29 active projects and served 517 income assistance
recipients.

Individuals are referred to Community Partnerships by the Manitoba Employment and
Income Assistance and Municipal Assistance staff. Project partners (training contractors)
and/or Education and Training staff are responsible for screening clients for selection into
a program. In the past year, Community Partnerships has contracted with the Salvation
Army (job readiness/job placement program), the Family Centre of Winnipeg (In Home
Family Support Worker Program), the International Centre (customer service training),
and the Aboriginal training and employment services (clerical and carpentry training) to
deliver training programs. They have also contracted with 8 community-based adult
literacy programs to deliver employability related literacy programming for 135 income
assistance clients.

Opportunities for Employment
Opportunities for Employment is a private organization that helps job-ready individuals
on provincial or municipal income assistance find employment. Opportunities for
Employment provides short-term job orientation sessions, job placement, ongoing support
once a client is placed and helps locate employment opportunities with private sector
employers.

Opportunities for Employment has a unique funding arrangement with the provincial
government. It receives $4,000 from the province for every client the program places into
full-time employment (30 or more hours/week) for a six month period. Conversely,
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Opportunities for Employment receives no payment for participants who do not achieve
this objective. In this sense, Opportunities for Employment is a true partner with
government. If it is unable to place a client into full-time work, it must absorb the training
costs.

2.3  Component Activities of the Taking Charge!
Project

The profile of the program is derived from three separate sources offering somewhat
different perspectives.

• Year-end fiscal/activities reports — Year end reports for certain summaries are most
useful when one is discussing activity and expenditure by broad program component
(e.g., registrations, orientation, participation in day care, etc.). We took this information
at face value.

• Training contracts data — Training contract information is maintained by
Taking Charge!, and we collected much of the information on-site. Taking Charge!
management reviewed these tables and made many suggestions for clarification.

• Taking Charge! client database — The client database supported information on
training activity.

The first two sources are aggregate in that they offer no information for individual clients.
The third information source allows us to associate specific interventions with individual
clients. It is a feature of the information management system at Taking Charge! that these
three data sources offer different profiles of the program. It is outside the terms of this
evaluation to reconcile these discrepancies.

At times we reached different totals and could not reconcile apparent discrepancies. These
variations are not serious in most cases.

Taking Charge! offers a wide range of programming and client supports, such as
individual employment assessments, cafeteria-style training, personal development
programs, day-care supports, and transportation allowances. These services give Taking
Charge! a unique profile among income assistance programs.

2.3.1  Description of activities
Taking Charge! started substantive program delivery in April 1996. Table 3 outlines
program activity from the beginning of the 1996/97 fiscal year to the first quarter of
1998/99. The term “activity” refers to a program component within Taking Charge!.
Clients may take more than one activity and most typically participate in two or three.

According to Taking Charge! year-end reports, 1,178 new clients registered with Taking
Charge! in 1997/98. By this count, the number of new Taking Charge! clients decreased
by 219 from the previous fiscal year (1,397 clients). These activity figures appear to
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under-represent Taking Charge! activity when compared with information from the
Taking Charge! database (current July 21, 1998). In Table 12, registration for 1996/97 is
shown as 1,596 clients, whereas 1997/98 registration is 1,284 clients. Differences between
these two sets of figures may reflect changes in client status, updates to the database, or
differences in how “clients” are defined and measured.5

In 1997/98, 983 individuals received a job-training/job-planning assessment (83 percent
of clients registered) from either Taking Charge! or a service provider contracting with
them. This marks an increase of 24 percent from the previous year, when 59 percent of
clients had an assessment.

During the 1997/98 fiscal year, Taking Charge! increased its delivery of cafeteria-style
training. During this time the number of clients receiving cafeteria-style training more
than doubled, reaching 2,161 participants (Table 3), while spending on these services
increased fivefold (see Table 4).

2.3.2  Expenditures/resources by component
Taking Charge! expenditures are divided between administration and programming, with
program expenses for direct client services listed by component activity. The largest
expenditure is attributed to training service provider contracts (representing 62 percent of
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1996/97 1997/98 1998/99 
(first quarter)

Direct client services

Registration 1,397 1,178 239

Orientation sessions 60 38 NA*

Assessments 830 983 388

Presentations/events 302 111 NA*

Cafeteria-style training 933 2,161 NA* 
(clients)
Taking Care

Children in child care 178 237 50

Children in pre-school 564 582 183

Children in Saturday and NA* 342 40
evening care

Children placed NA* 241 62
Source: Information taken from Taking Charge! year end fiscal reports.
Note: The “NA*” designates information not available at time of reporting.

TABLE 3
Summary of program activity by fiscal year — all clients

5 The Client Abilities Management System (CAMS) database presents several data-consistency issues such as
these which appear to be the result of irregular data entry and verification.



total expenditures in 1997/98). Other notable expenditures include child care and client
transportation, accounting for 12 percent of the total budget.

As outlined in Table 4, Taking Charge! spent about five times more on cafeteria-style
training in 1997/98 than the previous year, raising its expenditures to $102,045. Increased
spending reflects a concerted effort by Taking Charge! to further develop its in-house
services. This has also been reflected in payments for professional services, which
accounts for contracts with individuals involved with personal development workshops,
computer lab training, Taking Jobs!, and the Taking Initiative! program.

Expenditures on contracts to external training service providers rose by $1,405,016 in
fiscal 1997/98, for a total of approximately $3.6 million. When compared to the previous
year’s funding allocations, the proportion of funds spent on training contracts remained
similar, increasing by only 3 percent.
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TABLE 4
Taking Charge! expenditures by fiscal year

Fiscal year (ending March 31)
1995/96 1996/97 1997/98 1997/98

%

Administration $95,150 $213,975 $240,174 4.2

Programs — Direct client 
services

Cafeteria-style training — $21,993 $102,045 1.8

General expenses (cost $141,276 $650,059 $723,198 12.5
of program delivery)

Program expenses (child 
care, program contracts)

Child care $30,401 $220,534 $312,114 5.4

Client allowance $11,203 $20,388 $10,031 0.2

Client training supplies $3,750 $19,728 $18,056 0.3

Client transportation $19,923 $191,771 $379,296 6.6

Client tuition fees — $14,872 $41,805 0.7

Programs (contracts to $210,833 $2,194,076 $3,599,092 62.2 
service providers)

Rent — $6,421 — —

Professional fees — — $139,811 2.4

Taking Care $17,610 $185,916 $218,234 3.7

Total $530,146 $3,739,733 $5,783,856 100

Source: Year-end fiscal/activity report.



Expenditures for client tuition fees also increased during the 1997/98 fiscal year, as more
clients took training at educational institutions. This approach to training reflects the use
of “purchase of training” where the agency or government acquires a seat in a class.

Taking Charge! uses clients of its programs as volunteers to complete follow-up calls and
perform various clerical duties. This offers work experience as part of the employment
training and is a formal part of the programming. Taking Charge! also uses former clients
who volunteer time to work as mentors with current trainees (see Table 18).

Two client supports, child care and transportation allowances, also increased during the
1997/98 fiscal year by $91,580 and $187,525 respectively. These two supports are key
elements in the Taking Charge! model, and are intended to help clients overcome the
many barriers single parents encounter in training and job search. The ease with which
Taking Charge! can directly assist clients is often cited by management as a benefit of
operating as an independent non-profit organization.

2.4  The Role of Community Partners
Since commencing operation in 1995, Taking Charge! has formed partnerships with a
variety of community organizations. These partnerships can be classified in two general
categories:

• First, many organizations offer training under contract to Taking Charge!. Typical
examples are post-secondary institutions, non-profit groups, and private companies.
These relationships are basically commercial and contractual.

• Second, Taking Charge! networks and forms alliances with other community-based
organizations and private firms.

Through these partnerships, Taking Charge! is intended to offer a broad range of services
to its clientele, as well as increase access and options for training.

Of the two types of “partnerships,” contractual relationships are by far the most
prominent. Taking Charge! has developed contracts with many of the province’s key
service providers such as McKnight and Associates and Horizons Management Systems
in the private sector, non-profit organizations such as New Directions and Urban Circle,
and educational institutions such as the University of Manitoba, Red River Community
College, and South Winnipeg Technical Centre. These contracts form the basis of the
Taking Charge! delivery model as it is currently practiced.

2.4.1  Training service provider profile and activity
Training service providers are the primary organizations delivering training for Taking
Charge!. Under the current system, many training service providers assess clients, plan
their programs, and deliver the training. As such, training service providers play a much
more important role in providing training than originally envisioned.
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Profile of programs by year and type
As indicated in Table 5, Taking Charge! has funded 178 training programs (103 training
contracts, 61 individual seat purchases,6 10 personal development, 4 Computer lab7), with
approximately $6 million spent on training programs as of March 30, 1998.

Profile of 10 highest contracts per value of training costs
Taking Charge! has relied extensively on established training service providers from the
private, non-profit, and educational sectors to provide training. Organizations such as
McKnight and Associates, New Directions and the University of Manitoba have all
played important roles in the training process.

Values for individual contracts for training service providers ranged from a high of
$665,000 for McKnight and Associates to a low of $777 for Lifelore Ltd (training costs
less GST) (See Table 6).

McKnight and Associates and New Directions received the four highest priced contracts
totaling $1,556,729 (training costs only). These four contracts represent 19 percent of the
total expenditure on contracts by Taking Charge! and 14 percent of all clients trained in a
substantive intervention. McKnight and Associates’ programming focuses on job
placement and job preparation, and deals primarily with individuals who are job-ready.

The top 10 contracts represent 32 percent of expenditures on training costs and 31 percent
of total costs (relative to the total amount spent on all contracts). Nearly one-quarter of all
client training is accounted for by these ten contracts. 
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TABLE 5
Profile of programs by year and type — allocated by program start date

Program Operational Number of programs by fiscal year Total number
type status 1995/96 1996/97 1997/98 1998/99 Unallocated of programs

Training On-going 6 14 11 31 103
contracts complete 10 41 18 3 72

Individual seat On-going 7 28 3 8 46 61 
purchases complete 4 11 15

Personal On-going 2 8 10 10
development complete 0

Computer lab On-going 4 4 4

Total 10 58 73 17 20 178 178

Source: Training Contracts Database.

6 Seat purchases are tuition and material payments to educational institutions such as Red River College and
private career/vocational schools.

7 Personal development and computer labs are delivered in-house.



New Directions offered programs to clients with education and work experience deficits
(Level 3).

Training costs per service provider — combined total of all contracts

When all contracts are combined, McKnight and Associates leads service providers with
training contracts totaling $1,073,050 (combined total for all training contracts less GST).
They were followed by New Directions ($735,312), the University of Manitoba
($622,650), and South Winnipeg Technical Centre ($601,359) (see Table 7 for details).

The top ten service providers (total of all contracts), account for 61 percent of the total
budget spent on all contracts (training costs only) and 44 percent of all clients trained in a
substantive intervention.
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Taking Value of contracts
Charge! Name of service provider

file Training Support Total Number
number costs costs costs of clients
121 McKnight and Associates $665,000 $83,384 $748,384 176

77 New Directions $335,410 $66,561 $401,971 77
213 McKnight and Associates $285,000 $102,839 $387,839 75
145 New Directions $271,319 $69,015 $340,334 63
148 Horizons Management Systems $220,000 $122,955 $342,955 80

116 SLA Computer Systems $189,000 $34,341 $223,341 44

168 Lifelore Ltd. $184,320 $50,371 $234,691 50

181 The University of Manitoba $184,000 $27,513 $211,513 19

84 Occupational Rehabilitation $164,520 $25,678 $190,198 64
Group of Canada

74 Lifelore $144,900 $37,180 $182,080 44

Total $2,643,469 $619,837 $3,263,306 692

Net total of all contracts $8,316,343 $2,206,105 $10,522,443 2837

Top ten as percentage of all contracts 32% 28% 31% 24%
Source: Training Contracts Database.
Note 1: Costs are calculated less GST.
Note 2: In some cases, support costs are paid to service providers, while in others they are paid directly

to the client. As such, comparisons have been based solely on training costs, as these apply to
almost all training contracts.

Note 3: Information taken from file review of service provider contracts. See Volume II, Appendix 5
for information. 

TABLE 6
Top ten individual contracts as per value of training costs



Average contract cost per client
Measuring total training costs per service provider and training contract gives an
indication of training expenditures relative to the total allocated budget, but it does not
reflect the average contract cost per client. This latter measure gives a better indication of
the relative cost of a training program. Before comparing average costs, two cautions must
be made.

First, because training service providers may not offer the same kinds of programming,
training cost per participant will vary widely. For example, one program may last one
week while another may be six months long. Similar training courses may vary in terms
of training intensity (number of instruction hours), making it difficult to directly compare
these interventions. The average cost per client will therefore reflect these variations.

Second, in some cases high average training costs reflect the difficulty associated with
training specific types of clients. For example, training service providers and community
organizations such as Urban Circle and the Andrews Street Family Centre deal primarily
with inner-city income assistance participants, many of whom are Level 3 clients with
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Value of contracts
Name of service provider Training Support Total Number Number

costs costs costs of of
clients contacts

McKnight and Associates $1,073,050 $198,224 $1,271,274 275 3

New Directions $735,312 $162,497 $897,809 177 3

The University of Manitoba $622,650 $95,726 $718,376 89 6

South Winnipeg Technical Centre $601,359 $154,449 $755,808 128 6

Horizons Management Systems $454,452 $172,689 $627,141 197 2

Red River Community College $415,605 $99,979 $515,584 86 6

Patal Vocational Preparation $343,148 $106,652 $449,800 73 4
Schools

Lifelore Ltd. $329,220 $88,328 $417,584 103 3

Employment Projects for Women $260,567 $122,531 $383,098 44 3

Occupation Rehabilitation Group $259,020 $37,906 $296,926 82 2

Total $5,094,383 $1,238,981 $6,333,400 1,254 38

Net total of all contracts $8,316,343 $2,206,105 $10,522,443 2,837 103

Top ten as percentage of all 61% 56% 60% 44% 37%
contracts

Source: Training Contracts Database.
Note 1: Costs are calculated less GST. In some cases, support payments are made to service providers,

while in others they are paid directly to the client.
Note 2: Information taken from file Review of service provider contracts. See Volume II, Appendix 5 for

more information.

TABLE 7
Top ten service provider contracts (total of all contracts)



multiple barriers to training8. In such cases, client withdrawals or terminations may be
high, particularly if they are not yet “training-ready.” In other cases, training service
providers offer technological or trade skills training that may be more expensive per
participant when compared to job placement/job preparation or job search interventions.

• The University of Manitoba had four contracts among the top ten, including the
contract with the highest average cost per client at $9,684 (Table 8). These four
contracts were for two Network Administrator courses, a Micro-Computer/Job
readiness program, and a para-professional management training program.

• Red River Community College ($8,248 and $7,095) and South Winnipeg Technical
College ($6,842) also offered trades skill courses with higher costs per participant.
These three courses were for early childhood education, aircraft engine mechanics, and
various trade skills programs (welding, automotive, etc.).

• Other programs with high average costs per participant were delivered by Andrew
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Taking Average value of
Charge! contracts per client Number

file Name of service provider Training Support Total of
number costs costs costs participants

181 University of Manitoba $9,684 $1,448 $11,132 19

28 Andrews Street Family Centre $9,500 $404 $9,904 2

27 Urban Circle $8,480 $1,268 $9,748 15

180 Red River Community College $8,248 $1,337 $9,621 12

208 University of Manitoba $8,000 $611 $8,611 9

79 Rosina’s Fascio Magia $7,256 $1,053 $8,309 9

157 University of Manitoba $7,117 $1,096 $8,212 12

118 Red River Community College $7,095 $619 $7,714 12

113 South Winnipeg Technical Centre $6,842 $2,167 $9,009 21

201 University of Manitoba $6,569 $988 $7,557 13

Average value per client $2,901 $763 $3,664 28.37
(all contracts n=100)

Source: Training Contracts Database.
Note 1: Costs are calculated less GST. In some cases, support costs are paid to service providers, while

in others they are paid directly to the client. Average is based on number of participants.
Note 2: Information taken from file review of service provider contracts. See Volume II, Appendix 5

for information.
Note 3: Average value per client was based on 100 contracts from our file review. One contract was

excluded because it did not involve any clients, while 2 others were excluded because client
information was not yet available. For this reason, the last row is slightly different than the amount
that would be obtained by using the data from Table 8.

TABLE 8
Top ten individual contracts as per Average Value of Training Costs

8 We review the leveling process in Section 4.



Street Family Centre ($9,500) and Urban Circle ($8,480). The high average cost for
these courses (second-stage retailing and health care aide training) may be partially
accounted for by client attrition.

• The lowest training costs per client were recorded by Winnipeg School Division #1
($107 and $280), the Alicia Rae Career Centre ($345) and the Osbourne Resource
Centre ($429). These programs were devoted to academic upgrading, job placement,
and basic computer training.

• The average training cost per client over all contracts was $2,901, while the average
number of clients per contract was 28.

Distribution of contracts by sector
The largest proportion of contracts went to service providers in the private sector (43). The
remainder were distributed to non-profit firms (35) and educational facilities (24). One
contract was given to a government institution (Table 9).

Profile of clients trained by training intervention
Through contractual partnerships with training service providers, Taking Charge! offers a
variety of training interventions suited to different types of clients (Table 10 profiles the
types of interventions taken by Taking Charge! clientele).9 In some cases, the number of
graduates per intervention type overlap. This is particularly notable with interventions
such as work/job entry and job placement/work experience and with academic upgrading
and literacy/numeracy. As a result, the number of graduates per category will overestimate
the actual number of graduates.
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Sector Value of contracts* Number of contracts
Private $3,698,439 43

Non-profit $2,659,959 35

Education $1,960,181 24

Government $21,500 1
Source: Training Contracts Database.
* Value of training costs only.

TABLE 9
Contracts by sector

9 Table 10 differs somewhat from Table 18. The information in Table 10 is derived from contract summaries
maintained by Taking Charge! Table 18 is derived from the database of client activity.



According to the Taking Charge! File Review, 1,312 clients have completed interventions
with a training service provider.

• Approximately 70 percent of clients have completed either a job entry and/or job
placement intervention. These two types of training are closely related, and the
distinction between these types of training is imprecise.

• Thirty-four percent of clients have completed a literacy/numeracy intervention, while
just over one-quarter have completed a trade skills intervention.

2.4.2  Employers — description of type, sector, and size
The main goal of income assistance training is to help individuals find long-term
employment and reduce their dependency on income assistance. Employers play an
important role in the training process. It is their interests and needs that income assistance
programs need to consider during program development.

The Taking Charge! Survey of Employers was meant to provide information on the
relationship between employers and Taking Charge!, but did not do so. This failure can be
attributed to two factors:
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Type of Number Number Percen-  Percent- Total Avg Avg
training accepted graduated tage of tage of cost cost/ cost/

graduate graduated accepted graduate
by type all cases

Work/Job entry 1,175 872 74 % 66 % $3,665,963 $3,120 $4,204

Trade skills 484 373 77 % 28 % $2,201,223 $4,548 $5,901

Technology/ 213 164 77 % 13 % $944,993 $4,437 $5,762
management 
skills

Literacy/ 622 443 71 % 34 % $1,887,443 $3,034 $4,261
numeracy/
academic 
upgrading

Job placement/ 1,232 950 77 % 72 % $4,672,631 $3,793 $4,919
work 
experience

Other 335 266 79 % 20 % $985,427 $2,942 $3,705
Source: Training Contracts Database.
Note: Most interventions involve more than one training activity. As such, graduates can be involved in

different types of training within one particular training program.

TABLE 10
Estimated number of graduates by type of training (n=1,312)



• The introduction of new privacy legislation that prohibits government and non-
governmental organizations from releasing specific types of information (such as health
or income assistance information) to the public without the prior consent of that
individual.

• Many income assistance recipients prefer not to have their involvement with “welfare”
known in their place of work. We could not contact clients to obtain their consent with
the resources available for this evaluation.

Because of the low survey response rate, information drawn from the survey of employers
did not provide a representative profile of businesses that have worked with and/or hired
income assistance clients following completion of a Taking Charge! sponsored
intervention. Instead, a profile of employers has been drawn from the Taking Charge!
database, as detailed in Table 11. This table includes data on employers who have hired
Taking Charge! participants, with or without knowledge that these individuals had
participated in a Taking Charge! sponsored intervention.

• Taking Charge! clients were most likely to find work in the retail/small business sector,
accounting for 26 percent of all jobs resulting from interventions. Hourly earnings
recorded in the Taking Charge! database ranged between $4.70 and $25.00/hour, with
an average of $7.00 per hour.

• A high proportion of jobs were also located in the health service sector (17 percent).
This reflects Taking Charge!’s commitment to health-care aide programming, an area
currently in demand provincially. Wages ranged from $5.00 and $16.32 per hour, with
an average of $9.11 per hour.

• The other major sector where Taking Charge! clients found jobs was with government
organizations, private utilities, and non-profit organizations (17 percent). Clients earned
between $5.40 and $25.00 for work in this field, averaging $9.19 per hour.

• On average, Taking Charge! clients earned $7.93 per hour. Approximately 40 percent
of jobs were located in lower paying sectors such as retail services, hospitality, and
manufacturing/transportation/construction.

From Table 11, it is apparent that the large number of clients hired in retail services at
$7.01 per hour depresses the overall wage rate.

One point is important about all training programs. The overall job market determines the
demand for various skills and occupations. Training programs cannot create high wage
employment where none exists. The average wage reflects the willingness-to-pay by
business for the skills offered by the clients who graduate from the training programs.
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2.5  Profile of Clients
This section provides a brief profile of Taking Charge!’s clients (Table 12).10 The tables in
this section are based on an extract of the Taking Charge! database (July 21, 1998),
representing program activity to date.

• As of July 21, 1998, the Taking Charge! database records a total of 3,553 clients who
have formally attended a registration session with Taking Charge!.

• Of this client base, 2,887 were considered qualified Taking Charge! clients (active, non-
active or job/training ready). This count excludes those who are pending acceptance
into the program or classified as ineligible. A client’s status is continuously updated,
with active clients becoming non-active upon intervention completion. Many of the
clients with pending status before 1997/98 are likely no longer awaiting acceptance into
the program. 
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Sector Number of Percentage Minimum Maximum Average
Taking of Taking wage wage wage

Charge!  Charge!
clients hired clients hired

Retail services 328 26% $4.70 $25.00 $7.01

Health 212 17% $5.00 $16.32 $9.11

Government/utilities/ 211 17% $5.40 $25.00 $9.19
non-profit organizations

Hospitality 113 9% $5.00 $9.13 $5.89

Manufacturing/ 95 7% $5.40 $14.84 $7.76
transportation/construction

Financial and professional 91 7% $5.00 $16.50 $8.01
services

Professional services 81 6% $5.40 $12.64 $7.72

Education/child-care 47 4% $5.92 $14.50 $8.85

Agriculture 7 1% $6.50 $11.14 $9.29

Other 90 7% $5.40 $24.80 $8.41

Total 1,275 100% $4.70 $25.00 $7.93
Source: Taking Charge! Database.
Note: Maximum wages may represent self-reported income from individuals who are self-employed. As

such, these figures may overestimate earnings.

TABLE 11
Profile of employers by sector

10 Although Taking Charge!’s objective is to serve 900 clients a year, a certain degree of ambiguity exists about
what the term “client” actually means. This issue is common to most social-service programs. For example,
does the target require Taking Charge! to place 900 different clients each year, or may it include multiple
placements for a single client? Does the term “placement” mean with external service providers, or are those
who participate in Taking Charge!’s in-house programs also included? Throughout this report, we have tried to
maintain a clear distinction between clients (people) and interventions (a program-client interaction). 
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Current Description 1994/95 1995/96 1996/97 1997/98 1998/99 Un- Total
client (4 mths) allocated
status

Not active Client has completed 9 269 1,134 490 14 13 1,929
involvement with
Taking Charge! (75%) (78%) (71%) (38%) (5%) (25%) (54%)

Active Client has registered, 3 35 201 361 91 6 697
attended orientation, (25%) (10%) (13%) (28%) (31%) (25%) (20%)
been assessed, and  
is presently 
participating in a 
project or individual 
purchase

Job- Client has registered, — 13 73 131 40 4 261
training attended orientation, (4%) (5%) (10%) (15%) (7%)
ready and has been 

identified as Job/
Training Ready

Total qualified 12 317 1,408 982 145 23 2,887
(100%) (92%) (88%) (76%) (51%) (77%) (81%)

Pending Client has registered — 10 116 235 138 7 506
but has not attended (3%) (7%) (18%) (48%) (50%) (14%)
orientation, has not 
been assessed, 
does not meet entry 
criteria yet, etc. 

Ineligible Client has registered — 18 72 67 3 — 160
and attended (5%) (5%) (5%) (1%) (5%)
orientation but is  
determined to be 
ineligible

Total non-qualified — 28 188 302 141 7 666
(8%) (12%) (24%) (49%) (23%) (19%)

Total all clients 12 345 1,596 1,284 286 30 3,553
Source: Taking Charge! Client Database.

*The total of #3553 includes those who have only registered for the program.
Note: This table reports on those who have completed a registration with Taking Charge!. Fiscal year

is calculated as per registration completion date. Percentages are calculated down the column
(with total of all clients taken as the denominator). 

TABLE 12
Profile of Taking Charge! clients (n=3,553*)



• The high point in client registration was for fiscal year 1996/97 when 1,596 clients
enrolled, of which 1,408 were qualified. The following year Taking Charge! registered
312 fewer candidates, with 426 fewer qualified candidates, though some potentially
qualified candidates may have pending status. For 1998/99, Taking Charge! has a
projected registration of 932 clients (assuming registration continues at its current
pace), a drop from two years prior,11 reflecting a decision to slow intake to address a
growing waiting list. This estimate includes all clients (qualified and non-qualified).

• Some training contracts may extend beyond March 1999.

2.5.1  Demographic profile
As the demographic profile from Table 13 indicates, almost every participant (99 percent)
was a single parent. The small percentage not identified as single parents may have
changed status either during or subsequent to their intervention.

Ninety-two percent of qualified participants were women. This proportion has steadily
decreased over time, with a growing number of men registering with Taking Charge!.

More than one-third (39 percent) of Taking Charge! participants were of Aboriginal
ancestry. The majority of these individuals are Status Indians (21 percent), while a further
12 percent were Métis. 

• Only 2 percent of qualified Taking Charge! participants reported having a disability.

• Approximately one in ten Taking Charge! participants were a visible minority. Over the
past five fiscal years, this proportion has fluctuated between 6 percent to 18 percent.

Age of Taking Charge! participants
Approximately two-thirds of Taking Charge! participants were between the ages of 17 and
34 at the time of registration, with an average age of 31. The proportion falling into this
age group has remained consistent over time (Table 14).

As an aside, many Taking Charge! clients did not have a work expectation. Taking
Charge! seems to have been successful in attracting and motivating younger income
assistance clients to change their circumstances.

Summative Evaluation of Manitoba’s Taking Charge!30

11 This value was calculated by taking the number of clients registered (286), multiplied by the number of days
in the year (365), divided by the days for which client information has been collected (112 days minus April 1
to July 21, 1998). 
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Disadvantaged 1994/95 1995/96 1996/97 1997/98 1998/99 Unallocated Total
group (n=12) (n=317) (n=1,408) (n=982) (n=145) (n=23) (n=2,887)

Single-parent 12 317 1,401 972 145 23 2,870
(100%) (100%) (100%) (99%) (100%) (100%) (99%)

Women 12 309 1,345 864 118 18 2,666
(100%) (97%) (96%) (88%) (81%) (78%) (92%)

Disabled — 8 21 20 1 — 50
(3%) (1%) (2%) (1%) (2%)

Visible minority 2 33 90 177 16 2 320
(17%) (10%) (6%) (18%) (11%) (9%) (11%)

Aboriginal 2 124 575 374 42 11 1,128
(17%) (39%) (41%) (38%) (29%) (48%) (39%)

Status Indian 1 47 312 227 26 6 619
(8% ) (15%) (22%) (23%) (18%) (26%) (21%)

Métis 1 53 184 90 14 4 346
(8%) (17%) (13%) (9%) (10%) (18%) (12%)

Non-Status Indian — 23 76 56 2 1 158
(7%) (5%) (6%) (1%) (4%) (5%)

Inuit — 1 3 1 — — 5
(<1%) (<1%) (<1%) (<1%)

Source: Taking Charge! Client Database. 

TABLE 13
Qualified clients falling into disadvantaged groups

Age group 1994/95 1995/96 1996/97 1997/98 1998/99 Total
(n=12) (n=317) (n=1,408) (n=982) (n=145) (n=2,864)

17-34 9 214 953 686 97 1,959
(75%) (68%) (68%) (70%) (67%) (68%)

35-44 3 80 372 242 37 734
(25%) (25%) (26%) (25%) (26%) (26%)

45-64 — 23 78 51 9 161
(7%) (6%) (5%) (6%) (6%)

Unknown — — 5 3 2 10
(<1%) (<1%) (1%) (1%)

Average (years) 28.4 31.3 30.9 30.2 30.3 30.8
Source: Taking Charge! Client Database.
Note 1: Column totals may not sum to 100 percent because of rounding.
Note 2: Twenty-three individuals could not be assigned an age at time of registration, as their date of

registration is not recorded in the Taking Charge! database. 

TABLE 14
Qualified clients by age at time of registration



Levels assigned to Taking Charge! participants
As indicated in Table 15, approximately 75 percent of all Taking Charge! participants
have been assigned an employability level. Although this proportion appears to be stable
over time, this indicator may be misleading, as leveling information can be updated
subsequent to an individual’s registration.

One third of Taking Charge! participants are rated as “job-ready” (Level 1). The
proportion of Level 1 clients has declined slightly over time, compared to 1995/96 levels.

The proportion of “multi-barriered” clients has increased between the 1995/96 fiscal year
and 1997/98. Results from 1998/99 show a notable drop-off, but results are partial, based
only on the first four months of the year (April 1 to July 21, 1998). 

Approximately 25 percent of clients have no level recorded in the database, either because
the assessment has not been done or it has not been recorded.

2.5.2  Education and labour force history
Just more than one-third of Taking Charge! clients have graduated from high school or
received an equivalent diploma. The proportion of high school graduates registering in
Taking Charge! has remained at approximately 36 percent for the past two fiscal years
(Table 16). 
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Level 1994/95 1995/96 1996/97 1997/98 1998/99 Unallocated Total
(n=12) (n=317) (n=1,408) (n=982) (n=145) (n=23) (n=2,887)

No level assigned 4 84 338 231 50 8 715
(33%) (26%) (24%) (24%) (34%) (35%) (25%)

1  Employment- 3 122 455 287 43 4 914
ready (25%) (38%) (32%) (29%) (30%) (17%) (32%)

2  Training-ready 2 93 413 273 40 9 830
(17%) (29%) (29%) (28%) (28%) (39%) (29%)

3  Multi-barriered 3 18 202 191 12 2 428
(25%) (6%) (14%) (19%) (8%) (9%) (15%)

Source: Taking Charge! Client Database.
Note: Column totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.

TABLE 15
Qualified clients by level of employability



Education and Employability Status
To test how well employability status (level assigned by income assistance counselors
and/or Taking Charge! employment facilitators) was assigned, we compared it to
education levels. Results are summarized in Table 17.

In general, education and employability levels appear to be correlated. Individuals with a
higher education were more likely to be assigned a Level 1 status than those with less
education.

• Almost half of those with a grade 12 education (or equivalent) were classified as Level
1 clients, while one-quarter were Level 2. Only 5 percent were classified as Level 3
(multi-barriered).

• The majority of individuals with grade 10 or 11 (or their equivalent) were classified as
a Level 1 or 2 client. 

• Approximately one-third of clients with less than a grade 9 education were classified as
Level 3 candidates, while 30 percent were classified as Level 2.
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Highest grade 1994/95 1995/96 1996/97 1997/98 1998/99 Unallocated Total
completed (n=12) (n=317) (n=1,408) (n=982) (n=145) (n=23) (n=2,887)

6 to 9 3 43 316 200 20 8 590
(25%) (14%) (22%) (20%) (14%) (35%) (20%)

10/10 GED 4 71 322 184 28 3 612
(33%) (22%) (23%) (19%) (19%) (13%) (21%)

11/11 GED 2 56 213 152 20 3 446
(17%) (18%) (15%) (15%) (14%) (13%) (15%)

12/12 GED 3 140 513 365 52 8 1,081
(25%) (44%) (36%) (37%) (36%) (35%) (38%)

Unknown — 7 44 81 25 1 158
(2%) (3%) (8%) (17%) (4%) (6%)

Source: Taking Charge! Client Database.
Note: Column totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. 

TABLE 16
Qualified clients by level of education



2.5.3  Direct Client Services
Of the 2,887 qualified participants, 2,058 (71 percent) have completed a job training/job
planning assessment with either a Taking Charge! Employment Facilitator or a service
provider (See Table 18).

• The most common contracted interventions were job preparation/job placement
(438 completed interventions), skills training (342), literacy and academic upgrading
(308) and work entry (280). 

• In 1997/98 and 1998/99, there have been increases in the number of clients using
cafeteria style training, such as the computer lab. Another internal initiative, Taking
Jobs! (which also began in 1997/98) represents a continued strengthening of in-house
programming.

• The number of completed interventions for 1997/98 and 1998/99 under represents
activity at Taking Charge!, as some client interventions have not yet been completed.
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Highest grade Employability level Total
completed No level Job-ready Training-ready Multi-barriered

6 to 9 151 77 175 187 590
26% 13% 30% 32% 100%

10/10 GED 167 155 188 102 612
27% 25% 31% 17% 100%

11/11 GED 88 145 165 48 446
20% 33% 37% 11% 100%

12/12 GED 244 504 275 58 1,081
23% 47% 25% 5% 100%

Unknown 65 33 27 33 158
41% 21% 17% 21% 100%

Total 715 914 830 428 2,887
25% 32% 29% 15% 100%

Source: Taking Charge! Client Database.
Note: GED-General Education Diploma.

TABLE 17
Qualified clients by education and employability levels
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1994/95 1995/96 1996/97 1997/98 1998/99* Un- Total %
allocated

Registration 12 317 1,408 982 145 23 2,887 100%

Assessment 101 800 858 289 10 2,058 71%

Personal 1 52 200 10 7 270 9%
development

Computer lab 1 88 72 1 162 6%

Taking jobs 77 10 87 3%

Volunteering 1 37 30 1 2 71 2%

Individual 15 27 42 1%
purchase

Orientation 36 36 1%

Work 2 6 8 0%
experience

Total 12 420 2,349 2,262 527 43 5,613

Training

Job 13 226 193 6 438 15%
preparation/ 
placement

Skills training 33 189 115 4 1 342 12%

Literacy 33 143 129 2 1 308 11%
and academic

Work entry 51 119 110 280 10%

Entrepreneurial/ 38 12 50 2%
self-employment

Pilot projects 6 38 44 2%

Total 0 130 721 597 12 2 1,462

Total All 12 550 3,070 2,859 539 45 7,075
Source: Taking Charge! Client Database.
Note 1: The “*” designates partial year.
Note 2: A fiscal year was assigned based on date of acceptance into an intervention. Where such

information was lacking, date of application was used. Where date of acceptance and application
were lacking but a completion date was present, the start date was imputed based on average
program length. Interventions marked as complete but lacking all date information were omitted
(4 cases). The exception to this rule was contracts TC037 and TC109, which were included even
though they were not contained alongside source information.

TABLE 18
Completion of direct client services and training interventions 

for qualified participants by fiscal year



2.6  Taking Charge! Client Attributes Compared with
those of Other Programs and Income Assistance
Clients

Comparative information is drawn from the Prairie Research Associates database used to
support the econometric analysis (see Volume II, Appendix 6 for more details). This
sample includes information on 820 clients completing a substantive intervention at
Taking Charge!, 182 clients from Opportunities for Employment, 366 from Employment
Connections, 64 from Community Partnerships, and 80 clients from the Pathways to
Success program. We selected participants from the Comparison Programs to mirror the
Taking Charge! population, choosing only those who were single parents (at time of
sample construction). As such, demographic profiles do not reflect clients using the
Comparison Programs, but they are comparable for the single parents that attended them. 

Gender and age by program
Of the five income assistance programs, Taking Charge! had the highest proportion of
females (97 percent). Pathways was second highest at 95 percent followed by Community
Partnerships (91 percent) and Employment Connections (90 percent) (Table 19).

On average, Taking Charge! and Pathways to Success had the youngest program
participants, with an average age of 31. Approximately 30 percent of both Employment
Connections and Opportunities for Employment clients were more than forty years of age.
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Program Gender Age
Female Male 17-29 30-40 40+ Mean Median

yrs yrs yrs age age

Taking Charge! 794 26 188 516 116 31 30
(97%) (3%) (23%) (63%) (14%)

Employment 329 37 32 233 101 35 35
Connections (90%) (10%) (9%) (64%) (28%)

Opportunities for 138 44 8 121 53 36 6
Employment (76%) (24%) (4%) (67%) (29%)

Pathways to 76 4 17 54 9 31 31
Success (95%) (5%) (21%) (68%) (11%)

Community 58 6 6 48 10 33 34
Partnerships (91%) (9%) (9%) (75%) (16%)

Control Group 1,164 88 393 664 195 30 30
(93%) (7%) (31%) (53%) (16%)

Total 2,559 205 644 1,636 484 32 31
(93%) (7%) (23%) (59%) (18%)

Source: Taking Charge! Client Database. 

TABLE 19
Gender and age by program (n=2,674)



Ethnicity by program
Employment Connections had the highest proportion of individuals classified as visible
minorities, followed by Taking Charge!. This data likely under-represents the number of
individuals traditionally classified as “visible minorities.” This under-representation is
evident when one compares these results to the number of individuals classified as Status
Indians12 (Table 20). 

Pathways to Success has the highest proportion of individuals who are Status Indians
(54 percent), which is not surprising given that this particular program was designed for
individuals of Aboriginal descent. Community Partnerships had the highest proportion
among the remaining income assistance programs at 30 percent.
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Program Visible minority? Status Indian?
Yes No Status Non-status

Taking Charge! 79 791 152 668
(10%) (90%) (19%) (82%)

Employment Connections 45 321 45 321
(12%) (88%) (12%) (88%)

Opportunities for Employment 15 167 44 138
(8%) (92%) (24%) (76%)

Pathways to Success 1 79 43 37
(1%) (99%) (54%) (46%)

Community Partnerships 5 59 19 45
(8%) (92%) (30%) (70%)

Control Group 109 1,143 303 949
(9%) (91%) (24%) (76%)

Total 254 2,510 606 2,158
(9%) (91%) (22%) (78%)

Source: Taking Charge! Client Database. 

TABLE 20
Ethnicity by program (n=2,764)

12 Visible minority status and Indian Status were recorded from Employment Education and training information
and personal job plan (EETIPJP) forms, not by individual programs. There seems to be inconsistency as to
whether Status Indians are also considered visible minorities.



Education by program
The five income assistance programs had a similar educational profile with the exception
of Opportunities for Employment, which had fewer individuals with high school and more
with an elementary education.

Family size by program
On average, Taking Charge! clients had younger families, with 58 percent having children
under the age of six years, living at home for some period over the past three years.

Individuals from Employment Connections, Community Partnerships, and Opportunities
for Employment all share similar family profiles.
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Program Education
K-9* Some high- High-school Some College/ University

school diploma college or trade degree
university diploma

Taking Charge! 83 233 255 37 177 31
(10%) (28%) (31%) (5%) (22%) (4%)

Employment 37 98 113 13 82 23
Connections (10%) (27%) (31%) (4%) (22%) (6%)

Opportunities for 54 55 30 4 38 1
Employment (30%) (30%) (17%) (2%) (21%) (1%)

Pathways to Success 17 16 25 3 14 3
(21%) (20%) (31%) (4%) (18%) (4%) 

Community 13 20 18 2 10 1
Partnerships (20%) (31%) (28%) (3%) (16%) (2%)

Control Group 324 411 279 42 138 35
(26%) (33%) (23%) (3%) (11%) (3%)

Total 528 833 720 101 459 94
(19%) (30%) (26%) (4%) (17%) (3%)

Source: Taking Charge! Client Database.
Note: *Kindergarten to grade 9. 

TABLE 21
Education by Program (n=2,674)



Employability status by program
Taking Charge! had the highest proportion of individuals with an assigned employability
level. This proportion reflects the concerted effort on the part of Taking Charge! to provide
an employability level as part of its personalized training and assessment process
(Table 23).
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Program Percentage of clients with children living 
at home by age group 

<6 years 6 to 11 years 12 to 17 years < 18 years

Taking Charge! 467 382 222 812
(58%) (47%) (27%) (100%)

Employment Connections 100 176 173 357
(28%) (49%) (48%) (98%)

Opportunities for 36 112 91 182
Employment (20%) (62%) (50%) (100%)

Pathways to Success 38 39 33 78
(49%) (50%) (42%) (100%)

Community Partnerships 21 39 31 64
(33%) (61%) (48%) (100%)

Control Group 848 509 356 1,245
(68%) (41%) (28%) (99%)

Total 1,510 1,257 906 2,738
(55%) (46%) (33%) (100%)

Source: Taking Charge! Client Database. 

TABLE 22
Family size by program (n=2,674)



• Of those programs with clients of assigned levels, Employment Connections had the
highest proportion of Level 1 individuals at 73 percent. Pathways to Success,
Community Partnerships and Taking Charge! all had a similar proportion of “job-
ready” clients, approximately 60 percent.

• Conversely, Opportunities for Employment had the most Level 3 or multi-barriered
clients (17 percent), followed by Taking Charge! (11 percent). These individuals are
harder to immediately place in full-time employment, as they often require academic
upgrading and/or life-skills programming before they can enter the workforce.

• Given the large proportion of individuals without an assigned level, caution is needed
when comparing employability level among programs.
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Program Overall employability
No level Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Total of clients
assigned (Job-ready) (Training ready) (Multi-barriered) with level

Taking Charge! 179 380 193 68 641
(22%) (46%) (24%) (8%) 78%

59% 30% 11% 100%

Employment 210 114 39 3 156
Connections (57%) (31%) (11%) (1%) 43%

73% 25% 2% 100%

Opportunities for 106 34 29 13 76
Employment (58%) (19%) (16%) (7%) 42%

45% 38% 17% 100%

Pathways to 54 16 9 1 26
Success (68%) (20%) (11%) (1%) 33%

62% 35% 4% 100%

Community 27 22 14 1 37
Partnership (42%) (34%) (22%) (2%) 58%

59% 38% 3% 100%

Control Group 941 131 91 89 311
(75%) (11%) (7%) (7%) 25%

42% 29% 29% 100%

Total 1,517 697 375 175 1,247.00
(55%) (25%) (14%) (6%) 100%

56% 30% 14% 100%
Source: Taking Charge! Client Database.
Note: Bracket percentages include those with no level assigned. Lower percentages exclude those

without level.

TABLE 23
Employability status by program (n=2,764)



2.6.1  Client participation attributes: entry, participation,
completion and exit

On average, 72 percent of all participants complete their intervention (Table 24). The
decline in the rate of intervention completion is somewhat deceptive, as data omissions in
1996/97 and 1997/98 account for a large proportion of the decrease. If all individuals
without an assigned status are assumed to have completed their interventions, the 1996/97
completion rate would rise to 80 percent, while the 1997/98 rate would rise to 68 percent,
providing an overall completion rate of 77 percent. With these tentative assumptions in
mind, the percentage of completions in 1997/98 is still 12 percent lower than that of the
previous two years. These results may suggest that clients have become more difficult to
train, as reflected in greater client attrition.

2.7  Summary and Observations
This section has established the following profile characteristics of Taking Charge! and
other labour market interventions:

• In the past fiscal year (1997/98) Taking Charge! has committed more resources to in-
house programming. This includes increasing its use of cafeteria-style training (e.g. use
of the computer lab), personal development programs, and the Taking Jobs! program
which focuses on work placement.

• Registration for Taking Charge! has likely reached its peak, as enrolment has dropped
since the 1996/97 fiscal year. Projected registration for the 1998/99 fiscal year is
approximately 600 less than two years prior. 

• Since fiscal 1995/96, Taking Charge! is facing a tougher caseload. Clients now have
lower education levels and are less “job-ready” (i.e. fewer Level 1 candidates).

• Contractual “partnerships” with training service providers form the basis for most
Taking Charge! training. These contracts have resulted in a broad range of client
training options, with job preparation/job placement and skills training most
predominant.
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Fiscal year Number of Number of percent of client
clients accepted clients accepted completing completing

1995/96 235 196 83%

1996/97 1,234 911 74%

1997/98 476 296 62%

1998/99 5 4 80%

Total 1,950 1,407 72%
Source: Taking Charge! Client Database.
Note: Data in this table underestimate the actual number of completions by as much as 2 percent due

to data entry omissions.

TABLE 24
Client participation attributes — (completed interventions only)
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3.  Program Relevance

Section 3 of the report places Taking Charge! within the Strategic Initiatives, reviews its
target client group and discusses program coverage.

3.1  Taking Charge! and the Strategic Initiatives
The Government of Canada has entered into agreements with the provinces and territories
to fund a variety of Strategic Initiatives (SI). These SIs are designed to test a range of
innovative approaches to addressing employment barriers in ways that are consistent with
Canada’s social security reform. The ultimate objective of the SIs is to develop policies to
reduce dependency on income assistance by increasing participation in the labour market.

In 1996/97, 7,963 single parents were on income assistance in Winnipeg every month. In
1997/98 this dropped to 7,499 each month, for an overall average of 7,731 per month. The
costs to the public finances are large. Aside from the direct income assistance payments,
these families make little direct contribution to the economy or tax revenues. Further,
many single parents remain in poverty for an extended period and income assistance often
becomes an inter-generational phenomenon, where children assume that welfare
payments are a normal or even desirable source of income. Programs such as
Taking Charge! seek to change this culture of poverty.

The rapid increase in the skills requirements of the modern service and manufacturing
economy creates barriers for many with low education and training. Many single parents
have left school well before high school completion and have had only cursory contact
with the labour market.

For many years, social policy analysts have advocated increased labour market attachment
to interrupt the cycle of income assistance dependency. Social services must emphasize
self-reliance, both through training and by compelling eligible income assistance
recipients to seek employment. Also, research from the United States emphasizes the role
of partnerships with public and private training service providers, employers, and
community resources as instrumental to the success of initiatives aimed at reducing
reliance on welfare.13

Specifically, the objectives of Taking Charge! are:

• To assist single parents to attain economic self-sufficiency through labour market
participation, thereby helping their children to escape the cycle of poverty and social
dependency.
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13 See Levitan, Sar. A. and Frank Gallo, A Second Chance: Training for Jobs. Kalamazoo, Michigan, WE Upjohn
Institute (1988).



• To provide support to participating single parents more effectively and at lower long-
term public cost.

• To increase community involvement in service delivery and employment development.

• To evaluate project delivery models, thereby allowing both Canada and Manitoba to
consider new policy and program directions.

The design of Taking Charge! is consistent with the rest of the Strategic Initiatives in terms
of being client-centered and innovative, and in terms of its commitment to involve
community. As well, evaluation is a requirement of Taking Charge! as it is for all the SIs.

One of the issues identified in the evaluation framework is program relevance.
Taking Charge!’s potential for innovation and evaluation, as well as its potential to offer
information that can be used in developing social policy, is central to its relevance. As we
mentioned above, Taking Charge! elected to respond to the delayed start-up with a fast-
tracking process. This process, examined in detail in Section 4, altered the original design
and reduced the extent of innovation and experimentation embodied in the Taking Charge!
“model.” Once the Board and government adopted a target of 900 clients processed each
year and 500 employed, the original design had to be amended. The one-stop shop model
where clients could be assessed, offered a job plan, and directed to training, all the while
receiving collateral supports (day care, cafeteria-style computer training, executive closet,
etc.) was augmented with more traditional purchase of seats and contract training. This
change reverted Taking Charge! to a more traditional portfolio of training interventions,
and much of its uniqueness was eroded. Taking Charge! has therefore, moved some way
from the original intent of experimentation inherent in the Strategic Initiatives.

3.2  Coverage of Target Client Needs in Manitoba
3.2.1  How large is the “target market” for Taking Charge!?
As originally planned, Taking Charge! has a very direct objective: to accept 900 single
parents on income assistance in each year from 1995 to 1999. Of these, 500 are expected
to find employment. Over its formal lifetime, Taking Charge! was expected to train/place
4,500 single-parent income assistance clients. This represents a regular expected “inflow”
of approximately 75 clients a month into Taking Charge!. The program is currently
operating at this level. However, program operations date from April 1996. The initial
delay in program operation meant that Taking Charge! had no activity for the first several
quarters and is expected to serve about 3,700 clients by March 1999.

The “market” for Taking Charge! consists of single parents on assistance. As Figure 1
shows, at the beginning of 1998, Winnipeg had about 7,300 single-parent income
assistance clients. Many of these have work deferrals as a result of disability or having
children less than six years of age.
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Of the total single-parent E&IA caseload, about 3,000 have had work expectations
assigned.14 Taking Charge! is currently accepting about 920 clients annually, or 77 a
month. By this measure, Taking Charge! is serving approximately 1 percent of its total
client potential.

3.3  Program Coverage — Gaps and Duplications in
Service

Whether Taking Charge! has gaps in service or duplicates what is available from other
programs is a complex issue. In terms of fulfilling the original design of a one-stop service
for training single parents on income assistance, Taking Charge! and its contract service
providers offer a wide spectrum of services. While several service providers offer similar
programs, it is of more concern whether Taking Charge!, through its wide range,
duplicates other services. Specifically, an issue we raise in this section and address in more
detail in Section 4 is whether Taking Charge! is expanding into areas well covered by
other programs such as Employment Connections.

3.3.1  Taking Charge! has few gaps in service for training
income assistance clients

Taking Charge! offers a comprehensive portfolio of services both in-house and through
training service providers. As is apparent from Section 2, Taking Charge! offers a
comprehensive set of services for single parents on assistance. Most key informants
believe that the target clientele is appropriate and few suggest that the program could
expand to offer service to all E&IA clients.
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FIGURE 1
Total Single Parent EIA Clients in Winnipeg

14 This is a dynamic number, with some individuals coming off assistance and others going on. Over the past year,
the net removals from income assistance for those with work expectations is about 25 a month. Recently, case
loads have been increasing.



3.3.2  Duplication of service is likely
In its design, Taking Charge! did not duplicate services offered in Manitoba. With the
creation of Employment Connections, as well as other interventions, and decisions by the
Board of Taking Charge! to stress programs to gain immediate employment,
Taking Charge! evolved into a broker of a broad spectrum of training services. It has
become one of several training organizations. Duplication and overlap among these
interventions is likely.

3.4  Summary
After five years, the training context for income assistance clients has evolved. Taking
Charge! is now one of several training programs and is unique only in the extent of
collateral services such as day care and the computer lab it offers to its participants. It has
moved away from the objectives of the Strategic Initiatives to meet what it perceives are
the needs of single parents on income assistance. It is now less distinguished from other
labour market interventions available to this target group. 
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4.  Design and Delivery Issues 
in Taking Charge!

Section 4 examines design and delivery issues related to Taking Charge!. First we
examine the design features of Taking Charge!, including its organizational structure,
client training services and supports, and its philosophy — all aspects intended to make it
unique among training programs in Manitoba.

Second, we consider client participation and continuation in the Program, and factors that
affect the likelihood of participation. This includes an assessment of personal barriers to
employment and training and changes in job readiness.

Third, we examine Taking Charge!’s information systems — their structure, use and
adequacy. This information builds upon findings in the Phase 1 formative evaluation.

Finally, we consider operational, legislative, and regulatory constraints to program design
and delivery. We examine the structure of Taking Charge!’s Board, the leveling, and
employability assessment process, Making Welfare Work and Taking Charge! within the
income assistance system.

4.1  Unique Design Features of Taking Charge!
Taking Charge! is aimed at single-parents on income assistance. Unique design
features include:

• An organizational structure that enables it to readily partner with business and the non-
government sector as opportunities develop.

• The provision of collateral services and supports, all provided in a “one-stop” setting.
These features are important to the distinctiveness of Taking Charge!

• Personal training and assessment through matching each client with his/her own
employment facilitator.

• Taking Charge!’s philosophy is meant to be more “client friendly” and “welcoming” to
single parents on income assistance.

4.1.1  Partnering with business and the non-governmental
sector

Management and members of the Board we interviewed emphasized that Taking Charge!
offers the unique advantage over traditional government-based service in its ability to
form partnerships with business and the non-government sector. With its independent
Board as a non-profit corporation, Taking Charge! can enter into contractual relationships
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with many diverse organizations. Specifically, it can initiate joint ventures with business,
the non-governmental sector, and government.

4.1.2  Collateral services and supports are important to the
distinctiveness of Taking Charge!

Taking Charge! offers a range of collateral services and supports designed to help single
parents on income assistance begin training. The ability to tailor service to meet individual
clients’ needs was cited by management and the Board as a unique feature of the service.
Taking Charge! offers additional support to clients while they are involved in the program.
Examples include: free day care while the client is taking courses at Taking Charge!,
financial assistance for day care when taking courses at a service provider, transportation
(bus passes), educational materials, course tuition, and emergency cash to meet
contingencies. All Taking Charge! clients receive their normal income assistance support
while participating in the program.

The importance of these supports was also affirmed by participants in the focus groups
completed as part of Phase 1, and by respondents to the Follow-up Survey completed in
the summative evaluation.

By way of summary:

• Taking Charge! attempts to accommodate its clients by staying open evenings and
weekends.

• It now has integrated Employment and Income Assistance services (Department of
Family Services) on-site and allows clients to pick up their cheques at that location.

• Well-equipped day-care facilities address a major need of Taking Charge!’s clientele.

• An executive closet offers clothing for clients seeking employment.

• Many interviewees stressed that the staff and management of Taking Charge! “have
been there.” Taking Charge! has made a special effort to hire single parents,
Aboriginals, and persons of the same age as its clients. This attempt to engage staff who
can relate easily to clients appears to be a factor in the high ratings clients give the
program and its staff (see Section 7).

4.1.3  Clients are assigned their own employment facilitator
Each client is assigned an employment facilitator who helps him/her develop career plans
and obtaining pre-employment training, skills development, and job placement.
Employment facilitators reported that they routinely help clients with a wide range of
training and employment-related problems. Management and Board consider this a key
feature of Taking Charge!’s design and delivery model.
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4.1.4  Taking Charge! takes a “client friendly” approach to
income assistance training

“Welcoming” is a word commonly used by management and staff of Taking Charge! to
describe how they are different from government. In interviews, most of the management
and staff described their approach and the overall atmosphere at Taking Charge! as “client
friendly” or “client driven.” They contrasted this with government services that they
represented as less sensitive to clients and, at times, more “confrontational.”

4.2  Client Participation and Continuation in the
Program — Factors Affecting the Likelihood of
Participation

Client participation to graduation is an indicator of program effectiveness. Employment
facilitators monitor the training service providers and client participation. Low
participation (high client drop out) is taken by the Board of Taking Charge! as an
important indicator in the decision not to renew a service provider’s contract.

We examined this issue in two ways:

• First, we asked key informants why they think clients drop out. We also asked clients
about completion in the follow-up survey (Volume II, Appendix 1).

• Second, we explored whether incoming clients are becoming less job-ready. If clients
are presenting less education and employment background to EIA counselors and more
personal/family problems, drop-out rates will increase.

4.2.1  Personal and family problems overwhelm some clients
We probed what factors contribute to client drop-outs. Most key informants identified the
following factors:

• Often clients are not ready to assume the added responsibilities of undergoing training.
Many are unsure what training they want. Others have had no contact with the world
of work, arrive with unrealistic expectations, and then become discouraged and
withdraw.

• Some simply do not have the background or ability to participate in training.

• More commonly, according to employment facilitators, clients are overwhelmed by
personal and family problems.
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4.2.2  The job readiness of income assistance clients is
declining

Measures of job readiness (or, conversely, barriers to training and employment) include:

• Number of children (a barrier);

• Education (an asset);

• Number of jobs before entering income assistance (an asset);

• Total education (an asset);

• Percentage of time spent on assistance as an adult over the age of 18 (a barrier).15

Table 25 summarizes the findings from the database we constructed for this study (see
Section 6 for details). The number of children less than six years of age has dipped
slightly, but both Taking Charge! clients and those within the Control Group are arriving
for training with fewer prior jobs and less education. Most interesting is that the Control
Group is a population that has spent an increasing percentage of its adult life on income
assistance.

Figures 2 to 6 illustrate the changes in the attributes of the SAMIN extract over the study
period. The age of clients has not changed, but fewer are arriving with children less than
six years of age. Education has remained stable, but the number of jobs clients have had
prior to entering income assistance has declined. Most interesting is that the amount of
time clients have spent on income assistance since their 18th birthday has increased.
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15 We developed a special variable from the Social Allowances Management Information Network (SAMIN) data
to calculate the percentage of time an income assistance client has been on assistance since his or her 18th

birthday. The higher this percentage, the greater a client’s dependency on income assistance. 

Group Children < 6 Number of Education Percentage of
SA prior jobs time on income

assistance

Taking Charge! úú úú úú üü

Employment Connections 0 üü úú üü

Control úú úú úú üüüü
üü (large increase)   ü moderate increase   0 no increase   ú moderate decrease   úú large decrease

TABLE 25
Changes in indicators of “job readiness” (1995 — 1998)
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FIGURE 3
Number of children age less than 6
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Number of jobs prior to entering income assistance
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4.3  Information Systems: Structure, Use, and
Adequacy

This section provides an overview of the management information environment at
Taking Charge! in general and the Client Abilities Management System (CAMS) database
in particular.

4.3.1  CAMS has a sound structure but continues to have
errors and omissions

Based on interviews with staff and on our own analysis, we conclude that CAMS has
improved since the formative evaluation. Employment facilitators told us that they are
using the system to identify training opportunities for clients and to match clients to
proposed projects. At the same time, based on our most recent extract (July 21, 1998) we
believe that the system could still be improved to better support program management and
operations.

CAMS is a relational database covering many, but not all, aspects of Taking Charge!’s
interaction with its clients, service providers, and employers. The database was designed
in-house by Taking Charge! staff and is maintained in Microsoft Access 97, a leading end-
user database product.

As a relational database, CAMS stores data into a series of tables, each containing
information about a distinct object on which the program tracks information. Thus in the
Taking Charge! database, client information is stored in one table, while information about
the program’s interaction with its clients is stored in another. Tables are related to each
other through the use of common fields (called keys) that allow us to link, for example, a
client to his/her interaction with the program. A full description of the database is found
in the Phase 1 evaluation.
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CAMS consists of two components: a set of data tables, plus an application used to
populate those tables with data.

• The data tables contain the actual data entered by Taking Charge! staff.

• The CAMS application contains the forms, reports, and programming code needed to
provide a user-interface to the data. Staff access the data through the application.

Separating the data from the application allows a developer to make and distribute
changes to forms and programming code without having to migrate the data from one
revision of an application to another. In an environment such as Taking Charge!, where
revisions to the database were common, this distinction is consistent with the principles
of sound application development.

4.3.2  Information systems at Taking Charge! have
three problems

We have three general concerns about the information systems in Taking Charge!16

• In CAMS, important fields have not been defined and remain as open text fields,
requiring a substantial recoding effort and impeding convenient status reports.

• Data omissions and inconsistent data entry in CAMS required us to use alternate
sources of information.

• Routine management information is difficult to locate and verify.

Key fields in CAMS have not been defined.

As we cited in the formative evaluation, the most serious short-coming is that several
important fields have not been controlled, but rather left as open text. Open text fields are
extremely difficult to report. For example, the Training Program field in the Training
Programs table captures the name of a client’s previous training interventions. We found
over 1,200 variants on training interventions for clients. We re-coded this information to
support the evaluation.

Data omissions and poor quality required us to use alternate sources of information.

Inconsistent data quality within the Taking Charge! database has the following effects:

• First, inconsistency in some areas of the database casts doubt on the quality of
information in other areas.
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• Second, outliers on existing reports provide inaccurate measures of program activity.
As we showed in the formative evaluation, clients are “missing” from the months in
which they were actually registered.

The main result of these data issues is weakened confidence in the database’s ability to
provide accurate statistics about Taking Charge! and its clients.

As we have pointed out, Taking Charge!’s management has taken steps in recent months
to improve the quality of information in the database. Based on the extract in July, it is
clear that follow-up data are being entered.

Nevertheless, there are many omissions on key fields such as client attributes, start and
end dates of the intervention, and type of intervention. As we discuss elsewhere,
Taking Charge! has not recorded outcome data with the precision and completeness
needed for this summative evaluation (see Section 4.3.3 below). Therefore, for the
measurement of individual impact, we set aside all information on client attributes,
education, previous employment, and outcomes. Instead we relied on the SAMIN data
and a supplementary data gathering activity for this information.17

This was also a problem for the Comparison Group. Information from Employment
Connections, Community Partnerships, and Opportunities for Employment all record data
on clients in different formats. Reconciling these various formats was well beyond the
resources available for the evaluation, and we simply used SAMIN and EETIPJP data for
all the client attributes, education/employment histories and outcomes.18

In an important sense Taking Charge! stumbled into the creation of its management
system. It never had the benefit of professional database design and training that would
have created an integrated management and evaluation resource tool.19 In hindsight, the
expenditures to create such a system were modest in view of the pay-offs to management
and evaluation.

Routine management information is difficult to locate and verify.

At this time, the Board of Directors receives a basic summary of program activity in the
form of a “Quarterly Report” organized by fiscal quarter. This report summarizes the types
of programs offered plus the numbers of clients attending, an overview of client attributes
(visible minority, disabilities, gender, etc.), employment outcomes for graduates, and
direct client service activities. Outside of the Phase 1 and the summative evaluation we
found no additional in-depth analysis of client involvement by the service provider. It is
clear that CAMS, has a limited role in preparing strategic information for management or
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19 Taking Charge! did use professional expertise to create the structure of the database. As we noted in the

formative evaluation, the basic structure of CAMS is sound, but it is not maintained.



the operations. We prepared the tables in Section 2 that relate client attributes and offer
insights into program activity over time using very simple queries to CAMS, based on our
extract. Clearly, the management at Taking Charge! is not sufficiently familiar with
CAMS to prepare reports that would assist in planning future services and monitoring
current activity.

Furthermore, financial information and data on training service provider activity have
been maintained in separate databases or in hard copy. This means that preparing reports
is complex. For example, our report on training service providers in Section 5 required
extensive file review as well as a long verification process with management. Contracting
with training service providers is a primary activity for Taking Charge! and reporting on
it should be more convenient. We should note that Taking Charge! planned to integrate the
financial management and client activity data by December 1998.

In the formative evaluation we wrote:

As a service planning aid, a database management system would allow employment
facilitators to review client needs and project objectives and make a match.
Independence planning is currently paper based, when it could be systems based as
client attributes and needs are matched to service providers offerings. A database
management system would also support the follow-up process. Simple reports could be
generated on a recurring basis to flag those that should be re-contacted to establish
their current activity.

A poor information system removes management from the strategic information needed
to plan. A fully relational database, as Taking Charge! essentially has, would allow
management to create unique and insightful reports on progress and activity. It would
be a critical asset in monitoring the service providers. Rather than our manual review
of files, information on average cost, outcomes, and the value for money offered by
service providers would be continuously available. This would allow management to
speak with greater authority on the program and its activities.

CAMS is being upgraded. This should have been an early priority, and not a process
coming to fulfilment after three years. The inadequacy of the database system has not only
frustrated this evaluation but also has limited management of the project.

4.3.3  Management information system limitations are a
serious issue for evaluating income assistance
programs in Manitoba

The fact that we did not need this information from Taking Charge! (or any of the
Comparison Group Programs) was fortunate. However, this exercise revealed a serious
issue in the state of information systems in Manitoba available to track income assistance
clients. SAMIN is designed as a financial payments management system. Recently (April
and November 1997), SAMIN has been upgraded to track client activity. Additional
screens have been introduced that capture education and employment history, permitting
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counselors to record training intervention, and referral dates of participation in an
intervention. At this time, data entry is proceeding to populate the database.

The EETIPJP data are all paper-based, although they are now recorded for certain clients
in PRA’s database. Each training program maintains its own database and approaches to
client tracking. Further, when coupled with the variation in employability assessments,
these inconsistencies in data management place the province in a poor position to monitor
and track initiatives in welfare reform, education and training programs, and services to
income assistance clients. The Integrated Case Management initiative is also expected to
enhance the province’s ability to track program activity.

These improvements are important. Nevertheless, little sound information is collected on
post-intervention outcomes. We can infer negatively. Clients who remain on income
assistance clearly have not been successful in training. Those who are no longer on
assistance may have found work, moved, gotten married, etc. It is not possible to
determine the employment status of those who disappear from assistance and little can be
said definitely about their economic independence.

The recent upgrades to SAMIN and Integrated Case Management are all worthwhile
activities, but follow-up information on client outcomes will still be needed to assess the
value of training.

4.4  Operational, Legislative, Regulatory Constraints
in Program Design and Delivery

Taking Charge! faces several operational, legislative, and regulatory constraints that are
outside the effectiveness of the implementation of the program (discussed in Section 5).

4.4.1  Structure of Taking Charge! (Board composition)
Membership in the Board is by appointment by the Ministers of Family Services
(Manitoba) and the Minister of Human Resources Development Canada. Part of the initial
start-up delay arose because government delayed the Board appointments. Vacancies are
also filled quite slowly with limited representation from the business community.20

4.4.2  The levelling and employability assessment processes
require further development

The system of “leveling” is central to Taking Charge! and the employment and assistance
counseling process. Upon the initial application for income assistance, counselors assign
a “level” that summarizes job readiness or employability. Clients may also be assessed for
employability by Taking Charge! (and its service providers) as well as by EIA counselors.
Everyone uses the same general set of questions to establish the degree to which clients
fall into one of three levels as shown in Table 26.
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Leveling is common throughout the health and social services system. “Triage” in
emergency health care assigns patients to three levels based on the immediacy of care
needed. In the home care system, leveling is used to first determine eligibility for home
care and then to assign clients to resources. In long-term care, clients are placed into four
(soon to be nine) levels indicative of their ability to care for themselves, the level of
nursing care required and their potential for harming themselves and others. The leveling
process also becomes a mechanism for assigning resources.

Each of these leveling systems is based on questionnaires, similar to those used by EIA
counselors and Taking Charge! employment facilitators.21 The triage used in emergency
health, home care, and long-term care is based on question sets that have been subjected
to careful reliability and validity testing. A core set of questions used in both the home
care and long-term care questionnaires refers to activities of daily living (ADL). Several
ADL measures exist in the literature, and others are being refined through a systematic
process of comparing outcomes with the ratings obtained in the questionnaires. The
process of comparing outcomes to the levels assigned to clients is fundamental to the
integrity of the leveling process. Without this testing, leveling functions neither assign
clients to appropriate care, nor allocate resources based on need.

The leveling process used by the EIA counselors and Taking Charge! has not been applied
with consistency. The fact that levels are incomplete in the Taking Charge! database
suggests that they are not seen as crucial planning information. In fact, based on
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Level Attributes Typical intervention
1  (job-ready) Recent work experience and at least one of: job placement, on-the job 

• grade 12 or equivalent training, etc. 
• recent completion of occupational/

jobs skills training
• job skills needed in the labour market
• interest in self-employment

2  (training ready) Readiness to enter training, with no health,  pre-work orientation, 
family or behavioral barriers and one occupational skills training, 
of following: community internships 
• functioning at Grade 10
• some work history or job training, 

but needing skills upgrading 
3  (multi-barriered) One or more of the following: literacy, ESL training, 

• less than 9 years of school community programs to 
• limited job experience impart life and coping
• health, personal, family problems that skills, development of basic

can be resolved within existing programs, work habits.
or through community supports.

TABLE 26
Levels used by Employment and Income Assistance and Taking Charge!

21 The employability assessment process has its origins in procedures developed by the Department of Education
and Training. These processes have been adopted and adapted by both E&IA counselors in the Department of
Family Services and Taking Charge!.



interviews with staff in Family Services and Taking Charge!, although different
counselors and facilitators may complete the same form, no assurance exists that this
produces consistent results. Although the assignment of levels is partly the result of past
education and employment, intangibles such as personal/family problems and
“motivation” are factored into a client’s level. Clearly, different counselors may rate the
same client differently.

Another important feature of the employment assessment process is that it should be
dynamic, updated as clients proceed through various employment enhancement measures.
Any updating that is done presupposes that assessments are completed for everyone.

Assessment of the reliability and validity of the employability assessment and leveling
process has not been done. Although EIA and Taking Charge! personnel complete similar
forms, they are not identical. Coupled with the fact that many people complete the
assessment on clients, a high likelihood exists that assessments and leveling vary among
counselors. Most respondents we interviewed in government confirmed that this was
probable. Further, no assessment appears to have been done of the basic set of questions
used to predict whether a client will be successful in a course of training. This is not a
criticism of Taking Charge!. Rather, it is a statement about the fragility of the general
process for evaluating income assistance clients for job readiness.

Employment facilitators emphasized that the employability assessments are not used to
create levels. For most, the “level” of a client is quickly determined after a few
background questions on work history and education. Facilitators reported that the
detailed assessments may be used to identify potential barriers to training and employment
and to develop programs. The application of the assessment to this process probably
varies among counselors and facilitators.

As we show in Section 5, training providers also complete the Taking Charge!
assessments. Training providers funded by Taking Charge! are expected to forward client
assessments to the Taking Charge! office before accepting clients into the program. Many
may complete these assessments in relation to their programs. For example, McKnight
and Associates accepts only those clients who it believes will benefit from an intensive
work preparation and who will be successful in securing employment. In general, a
training contractor may well have different goals than an employment facilitator in
assigning a level to a client. The range of people and organizations completing these
assessments has the potential to substantially corrupt the employability and leveling
process.

Each Taking Charge! employment facilitator must identify barriers to training and
employment based on individual interpretations. EIA counselors are required to complete
employment assessments as a basis for job plans for all clients assigned work
expectations. Initially Taking Charge! and EIA processed assessments independently, but
they now share employability assessments.

A need exists for a reduced-form employability assessment, tested for reliability
(controlling inter rater variation) and validity (having the ability to predict outcomes). The
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province is addressing these issues. All counselors have been trained in completing
employability assessments. SAMIN will build a history of each client who is assessed.
With the advent of Tier 1, all provincial clients will be assessed by the end of 1998. These
are important changes that will improve the province’s capacity to evaluate training.

4.4.3  Taking Charge! and Making Welfare Work
Taking Charge! began coincident with a major welfare reform initiative called Making
Welfare Work. Although it is not possible to completely disentangle the effects of these
two initiatives on the employment of income assistance clients, an operational issue for
Taking Charge! is how Making Welfare Work has affected its clients. Also important is
the role of Taking Charge! in welfare reform.

Key informants made the following points:

• Although the flow of clients has not increased, Taking Charge! staff report that the
effect on the program is mixed. Some clients are more motivated because of the new
welfare policies, while others arrive just to register. Such clients are interested only in
showing minimal participation to avert sanctions.

• By increasing the pressure on clients, staff thought that the demands on Taking Charge!
would also increase. Several remarked that the clientele are presenting more barriers to
training and employment. Welfare reform will require the program to work with a
clientele that has more problems. Independent of the fact that the job readiness of
clients is declining, greater pressure on income assistance clients to find work will
increase the flow of lesser qualified clients to training programs. Success rates will fall.

4.4.4  Taking Charge!’s role in the “system”
Many staff believe that a key element of their success is that Taking Charge! is both apart
and seen to be apart from government. This is evident in the Program’s focus on being an
independent entity and presenting a friendly and welcoming face to income assistance
clients. This is distinct from the bureaucratic approach of government, especially the
approach of those departments whose function is to verify that clients are eligible to
continue receiving income assistance.

The outcome of this view may be seen in two ways:

• Although Taking Charge! would never counsel a client to conceal employment income,
staff and volunteers would likely not think it their responsibility to seek out fraud. To
create an agency that is empathetic with the client simply means that it is hard to draw
it into the service stream of income assistance. Its success with clients depends on its
being seen as an alternative program where clients need not be concerned about being
investigated.

Another dimension is that aligning services offered by Taking Charge! with other
public sector training programs requires negotiation rather than decree. Taking Charge!
management and staff are accountable to the Board and not the Minister. Along with
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the benefits of being an independent agency comes the reduced connection to other
services funded by government.

It is important to stress that Taking Charge! Board and management take pains to
coordinate services and discuss options with other departments. As we see in Section
5, this degree of cooperation has only emerged late in the pilot period.

• The concept of follow-up is important. From the perspective of government and this
evaluation, follow-up is easily interpreted as a process of verifying the outcome of
training. From the perspective of Taking Charge!, it can mean that, but it usually means
a process of re-contacting clients to determine whether further interventions are needed
or desirable. This is part of the welcoming approach that Taking Charge! wishes to
advance to clients.

Taking Charge! faces a constraint in adopting an investigative approach to client
follow-up. If clients perceive that follow-up is part of the investigative processes used
by Family Services, Taking Charge! may lose important advantages in attracting
clients. Accordingly, follow-up within Taking Charge! must present a benign face to its
clients.

4.5  Strengths and Weaknesses of Program Design
and Delivery

Strengths and weakness of Taking Charge!’s design and delivery model are as follows:

• Taking Charge!’s most unique feature is the collateral supports and service it offers. The
on-site day care, E&IA office, the executive closet and the computer lab are all unique
features that distinguish Taking Charge! from other income assistance programs.

• Taking Charge! clients are arriving for training with fewer prior jobs and less education.
As a result, the newer caseload is likely harder to train, as clients are expected to be less 
“job-ready.”

• Taking Charge!’s information system (i.e. CAMS ) has a sound structure but continues
to have errors and omissions. Data entry should be controlled to ensure the integrity of
the database. Reports should be generated from the database to maximize resources and
more fully utilize the information available.22

• Taking Charge!, programs in the Comparison Group and the province do not have a
systematic process for following participants after their intervention. The province has
introduced new initiatives to deal with inadequacies. As mentioned above, SAMIN (the
Social Allowances Management Information Network) has been enhanced. With the
advent of the single-tier income assistance program for Winnipeg, a more rigorous
employability assessment process is being introduced. Education and Training is
working on a new database process to track client progress. Other tracking is
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undertaken for programs funded by Family Services. While these changes are
worthwhile, it remains the case that no general follow-up and tracking system is in
place to monitor the progress of clients who enter into training funded by the Province.
Without this, the province is in a poor position to evaluate the value it obtains from
expenditures in this area.

• The presence of training service providers on the Board is unusual. At its inception,
good reason may have existed to include training service providers on the Board to
ensure this expertise was available to management. We were informed that legal
counsel reviewed and accepted the conflict of interest procedures developed by the
Board to deal with this specific issue. Therefore, Taking Charge! has fulfilled the legal
requirements to avoid conflict of interest.

Nonetheless, the presence of training service providers on a Board that awards
substantial contracts to the industry (including organizations that employ the Board
members) is bound to create the appearance of a conflict of interest. The organization
is small and Board members may have regular contact with staff who evaluate training
service proposals. Further, a Board member who is a training service provider will have
access to the proposals of other providers who are their competitors.

Taking Charge! could consider alternatives, such as:

— Discontinuing the use of training service providers as Board members since their
expertise may be less necessary now than at start-up;

— Creating an advisory council that is ex-officio to the Board that include training
service providers, business owners/managers and other community members;

— Rotating the training service providers who would have an ex-officio capacity; and

— Deeming any training service provider who sits on the Board as ineligible for
contracts.

• Overall, Taking Charge! and the province need to better coordinate service delivery to
avoid duplication and increase efficiency.
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5.  Project Success — Delivery 
Model Outcomes

Taking Charge! was intended to serve as a facilitator or catalyst for a community response
to chronic unemployment. The target group, single parents (mostly women) on income
assistance, faces critical barriers to employment, by virtue of child care responsibilities
and low levels of education and work experience.

Partnerships in Taking Charge! and other Strategic Initiatives in Canada are modeled after
the Job Training Partnership Act in the United States. The key idea is that a partnership
approach is most effective in creating the training and employment opportunities needed
by this target clientele. The idea of partnership also involves that of “leverage.” The assets
of a single organization can “lever” additional resources from partner organizations,
leading to enhanced impacts for clients.

One key informant observed that the idea of “shared risk” is inherent in the notion of
partnership. Partnerships create ventures that have a better chance of success because risk
is spread across several partners. This idea is useful in assessing the nature and success of
the partnerships created by Taking Charge!.

5.1  The Role of Taking Charge! in Establishing
Partnerships

Several partnerships are crucial to the success of Taking Charge!, including:

• Private firms are expected to find work or offer job experience for Taking Charge!
clients. Clearly, a close relationship with potential employers is very important for
meeting the Program’s goals.

• Community organizations, especially business and various social service, volunteer,
and non-profit agencies all offer resources to complement and support the goals of
Taking Charge!. Most often these are training services formalized as a contract. These
training contracts allow Taking Charge! to expand the range of services available
to clients.

• Provincial departments, especially the Departments of Family Service and Education
and Training, serve the same clients as Taking Charge!. At the minimum, close
cooperation is needed to ensure a cost-effective response to income assistance clients
gaining economic independence. Beyond these two departments, collateral provincial
departments are being drawn together to begin a community “wellness” model. For this
client group, the Departments of Health and Justice are also critically important.



5.2  Partnerships with the Business Community
Have Lagged

The fact that we had no private employers to interview in the formative evaluation shows
that Taking Charge! had not yet created this partnership. A central recommendation of that
report was that Taking Charge! needs to create a business advisory council. Work on this
is reportedly continuing. Management has identified a preliminary list of potential
members, and a presentation to the Chamber of Commerce has been planned.23

Several larger employers (e.g., Standard Aero) are reportedly also involved in designing
training and placement programs. In the past Taking Charge! has created similar ventures
with the garment sector and home care providers. These projects have all worked, to a
degree, but it is accurate to state that they have yet to become a consistent way to create
jobs for the clients.

The most important function for employers is to hire the graduates placed by the program.
Few are involved with Taking Charge! before being approached to accept training
graduates. Also, many trainees are placed by the training service provider. We are unable
to estimate the exact number placed by Taking Charge!, training service providers, or who
found jobs on their own. It is likely that many employers would be aware of some of their
recent hires who were income assistance clients who recently completed a course, but they
would have had contact with the training service provider and not with Taking Charge!.

Aside from a few pilot programs such as with We Care (a home care service provider) or
TanJay (garment manufacturer), few employers define a training program with Taking
Charge! to meet their future needs. Most respond to enquiries from the Taking Jobs!
component of Taking Charge! or the marketing by a training service provider to fill
positions in their companies.

Table 27 shows the number of trainees in work placement by the largest employers who
have engaged a client of Taking Charge! or its service providers. Based on the Taking
Charge! database, it seems that no employer has hired more than nine trainees in the work
placement program. Most have engaged only one trainee. Note that this table presents the
work placement program. We have no way of tracing where Taking Charge! graduates end
up working. Taking Charge! placed eight of its clients in their own volunteer program. The
ISM placements for Taking Charge! are the result of a University of Manitoba Network
Administrator course.
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Table 28 shows that training service providers and Taking Charge! placed 563 clients with
417 employers. Training service providers placed 86 percent of the clients (486/563).

In summary, employers have a passive relationship with Taking Charge!. They respond

TABLE 27
Work placement activities

Employer Industry Program Number of
trainees placed

Telespectrum Telemarketing Service Provider 9

Faneuil ISG Inc. Telemarketing Service Provider 8

Taking Charge! Volunteer experience Taking Jobs! 8
(Taking Charge!)

Canada Safeway Retail Service Provider 6

The Bay Retail Service Provider 6

Olsten Health Services Home care Service Provider 5

Gateway Industries Publishing Service Provider 5

Complete Care Home care Service Provider 4

AT&T Telemarketing Service Provider 4

Allied International Credit/financial Service Provider 4

ISM Software Taking Jobs! 3
(Taking Charge!)

Source: CAMS database. 

TABLE 28
Work placements by employer
(largest number of placements)

Number of Service providers Taking Charge! All clients
trainees placed (B) (C) (D*)

(A)

1 280 52 332

2 50 7 57

3 16 1 17

4 3 — 3

5 2 — 2

6 2 — 2

7 1 — 1

8 1 1 2

9 1 — 1

Total placements 486 77 563

Total employers 356 61 417

*This is the sum of Column B and Column C.



when a training service provider or Taking Charge! approaches them with an offer for a
work placement. Little analysis appears to have been completed by management on the
outcomes of these work placements, and we do not know whether they have translated
into permanent jobs.24

The delay in creating close contacts with the business community is a critical gap in the
programming options for Taking Charge!. In our interviews with management and staff,
some key informants had unrealistic views about what business could and should do in
hiring Taking Charge! trainees. Three or four remarked that businesses need to recognize
their responsibility and “hire 50 graduates of our programs.” Overall, Taking Charge!
management is keenly aware of the need to create viable contacts with the business
community.

The most effective way to increase contact with industry is to make strategic business
appointments to the Board. Besides opening direct lines to industry, increased business
representation on the Board would offer Taking Charge! important perspectives and
impart additional private-sector values to the organization. These perspectives would
complement the social service background that many staff members bring to the
organization. In part, the failure of this form of partnership may result from the fact that
many on the staff have little experience with the business community, have few contacts,
and may be intimidated to take a proactive approach.

The delay in creating close contacts with the business community cannot be assigned to
the Board or management of Taking Charge!. Since appointment to the Board is the
prerogative of the federal and provincial governments, specifically the responsible
Ministers, it is at this level that this lack may be remedied. The creation of a business
advisory panel is within the purview of the Board and management, but assistance by
senior members of the two responsible provincial departments would be helpful.

5.3  The Role and Contribution of Training Service
Providers

Training service providers have become the “agents” of Taking Charge! and recruit,
assess, train, and report on outcomes for many clients. Employment facilitators and
Taking Charge! management told us that without service providers doing this, Taking
Charge! could never meet the demand for training and services. Table 29 shows how
employability assessments and training plans are created for  income assistance  clients in
Taking Charge!.

Recall that one of the original objectives was for Taking Charge! to assess and prepare an
individual job plan for each client. From Table 18, we find that 2,058 clients have been
assessed and 1,462 have participated in training programs offered by service providers.
This and Table 29 suggest that 146 have received an assessment and plan from
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Taking Charge!; 278 have been assessed by Taking Charge! (no plan); 452 have been

assessed by neither Taking Charge! nor the service provider (presumably an E&IA
counselor); and for 541; the service provider completed the assessment and plan.

The original intent that Taking Charge! have initial client contact, perform an assessment
and then create an individualized job plan for all clients is not happening. The goal to
generate high employment numbers required Taking Charge! to “out-source” the
assessment and planning process to external contractors. Between 25 percent and
30 percent of all Taking Charge! clients have neither an assessment nor a plan.

The training “industry” in Manitoba comprises both for-profit human resource firms and
non-profit organizations that may or may not have a record of training income assistance
recipients. Many of these training organizations have had long histories of funding from
federal and provincial governments — others recently emerged in response to the funding
available from Taking Charge!. None of this is especially problematic or unusual.
Taking Charge! inherited a well developed and well-connected group of training
providers. The fact that Taking Charge! did not have a developed training function meant
that these external contractors became and remain the primary vehicles for successful
labour market outcomes for this program. In essence, Taking Charge! has become a funder
for training services directed to single parents on income assistance, as opposed to offering
training services in-house.

No question exists about the importance of third-party training service providers. Without
these contracts, Taking Charge! could never have delivered training and education
services to its clients. Essentially, to meet its target for serving clients and placing trainees
into jobs, Taking Charge! had to contract this service. Further, it has contracted recruiting,
employability assessment, job planning, and follow-up to the point where many
Taking Charge! clients receiving assessments have these services performed outside the
program.
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TABLE 29
Employability and training plans of Taking Charge! clients — fiscal year 1997-98

Employment assessment and job training plans

Taking Taking Neither Taking Service Other Total
Charge! Charge! Charge! nor providers

does does Service do
both Assessment Provider both 
(A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

Number of clients 102 192 312 370 24 1,000

Percent 10% 19% 31% 37% 2% 100%
Source: Survey of Training Service Providers and the Taking Charge! file review of training service

provider contracts. See Appendix 3.
Note: We cumulated the clients for each respondent in 97/98. We then allocated a respondent (service

provider) client to the five possible outcomes in Table 29 and totaled across all programs. For
example, service provider A may have trained 100 clients in 97/98 and stated that 20 percent of
these clients were assessed by Taking Charge! and 80 percent by themselves. Therefore, this
organization contributes 20 clients to column A and 80 clients to column D. The percentages in
Table 29 do not equal the percentages in Table 4, Appendix 3. 



It is very hard to offer a firm estimate of the number of Taking Charge! clients who are
assessed by training service providers. Taking Charge! believes the number is only
24 percent, while information from service providers indicate that it is 37 percent. The fact
that some contracts now explicitly include the requirement that service providers assess
and create plans demonstrates that Taking Charge! recognizes that it cannot maintain the
number of clients and complete assessments.

Training service providers are also largely responsible for defining the overall direction of
training within the program. Until very recently, training service providers would propose
programs they believed to be valuable. Initially, Taking Charge! accepted most of the
proposals provided they involved training the client groups. The Board still would request
changes, but by and large most proposals that met an apparent need received funding.

Lately, Taking Charge! management and staff have subjected proposals to closer scrutiny.
Proponents are expected to outline what client needs will be met and how success will be
achieved. The proposal review process has tightened. Employment facilitators now have
previous performance to assess a contractor’s likely performance. Also, proposals are
sometimes (but not always) assessed against occupational and labour market projections.
Finally, certain types of courses, such as basic word processing or basic computer skills,
are not being funded, partly because the in-house computer lab can cover this and partly
because clients often get these skills as part of a basic educational upgrading.

What Taking Charge! has yet to do is to take a more proactive role in defining the training
agenda. Several key informants, including Taking Charge! staff and management, stated
that Taking Charge! should determine client needs and call for tenders for the
programming needed.

Some respondents expressed ambivalence about the relationship between Taking Charge!
and the service providers. On the one hand, the excellence and professionalism of some
trainers was widely acknowledged. These trainers, who are well known within
Taking Charge!, Education and Training, and Family Services, are seen as offering the
taxpayer excellent value for money. Several key informants suggested that contracts could
be let directly to these organizations.

Also, some key informants questioned whether decisions made on funding or renewal
were always at arms length. By having community organizations serving directly on the
Board and acting as service providers, Taking Charge! has the benefit of obtaining high
levels of access to its target community. However, the appearance of favouritism may
exist when Taking Charge! awards service contracts to organizations that have
representation on the Board. It is important to note that the vast majority of funds allocated
by Taking Charge! are to organizations with no direct representation on its Board. Also,
the evidence suggests that Taking Charge! has received value for money from the
contracts awarded to organizations with Board representation.25
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5.4  The Role and Contribution of the
Voluntary Sector

Community and non-profit organizations offer valuable insights and experience into the
client group and may have programs that are immediately applicable to clients. It makes
sense to develop close relationships with community organizations to accelerate the
training opportunities open to Taking Charge! clients. This relationship with the
community may be expressed through Board membership, informal contacts with
community groups, joint ventures, and joint funding of training and other support
activities.

At the outset, Taking Charge! encountered a cool reception from the non-profit and
community-based organizations. Its creation represented a perturbation in the established
funding relationships. Many existing “players,” offering third-party training and service to
the target group, saw the new agency as a rival for funding. Some groups quickly adapted
and realized that Taking Charge! would become an important source of revenue. Several
non-profit groups with no history of training also created programs to serve this client
group and received funding from Taking Charge!26

In our interviews with community organizations we discovered the following:

• Some vestiges of that rivalry persist today, but it has dissipated considerably.

• The relationships with the “traditional” non-profit community remain undeveloped. By
traditional non-profit organizations we mean United Way funded agencies that serve
this clientele, social agencies such as Winnipeg Child and Family Services, and other
agencies that offer services to lower income Winnipeg families. We found a low level
of awareness of, and contact with Taking Charge!, among these organizations. 

• Interviews with various key informants reveal that Taking Charge! has made few
ongoing contacts with social services agencies and other organizations that can offer
collateral support to training clients. As one key informant put it, (Taking Charge!) is
not an agency that many community groups talk about. Another key informant stated
that Taking Charge! should strengthen its relationships among the “alternately funded
non-profit sector.” Alternately funded means organizations that derive income from
sources other than training contracts.

5.5  Relationship with Government
As mentioned in several places earlier in this report, Taking Charge! has had uneven
relationships with provincial departments and other programs. In part, Taking Charge!
was positioned as a unique portfolio of interventions and initial efforts sought to ensure
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26 We confirmed this representation of the initial relationship between Taking Charge! and the non-profit
community with key informants in Taking Charge!, government, and community organizations.



that it operated as an independent agency. The joint federal-provincial Task Group in 1994
developed a detailed program model as part of the planning for Taking Charge!. The
Taking Charge! Board elected to adopt a separate approach and used the initial year to
refine the structure and operation of the Program. This reflects a decision by the Board to
make Taking Charge! clearly “not government” and thereby encourage income assistance
clients to participate.

Taking Charge! funds a range of programs offered by non-profit groups that also offer
services to the provincial government. The process of defining roles and responsibilities
for creating and managing employment enhancement measures has been complex and
contributed to an initially difficult relationship between Taking Charge! and various
provincial programs. 

Fortunately this relationship is improving. With the co-location of an Employment and
Income Assistance office within the Taking Charge! facility, clients now have immediate
access to Department of Family Services counselors. Taking Charge! management and
personnel from the Departments of Family Services and Education and Training are
starting to meet to coordinate services. 

A key lesson is that new initiatives such as Taking Charge! take time to define, especially
if configured as a non-profit agency with an independent Board. While this approach fits
with the ethos of using non governmental delivery mechanisms, it also requires additional
attention to synchronize the governmental and non-governmental systems. Another key
lesson is that government needs to take a more active hand in the planning and delivery
of services. Taking Charge! has occurred simultaneously with Making Welfare Work, the
creation of a single tier of income assistance,27 and the devolution of training and labour
market services from the federal to the provincial governments. Taking Charge! could
have used increased connection with government to help coordinate training services.

At the outset of the program, Taking Charge! had a close relationship with the federal
government at the senior departmental and political level. The first Director of Operations
for Taking Charge! was seconded from Human Resources and Development Canada.
Further, as signatory to the agreement, the federal government made appointments to the
Board.

The federal government continues to attend meetings and participate in the planning and
evaluation process, but interactions with the provincial government are much more
important to the operations of Taking Charge!.
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27 Until recently, Manitoba had a two-tier income assistance program. The larger urban areas such as Winnipeg
administered income assistance to single adults (with provincial grants), while the province administered
income assistance to families and single parents. These two tiers are being merged in a single delivery system,
only in Winnipeg.



5.6  Impact of the Program on the Labour Market
(Displacement)

Job training programs have the potential to displace regular workers. This occurs because
the recently trained income assistance clients may be offered to private employers with a
wage subsidy. Further, these trainees may continue to receive various benefits and can
afford to work for lower wages.28 The evidence on job displacement remains largely
anecdotal, since few employers would respond affirmatively that they had laid off regular
employees. In Manitoba, the recent growth in the economy makes job displacement from
provincial training programs unlikely.

According to the Follow-up Survey, Taking Charge! places about 37 percent of its clients
into full-time employment and 17 percent into part-time employment (8 percent full-time
equivalency) for an effective employment rate of 45 percent. Employment Connections
places 44 percent of clients in full-time and 20 percent in part-time work for an effective
employment rate of 54 percent. These programs have about the same number of clients
each year (950); therefore, we expect that in the last fiscal year, Taking Charge! added 428
new employees and Employment Connections added 513 new workers to the Manitoba
economy. These are high-side estimates, since some of these workers may be working
full-time but in transitory occupations or on short-term contracts.

Over 1995-1998 (since June) the Manitoba economy added 22,000 new jobs to the
economy and had the second lowest unemployment rate in Canada (5.7 percent behind
Alberta’s 5.5 percent).29 In the last year (since June 1997), Manitoba has added 6,000 new
jobs.

In this economic context, it is unlikely that the activities of job training programs have
displaced regular workers. More than likely these new workers have been welcome.
Displacement in the United States occurs in certain urban and regional economies such as
New York City. It is most unlikely to occur in upper midwestern states where
unemployment is currently running at well under 3 percent and is measured at 0 percent
in some centres. The issue in these areas is not displacement, but whether government
needs to spend any money on job training since employers are more than willing to train
to get workers.
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28 This problem is arising in the United States. “Many on welfare compete successfully for low wage jobs that
might have otherwise gone to the working poor not on welfare.... Although they are coming off welfare, many
have the advantage of a year or more of child care subsidies and transportation allowances..... The
displacement issue shows up most vividly in the programs that send people out, ostensibly for training, to do
tasks without pay that once were done by regular employees who have their wages cut or their hours
shortened.” New York Times, April 1, 1997, p. A1.

29 Canadian Economic Observer, July 1998, Statistics Canada, Cat. no. 11-010-XPB.



We had anticipated that the employer survey would offer some insight into deployment of
graduates of the programs. We were unable to give employers graduate identities as part
of the questionnaire.30 A generic question that simply asked whether new hires had been
used to replace regular workers seemed unviable and pointless without being able to
identify previous income assistance clients in the employer’s workforce.

Accordingly, we conclude that job displacement in Winnipeg as a result of the
Taking Charge! program is unlikely.

5.7  Summary and observations
Considerable variation exists in the quality of partnerships that Taking Charge! has with
the business community, community organizations, and government. Most important is
that Taking Charge! has not forged links with the business community. Considering the
evidence from the evaluations of the Job-Training Partnership Act in the United States that
show the importance of partnerships with the private sector, this lack is the most important
partnership deficiency of Taking Charge!. Recent efforts to increase the involvement of
business are promising and need to have the highest priority for the organization.

By contrast, Taking Charge! has very close relationships with community organizations,
especially those that are training providers. Largely this relationship exists because Taking
Charge! is a source of funding for these organizations. However, Taking Charge! does not
have close relationships with community organizations that are not under contract. In this
sense the networking circle for the organization is restricted. This limits the program in
joint venturing with other organizations and developing a fuller range of partnerships that
may benefit clients.

Relationships with provincial government are improving after an initial period of poor
cooperation. Cooperation and joint planning are increasing and this is drawing the
program closer to the job training and assistance system in Manitoba.
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6.  Project Success — 
Individual Outcomes

This section presents econometric estimates of program impact on individual outcomes.
It starts with a description of the variables available from the analysis and how we
obtained them, and then discusses how to measure self-sufficiency and what indicators are
available. Increased economic independence is associated with increased hours of
employment, higher earnings, an increase in benefit-reductions (reduction in income
assistance paid because of earnings)31, and a reduction in assistance payments.

Next, we examine the Comparison Group, and the Control Group32 for differences in
earnings, hours worked, and quality of work. Quite precise estimates can be obtained of
the impact of interventions on hours worked and income. 

The next issue addressed is the change in use of the income assistance program. Labour
market interventions directed to income assistance clients are intended not only to
increase their level of economic independence, but also to reduce the costs to government.
Less involvement with the income assistance program is a direct measure of that cost
reduction. 

We then examine the impacts of the programs on clients’ home and personal lives using
the follow-up survey data as well as five case studies.

6.1  Tracking Individual Outcomes
We use three main data sources to measure program impact at the individual level:

• Quantitative data from the main training programs in Manitoba33 and the Social
Allowances Management Information Network (SAMIN) support the econometric
estimate of impact.34

Summative Evaluation of Manitoba’s Taking Charge! 73

31 The term “benefit reduction” refers to a lowering of income assistance benefits paid to clients because they
earned employment income, inherited money, or failed to observe a work expectation. In this report, the term
refers only to a reduction in income assistance paid to clients because they had employment earnings. An
increase in benefit reduction means that clients had employment earnings in a month and income assistance
benefits were reduced.

32 To reiterate, Taking Charge! refers to clients of the Taking Charge! program who we designated as the
“Treatment Group.” The “Comparison Group” refers to participants in Employment Connections, Community
Partnerships, Pathways to Success and Opportunities for Employment. The “Control Group” consists of income
assistance clients who have received no intervention. In all cases, only single parents on income assistance have
been included in the analysis.

33 In addition to Taking Charge!, these are Employment Connections, Community Partnerships, Pathways to
Success and Opportunities for Employment.

34 The sample consists of single parents active on income assistance between April 1995 and September 1997.
This resulted in 2,764 individual income assistance files. From the individual program files we matched case
numbers to segment these cases into Treatment and Comparison Group members. Those that were not
associated with any training program became the Control Group by default. It is possible that some members
of the Control Group have received training at some point in the past.



• A follow-up survey of 1,001 income assistance clients (Taking Charge!, Comparison
Group, and Control Group) that occurred in February 1998 and June 1998 provided
client satisfaction data and corroborative measures of post-intervention outcomes.

• Five case studies of diverse clients allowed us to examine their experience with income
assistance and the Taking Charge! Program from a more qualitative perspective.

6.1.1  Quantitative information from project and systems
databases

The Control Group (SAMIN)
The Social Allowances Management Information Network (SAMIN) is maintained by the
Department of Family Services. The main purpose of SAMIN is to track payments to
provincial income assistance clients. This database also tracks payments made to support
education (special needs), employment earnings for those clients on partial assistance and
several basic demographic variables. Because it is primarily a payment tracking system,
it provides reliable measures of an individual’s participation in the income assistance
program. Most useful is that SAMIN allows us to create a history of a client’s involvement
with the income assistance system.

We obtained extracts from the SAMIN database at several points, and most recently in
July 1998. This allowed us to track income assistance clients for a minimum of
nine months after the last completed intervention (September 1997). Besides serving as
the Control Group, the SAMIN database also provided key variables (duration of income
assistance, benefits paid, income assistance history, etc.) for participants in the
Comparison and Treatment Groups.35

Treatment Group (Taking Charge!)
Taking Charge! created a client management information system (CAMS) to capture
client information, describe the intervention, and track post-intervention client progress
(specifically the nature of employment and/or training). We reviewed the CAMS system
in detail in the Phase 1 evaluation and summarized important concerns in Section 4.

Comparison Group
As described in Section 2, Manitoba offers several training programs directed to income
assistance recipients. Of the four we studied, Employment Connections and Opportunities
for Employment are focused interventions in the sense that they design and deliver the
training. Community Partnerships and Pathways to Success constitute a range of
interventions offered by different agencies. These latter programs represent funding to
community-based organizations that have identified specific needs and client groups.
Pathways to Success is directed to Aboriginal clients.
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maintained by the individual programs. We elected to use client background data from SAMIN and the
Employment, Education, and Training Information Personal Job Plan (see discussion).



Because of the variability and inconsistency with which client demographic data are
maintained for all programs and because follow-up by programs is often incomplete, we
used only the “intervention” information from Taking Charge!, Employment
Connections, Community Partnerships, and Pathways to Success (e.g., program start and
end dates, type of intervention, etc.).

We obtained type and duration of intervention from each program.36 By matching the
social insurance and income assistance numbers of clients with SAMIN, we created
complete records of income assistance involvement and a partial picture of post-
intervention employment. 

We treated these Comparison Group Programs as a whole. Sample sizes for all programs
except Employment Connections are small and preclude a separate analysis of these
interventions. We are able to isolate Employment Connections in some analysis, allowing
us to directly compare Taking Charge! with this intervention. 

6.1.2  Sources of client information
Key client attributes (Education, Status Indian, visible minority) are maintained
differently by the various income assistance training programs. We elected to collect
information from the job plans completed by Employment and Income Assistance
counselors. Taking Charge! graduates coded this information for all 2,764 clients in the
database that we created for this research. One important qualification is that these data
are derived from information that E&IA counselors completed at the time of application.
For many clients, some years may have elapsed before acceptances into an intervention,
leaving the information on education dated. 

Follow-up survey of clients
One concern for tracking individual outcomes is the quality of post-intervention data. Our
initial review of the Treatment and Comparison Group information revealed that these
programs did not track outcomes consistently. The SAMIN database reliably measures the
income assistance payments made and whether a client is on or off welfare. It is less
reliable in measuring employment outcomes, especially for those who find work and leave
assistance entirely.37
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36 Information on Opportunities for Employment was provided by Family Services. This is a straightforward
program, and the key data needed were simply start and end date for the intervention. All other information for
OFE participants was obtained from other sources.

37 The SAMIN database offers some information on employment, such as hours and wages per month. This is for
part-time employment or low-paying work that still allows the client to qualify for some assistance (after a
benefit reduction). Those clients who gain full-time work at a sufficient wage, come off the income assistance
program and are dropped from the database. This means that our estimates of post-intervention wages and hours
are biased downward for those individuals who no longer collect income assistance because their earnings are
too high.



The follow-up survey of clients generated some outcome data such as hours worked and
incomes earned from employment at six and nine months after the intervention.38 It also
offered insights into personal and home lives of participants (reported in Section 6.5) plus
their satisfaction with the program (reported in Section 7.1). However, we elected to use
the SAMIN information throughout to maintain a large sample (2,764 versus 1,001).

Five case studies
To offer qualitative insight into how Taking Charge! affected participants, we selected five
respondents to serve as case studies. We identified five important client groups, then
randomly selected one respondent in each of these groups from the Taking Charge!
database. The case studies are reported both in Appendix 7, Volume II and Section 6.7.

6.2  Changes in Self-Sufficiency
A central goal of all income assistance training programs is to raise client self-sufficiency
and thereby reduce income assistance usage. Self-sufficiency simply means the desire and
ability of an adult to earn a living. For income assistance programs it means the ability to
be economically independent of government support. We measured changes in self-
sufficiency in two ways:

• First we compared pre- and post-intervention earnings, hours worked, income
assistance benefits paid, reduction in assistance eligibility as a result of earnings
(benefit reduction) and proportion of time spent on income assistance. If earnings,
hours worked, and benefit reduction have increased, and if, concurrently, benefits paid
have decreased following intervention completion, we can infer that self-sufficiency
has increased (on average). Similarly, if the proportion of time spent on income
assistance decreases as a result of training, we would also note an increase in self-
sufficiency. These questions are probed in the statistical testing presented in
Sections 6.3 — 6.4.

• Second, we asked respondents in the follow-up survey whether they had worked more
after the program. We also asked them whether they thought the program had improved
their chances of gaining employment and becoming economically independent.
Taking Charge! clients reported that:

— job skills had improved (62 percent);

— they were more self-sufficient (almost 50 percent responding “strongly agree”); 

— motivation had increased (more than 63 percent responding “strongly agree”).

Based solely on client perceptions, Taking Charge! has had a strong positive impact on
client self-confidence and self-sufficiency.39
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39 Details may be found in Appendix 1, Volume II.



6.3  Impacts on Job Holding and Earnings
A main objective of Taking Charge! is to move income assistance clients toward
employment. Two questions need to be answered:

• Does participation in Taking Charge! increase the hours worked, earnings, and type of
work clients can obtain?

• What is the impact on hours and earnings for Taking Charge! clients, compared with
those who participate in other interventions and those who receive no training or
education?

The quality and types of jobs held by Taking Charge! and Comparison Group clients are
not well recorded in the databases available for this research. The follow-up survey and
CAMS support inferences about what kind of work clients are getting (see Appendix 1,
Vol. II). Post-intervention wages typically run at about $1,000 per month. Taking Charge!
has some follow-up information in its database, but it is highly variable. Information for
other programs and the Department of Family Services either did not exist or
was unavailable.

6.3.1  Regression models are the analytical tools for
this research

A difference-in-difference methodology is the foundation for the analysis with the
following dependent variables shown in Table 30.40 The source for these variables is the
SAMIN database. 

Regression modeling allows us to study the independent effects of a range of influences
on pre- and post-intervention hours and wages. For example, we can isolate the effects of
the Treatment (Taking Charge!) and the Comparison Groups. We can also measure the
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TABLE 30
Dependent variables in linear regression models

Variable Description Commentary
name

DIFFWAGE Difference of monthly average wages Program success leading to 
between pre- and post-intervention economic independence is
while on income assistance. associated with higher wages. 

DIFFHOUR Difference of average hours worked Program success leading
per month between pre- and to economic independence
post-intervention while on income is associated with higher hours 
assistance. worked.

40 We have not corrected for self-selection because clients may be referred to Taking Charge! by E&IA
counselors, other social agencies, training service providers, or have simply walked in. The imposition of work
expectations and in general the processes under welfare reform (Making Welfare Work) have increased the
degree to which clients are directed to participate under threat of sanction.



effect of client attributes (e.g., Aboriginal status or the number of children less than six
years of age) at the start of intervention plus the effects of different types of intervention.
The independent variables we used are shown in Table 31.
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TABLE 31
Independent variables in the general linear regression models

Variable Description Commentary/data source
name

GROUP1 Taking Charge! vs.Others (Taking Charge!=1, Others=0) By definition when
Group1 =Group2 = 0 we have
defined the Control Group.

GROUP2 Comparison vs Others 
(Comparison=1, Others=0)

EDUC2 Education in years From EJTTP

DSTATIND Registered Indian status (Yes=1, No=0) From SAMIN 

GENDER Female=0, Male=1 From SAMIN

DKIDS6PR Number of children less than six From SAMIN 
years of age pre-intervention

DKID6-18PR Number of children between the From SAMIN 
ages of 6 and 18 years of age
pre-intervention

DIFFKID6 Difference of children less than From SAMIN
six years of age between pre- and
post-intervention

DAGE Age at intervention start From Program data 

DWRKXPPR Work expectation pre last From SAMIN. Indicates whether 
intervention (Yes=1, No=0) a work expectation been assigned.

DJOBPRSA Number jobs prior to entering From SAMIN
income assistance

DURINTVN Number days on intervention From Program data 

DIFFUINC Difference of unearned income From SAMIN. Unearned income 
between pre- and post-intervention is other government transfers and 

maintenance payments. (Lower 
unearned income is generally 
associated with higher
self-sufficiency.)

Total Total exposure to income Total time spent on SA between 
assistance = (Total # months June 1998 and the person’s 18th 
on SAMIN (AGE*12) – 216) birth date. Those with less history 

on assistance often have an easier 
time in gaining work. 



Most of the independent variables are self-explanatory. We created some difference
variables such as DIFFUINC to evaluate the impact of government transfers (child
supports, pensions, etc.) on hours worked and wages.

One important group of variables is the type of interventions. We classified the
interventions from each program into one of seven categories,41 as shown in Table 32. We
coded only one intervention for each participant.42 We also coded interaction variables in
an attempt to compare different interventions across programs, but because some
programs only had a single intervention, this resulted in perfect collinearity. Therefore, we
report only results for the type of intervention.43

Table 33 shows the results for DIFFWAGE and DIFFHOURS. We have rounded the
regression coefficients. Bolded entries denote coefficients that are statistically significant
at either the 0.1 (single asterix *) or 0.05 level (double asterix **). The sample size of
2,526 is lower than the total sample (2,764), as 238 individuals did not have both pre- and
post-intervention income assistance records. 
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TABLE 32
Independent variables related to interventions 

Variable Description Source
name

DINT1 Work, job entry/job search Program

DINT2 Trade skills Program

DINT3 Technology/management skills Program

DINT4 Literacy/numeracy Program

DINT5 Academic upgrading Program

DINT6 Job placement/work experience Program

DNUMINT Total number of interventions From Program
per person

Note: DINT1 — 6 are dummy variables coded 1 if intervention taken and 0 otherwise. A seventh intervention
(“Other”) becomes part of the Constant term in the regression. We assigned only one intervention per
client and used DNUMINT to capture clients with more than one intervention. 

41 We verified the intervention classification with management of each program.
42 About 10 percent of clients across all programs had multiple interventions. This reflects the variability in the

program databases. To isolate the intervention effect for each program, we only allowed the intervention for the
program in which the client was recorded.

43 We examined the zero order correlations for the independent variables and found them all to be less than 0.4.
The adjusted R2 values are also low (less than 15), suggesting that multi- collinearity is not a problem for
these results.
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TABLE 33
Difference-in-difference regression: average monthly wages (DIFFWAGE) 

and average hours (DIFFHOURS), pre and post-intervention

DIFFWAGE DIFFHOURS

Sample size 2,526 2,526

Constant 19 6

Group 1 (Taking Charge!) 77 ** 10 **

Group 2 (Comparison group) 89 ** 13 **

Educ2 2 0

Gender -18 -4

Age -1 0

# Children 6-18 years of age 27 ** 3 **

# Children < 6 years of age 0 -1

Status Indian -44 ** -5 **

Number of interventions -8 -2

Intervention 1 (work/job search) 34 7 **

Intervention 2 (trade skills) 39 * 2

Intervention 3 (tech/mgmt skills) -48 * -6

Intervention 4 (lit./num) -17 -1

Intervention 5 (academic upgrading) -91 -13

Intervention 6 (job placement) 55 ** 8 **

Work expectations 67 ** 9 **

Number of jobs before intervention 1 * 0

Total time on SA 17 2

Difference in unearned income 0 ** 0

Difference in children <6 years of age (pre-post) -19 -3

Duration of intervention 0 0

Adjusted R2 0.0915 0.087
Entries that are bold are statistically significant at the 0.05 level or lower (**) or the 0.10 Level (*). The other
entries should be treated as equal to 0.



6.3.2  Impact on wages
Table 33 shows that both the Treatment (Taking Charge!) and the Comparison Groups had
statistically significant impacts on average monthly wages. What we are measuring is the
increase in wages earned while still on assistance. Based on the regression model, Taking
Charge! clients earned an additional $114 per month while clients in the Comparison
Group enjoyed an increase of $126.44 Those in the Control Group had a wage increase of
$37 after intervention.45 These increases indicate that both the Treatment and Comparison
programs have an impact on wages, with the Comparison Group having a slightly more
positive effect.

Taking Charge! has the autonomous effect of increasing wages by $77 per month upon
intervention completion, while participation in one of the Comparison Groups increased
wages by $89. This occurs when all other statistically significant variables are considered
equal to zero.

Education and gender have no impact on wages. Because the vast majority of single-
parent clients on income assistance are women (95 percent), we are unable to measure
whether being a male or female participant in these programs makes a difference. Neither
is education statistically significant. Throughout the analysis, education does not register
as having a significant impact on economic independence (when tested at 0.05
significance). This flies in the face of both theory and other studies. We suspect that
education has not been well-tracked by programs or the income assistance system in
general.46

Having children between 6 and 18 years of age is a positive and significant help to
increased incomes ($27) but having children less than six is not a significant hindrance.
Being a Status Indian reduces post-intervention incomes by $44 (see Table 34 for details).

Of the interventions, only job placement had a significant impact (at the 5 percent level),
increasing wages by $55. The results probably reflect the quick success of job-ready
clients who have the education and training to get work with job oriented training. 

The assignment of a work expectation was also shown to have a positive effect on
increasing wages ($67). More post-intervention time is needed to fully observe the effect
of work expectation assignments, as they have only recently been introduced to the
system.47
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44 The average wage increase per group is calculated by multiplying the average for each of the statistically
significant variables (0.05 significance level) by its coefficient. The average is based on the entire sample, not
particular programs. A full derivation of these averages is presented in detail in Appendix 6, Volume II. The
coefficients in Table 33 indicate the effect that a one unit change in an independent variable has on the
dependent variable, holding all other variables constant. For example, participating in Taking Charge! without
any of the other significant variables results in an increased wage of $77 per month.

45 We assigned intervention dates randomly for each client in the Control Group.

46 Many clients who claim to have graduated with a specific grade may have a lower proficiency. Also, the
EETIPJP data captured information that may predate the intervention by several years.

47 We also tested the interaction of program and intervention, but due to small samples we did not find significant
relationships. 



Hypothetical Case Studies
Table 34 shows three hypothetical cases and how this regression predicts differences in
pre- and post-intervention monthly income. The regression allows us to illustrate how
certain client characteristics and interventions interact to produce a change in monthly
income after an intervention.

In Case 1, the client has participated in Taking Charge! ($77), has one child between the
ages of 6 and 18 ($27), is not a Status Indian, has participated in Intervention 6 (Job
Placement) ($55), and has had a work expectation assigned ($67). This individual could
expect an increase in monthly income of $226 after participating in the program. 

Case 2 is a client in the Comparison Group ($89), has no children between the ages of
6 and 18 (no benefit), is a Status Indian (-$44), has not participated in Intervention 6
(no benefit), and has also had a work expectation assigned ($67). Post-intervention wages
are $112. 

Case 3 shows a Status Indian (-$44) with two children between the ages of 6 and 18 ($54),
who has completed Intervention 6 ($55) with Taking Charge! ($77). This individual could
be expected to gain $142 in monthly income from this combination of personal situations
and participation in Taking Charge!.

These cases show the barriers facing Status Indians, validating the need for programming
directed to Aboriginal populations. 
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TABLE 34
Illustrative (hypothetical) cases from the difference-in-difference in pre- and 

post-intervention monthly wages

Client attribute Case 1 Case 2 Case 3

Participant in Taking Charge! YES $77 NO $0 YES $77

Participant in Comparison group NO $0 YES $89 NO $0

Number of children 6 – 18 1 $27 0 $0 2 $54

Status Indian NO $0 YES ($44) YES ($44)

Intervention 6 (job placement) YES $55 NO $0 YES $55

Work expectation YES $67 YES $67 NO $0

Total effect $226 $112 $142
(Change in monthly income)



6.3.3  Impact on hours worked
Taking Charge! has a statistically significant impact on the hours worked post-
intervention (See Table 33). On average, Taking Charge! participants work 16 hours more
each month following completion of their intervention, while Comparison Group
participants work 19 more hours.48 Control Group participants worked 6 hours more a
month.

Participating in Taking Charge! results in an additional 10 hours per month while the
Comparison Group’s change in hours is 13 (holding all other variables constant).

As for the other independent variables, the results are broadly similar to those obtained for
differences in wages. Education, age, and gender have no impact on post-intervention
hours worked. The number of children between the ages of 6 and 18 has a small positive
impact (three hours for each child), while being a Status Indian has a negative effect 
(-5 hours).

One important finding is that only two interventions are significant. Participation in job
search/job entry (Intervention 1) or a job placement program (Intervention 6) increases
post-intervention hours by 7 and 8 hours, respectively. The imposition of work
expectations also increases post-intervention hours by 9 hours on average.

6.3.4  Summary on earnings and hours worked
The results from Table 33 show that both Taking Charge! and the Comparison Group
interventions (predominately Employment Connections) have had a positive impact on
client earnings and the number of hours worked after the intervention. Comparison Group
clients experience a slight increase in income and hours worked over Taking Charge!
clients.

Only interventions that stress job placement have a significant effect on both wages and
hours worked. Since we are only tracking outcomes after a short time (less than 24 months
at the maximum and nine months at the minimum), the analysis is biased toward these
interventions. The results also show the significant employment barriers faced by Status
Indians. 

Interpretation of the results requires care. The analysis shows that job placement and job-
search programs are most effective. As we have shown elsewhere, evidence exists to
confirm the claim that the job readiness of income assistance clients is declining. Further,
the recent recovery of the provincial economy is also responsible for the success of job-
ready clients participating in these interventions. If economic growth slows, the success
of these work-readiness interventions may moderate.
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48 We obtained these examples by applying the average characteristics for the entire sample to the regression
coefficients in Table 36. Details are in Appendix 6, Volume II.



This analysis does not support shifting the emphasis from basic academic upgrading to
job-oriented programs. The employment-oriented programs may have worked largely
because of the availability of job-ready candidates and an improved labour market. We do
not have a sufficient post-intervention period to test the long-term outcomes of literacy,
numeracy, and academic upgrading. Evidence from other studies confirms the importance
of academics in long-term labour market success.

6.4  Impact on Income Assistance Use
Interventions leading to lower income assistance payments and higher benefit reductions
lead to lower overall income assistance budgets. We used the difference-in-difference
model to examine how training interventions and differences in personal characteristics
influenced income assistance payments and benefit reductions resulting from earnings
(dependent variables shown in Table 35).49

The regression results shown in Tables 33 and 36 support the cost analysis presented in
Section 8.
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TABLE 35
Dependent variables for income assistance regression models

Variable name Description Commentary

DIFFBENF Difference in average benefit Program success leading to economic
paid pre- and post-intervention independence is associated with lower

benefits.

DIFFBNRD Difference in the average benefit Benefit reduction is the reduced 
reduction between pre- and income assistance payable because 
post-intervention clients earned income through 

employment. Successful interventions 
lead to higher benefit reductions and 
lower assistance payments. 

49 Over the observation period of April 1995 to June 1998, the benefit paid changed as a result of reductions in
value of the total needs for families (May 1996) and the changes in the composition of families that we cannot
observe are due to data limitations. Therefore, when estimating the impact of interventions on income assistance
budgets, the benefit reductions resulting from earning are preferred.
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TABLE 36
Difference of average benefits paid and benefit reduction, pre- and post-intervention

DIFFWAGE DIFFHOURS

Sample size 2,526 2,526

Constant -166 ** 8 **

Group 1 (Taking Charge!) -168 ** 42 **

Group 2 (Comparison group) -118 ** 45 **

Educ2 7 * 1

Gender 91 ** -8

Age 0 — 1

# Children 6-18 years of age -1 17 **

# Children < 6 years of age 79 ** 0

Status Indian 35 * -23 **

Number of interventions 38 ** —

Intervention 1 (work/job search) -67 * 23 *

Intervention 2 (trade skills) -120 ** 29 **

Intervention 3 (tech/mgmt skills) 98 ** -21

Intervention 4 (lit./num) 34 -4

Intervention 5 (academic upgrading) -49 -39

Intervention 6 (job placement) -17 37 **

Work expectations 48 ** 39 **

Number of jobs before intervention -19 ** 1

Total time on SA 63 ** 9

Difference in unearned income 0 0

Difference in children <6 (pre-post) 31 -9

Duration of intervention -0.2 0

Adjusted R2 0.107 0.089
Note: Entries that are bold are statistically significant at the 0.05 level or lower (**) or the 0.10  Level (*).

The other entries should be treated as equal to 0.



6.4.1  The difference-in-difference model for income 
assistance benefits paid 

Results for income assistance paid are similar to what we obtained for monthly income
and hours worked. As Table 36 illustrates, both the Treatment (Taking Charge!) and the
Comparison Groups had statistically significant impacts on assistance paid. The average
Taking Charge! client can be expected to reduce his/her average assistance benefits by
$258 per month compared to $208 for Comparison Group participants.50 Control Group
participants, who receive no intervention, lower costs to the program by approximately
$90 (Appendix 6, Volume II). This is due entirely to the increase in earnings that reduces
their total needs.

Participating in Taking Charge! alone will decrease benefit payments by $168, per month,
while participating in one of the Comparison Group programs (Employment Connections,
Opportunities for Employment, Pathways to Success, or Community Partnerships) will
decrease benefits paid by $118 (holding all other variables constant). 

For each child less than 6 years of age, monthly benefits increase by $79. Unlike the effect
on wages and hours worked, being a Status Indian has no statistically significant effect
(at 0.05 significance level) on benefits paid subsequent to an intervention. 

Intervention 2 reduces income assistance by $120 per month, while
Intervention 3 increased payments by $98. The total number of interventions also
increases income assistance paid by an average of $38 per month.

Imposing a work expectation is associated with an increase of $48 after the intervention.
This is counter-intuitive, and could reflect the diversion of clients into literacy and
numeracy programs that delay job entry. 

For each job before intervention, assistance payments fall by $19. Increases in the time
spent on assistance also affect post-intervention benefits (+$63).51
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50 Ibid.
51 The time spent on assistance is a percentage reflecting the proportion of time since a recipients 18th birthday

that he/she have spent receiving welfare.



Hypothetical Case Studies

The three hypothetical cases show how client attributes and intervention interact to
produce different expected changes in income assistance after the intervention. Table 37
shows a net decrease in assistance payments for Case 1 ($280), a decrease of $73 for
Case 2 and a reduction of $79 per month for Case 3.

6.4.2  The impact on benefit reductions
The results for benefit reduction, are similar to the changes in benefits paid, as we would
expect. Admittedly a convoluted concept, the benefit reduction resulting from
employment responds to many of the same influences as income assistance payments.
Recall that benefit reduction measures the reduced income assistance benefits paid
because clients earned some income from employment earnings. An increase in benefit
reduction means a lower benefit payment. A decrease in benefit reduction means that
clients worked less and the province pays more income assistance.

The average benefit reduction for Taking Charge! participants is $68 per month, compared
to $71 for the Comparison Groups.52 The Control Group has an average benefit reduction
of $26 per month. 
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TABLE 37
Illustrative (hypothetical) cases from the difference-in-difference 

in pre- and post-income assistance benefits paid

Client attribute Case 1 Case 2 Case 3

Constant YES ($166) YES ($166) YES ($166)

Participant in Taking Charge! YES ($168) NO $0 YES ($168)

Participant in Comparison group NO $0 YES ($118) NO $0

Gender F $91 F $91 M $0

Number of children under 6 0 $0 2 $158 1 $79

Number of interventions 1 $38 2 $76 1 $38

Intervention 2 (trade skills) YES ($120) YES ($120) NO $0

Intervention 3 (tech/mgmt skills) NO $0 NO $0 YES $98

Work expectations YES $48 NO $0 YES $48

Number of jobs before intervention. 1 ($19) 0 $0 2 ($38)

Total time on SA 0.25 $16 0.1 $6 0.5 $30

Total effect (change in monthly income ($280) ($73) ($79)

52 We obtained these examples by applying the average characteristics for the entire sample to the regression
coefficients in Table 36. Details are in Appendix 6, Volume II.



Based on Table 36 the Control Group showed an increase in benefit reduction of $8,
holding all other variables constant. This means that for a group of income assistance
clients who have no interventions, the normal process of labour market re-entry results in
their earning income and a reduced income assistance liability of $8 on average for the
province.

Participating in Taking Charge! alone increases the benefit reduction by $42 per month,
while participating in one of the Comparison Group programs increases benefit reduction
by $45. To reiterate, a benefit reduction is a lowering of the eligibility for income
assistance because the recipient is able to augment income through employment earnings.
Therefore an increase in benefit reduction reflects greater economic independence on the
part of the income assistance recipient.

For every child between the ages of 6 and 18 years, the benefit reduction rose by $17. If
the income assistance recipient is a Status Indian, the benefit reduction falls by $23. As
expected, Trade Skills and Job Placement (Interventions 2 and 6) produced positive
benefit reductions of $29 and $37 respectively. Finally, having a work expectation
assigned leads to a higher benefit reduction of $39 for each participant. 

6.4.3  Summary on the impacts of interventions on income
assistance

Taking Charge! and Comparison Group programs reduce monthly income assistance
payments to clients by $258 and $208 respectively. These programs also increase the
benefit reduction (i.e., reduce the liability for income assistance) by $68 and $71, above
the $26 that those without intervention produce.

The job-oriented interventions (Interventions 2 and 6) offer the most impact (Section 6.3),
with trade skills programming decreasing income assistance payments and increasing
benefit reductions. Work experience programming also increases benefit reduction while
technology/management skills leads to an increase in income assistance payments. 

6.5  Change in Long-term Prospects of Clients
A problem faced in this analysis is that we do not have a long follow-up period to observe
client outcomes for many clients. The period of post-intervention observation ranges from
about 22 months (for those who left their intervention in July 1996) to nine months for
those who left Taking Charge! in September 30, 1997. We have almost 30 months of
observations on the Control Group. Therefore, long-term outcomes must be inferred from
a restricted set of observations.

One method for predicting the long-term outcome of training is survival analysis. This
statistical procedure is commonly used in epidemiology and medicine to predict the
probability of contracting a disease. The procedure can also be used to predict positive
events such as getting work or leaving income assistance. Using the monthly observations
that record whether a client has left income assistance, we can estimate the average time
to leaving assistance or, in other words, the number of months a client remains on
assistance after the intervention.
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Figure 7 shows the results of a survival analysis for Taking Charge!, the Comparison
Group and the Control Group. The dependent variable is the number of months on income
assistance after the start of intervention. Many participants remained on assistance until
the end of the observation period (June 1998), and these observations are “right
censored.”53

Figure 7 shows that at 12 months, about 58 percent per cent of Comparison Group clients
remained on income assistance. This compares with about 75 percent for Taking Charge!
and 77 percent for the Control Group. At 15 months, 40 percent of the Comparison Group
remains on income assistance compared with about 60 percent for Taking Charge! and
70 percent for the Control Group. We only have 22 months of follow-up for
Taking Charge! and the Comparison Group, but have been able to construct longer
histories on the Control Group from SAMIN. Once again this confirms the long-term
nature of training programs for these clients: single-parent income assistance clients face
major barriers to economic independence that will require extended interventions. This
finding is consistent with the above analysis and with what is generally known about
education and training of economically disadvantaged persons.
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FIGURE 7
Percentage of Social Assistance

53 Many clients remain on assistance past the last month we can observe (June 1998). Right censored means that
the observation period ended before we could learn the final outcome of the case. Referring to Figure 8, it
means that the follow-up period is too short to track client outcomes. Another issue is that clients cycle on and
off assistance. Survival analysis predicts when the client leaves assistance and does not return. We assumed that
if the client had any experience off assistance after the intervention, he/she had left for good. We also
experimented with other censoring rules, but the estimates of average duration on assistance after intervention
are lowest with the assumptions we used. This creates cost estimates that are most favourable to the
interventions (see Section 8).



For the Control Group, we estimate the average time to come off assistance after
“intervention” at 23 months.54 For Taking Charge! this drops to 20 months, and for the
Comparison Group, the average time on assistance after intervention is 16 months. These
differences are easily explained by the dominance of Employment Connections clients in
the Comparison Group. We estimated that Employment Connections clients have an
average of 14 months on assistance after their intervention. Income assistance recipients
who participate in Employment Connections are the least disadvantaged in the sample.
Typically they are judged to be job-ready apart from some minor work-skills upgrading
and job-search training. Therefore, this group leaves income assistance faster than the
Treatment and the Control Group.

The small difference between the mean time off assistance between Taking Charge! and
the Control Group is less understandable. The increase, in hours worked and earnings for
Taking Charge! over the Control Group, shows that some participants in this program are
finding work and earning incomes. This may be partly explained by Taking Charge!
clients maintaining partial assistance and therefore remaining on the “rolls.”

The percentage of time off assistance pre- and post-intervention can be assessed using a
regression strategy reported as Table 6 in Appendix 6 of Volume II). First, we extracted a
sub-sample of respondents from the database for whom nine months of observations
existed, before and after their intervention. The difference in percentage of time each
respondent had been off assistance for the 9 months before and the 9 months after her/his
intervention was regressed against the standard set of independent variables used above
(age, education, work experience, Aboriginal Status, etc). What this regression indicates,
is that, participants in the Control Group experienced a post-intervention reduction in the
percentage of time on assistance of 21 percent. For Taking Charge! this was 35 percent,
and 33 percent for the Comparison Group. These results vary somewhat from those
obtained by the survival analysis, but the general orders of magnitude are the same. The
Treatment and Comparison Groups offer some improvement over the Control Group, but
two thirds of the pre/post-intervention reduction of income assistance usage is the result
of changes that would have probably occurred anyway.55

The econometric analysis tells only part of the story about program outcomes at the
individual level. By asking clients directly, through sample surveys and case studies, we
are able to offer an additional perspective on how the programs have affected clients.
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54 These averages are not shown in the figure. By definition, anyone in the Control Group participated in no
program, and we assigned a random “intervention” date to clients in this group.

55 Full results are presented in Appendix 6, Volume II.



6.6 Impacts on Home and Personal Life 
(Follow-up Survey)

Outcomes related to child-care, domestic conflict, and other indicators of home life are
important for clients. Key informants repeatedly told us in the interviews that chaotic
home and personal lives present clients with major obstacles to completing training and
then securing/holding employment. Tracking changes in home and personal life was an
important goal of the follow-up survey.56

We asked several questions on the Follow-up Survey to explore the quality of home and
personal life for those in Taking Charge!, and the other programs.

As shown in Table 38, two important results emerge from this aspect of the follow-up
survey:

• The most significant impact of the Taking Charge! on participants has been the reported
increases in self-confidence (45 percent). 

• Other impacts included better financial and/or time management (19 percent),
becoming a better role model for the kids (16 percent), increased stability (15 percent),
higher income (14 percent), and a more stable day-care environment (13 percent).

Key informants confirmed the importance of increased self-confidence as an outcome of
Taking Charge!. Those closely involved with the clients remarked how often they were
struck by the dramatic change in attitude and demeanor displayed by clients after their
involvement with the program.
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56 See Appendix 1, of Volume II for more details.



6.7  How the Program Touches Individual Lives — 
Five Case Studies

Case studies offer a highly personal insight into the lives of clients and how interventions
such as Taking Charge! operate. While this information cannot be used to infer results for
the entire population of Taking Charge! clientele, case studies offer important
understanding of the program and how it serves different clients.
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TABLE 38
Impact on home life

“What kinds of changes have you noticed in your home
as a result of joining the program?”

Type of change Taking Employment Opportunities Pathways to
Charge! Connections for Employment Success

Moved into a better house 5 1 0 0
(1.8%) (2.1%) (%) (%)

Children are in a more 36 1 3 0
stable day-care (12.7%) (2.1%) (11.1%) (%)

More stability/less 43 10 5 0
conflict in life (15.2%) (21.3%) (18.5%) (%)

Got married/new relationship 3 1 0 0
(1.1%) (2.1%) (%) (%)

Health improved 1 1 1 0
(0.4%) (2.1%) (3.7%) (%)

Better financial and/or 55 9 5 1
time management (19.4%) (19.1%) (18.5%) (50%)

More self-confidence/ 126 17 10 1
self-esteem (44.5%) (36.2%) (37%) (50%)

Better role model for the kids 45 12 5 0
(15.9%) (23.5%) (18.5%) (%)

More discipline in my life 27 5 2 0
(9.5%) (10.6%) (7.4%) (%)

Higher income 40 16 0 0
(14.1%) (34.0%) (%) (%)

(NEGATIVE) 20 3 0 0
Too much time away from kids (7.1%) (6.4%) (%) (%)

Other negative changes 13 1 0 0
(4.6%) (2.1%) (%) (%)

Source: Follow up survey of clients.



Several themes flow through these case studies: 

• All respondents have been involved with income assistance for a long time. Three of
the five respondents have experienced marriage breakdowns because of physical or
alcohol abuse. Two respondents have never been married.

• No clear pattern of educational deficits emerges. Some respondents left high school
before completion but two also had attended college/university prior to their
involvement with income assistance. Low education is a barrier to economic
independence once on income assistance, but it appears not to be the trigger. A common
cause are pregnancy (for women) and marriage breakdowns.

• Respondents reported that their motivations for coming off assistance include
frustration with being poor, negative experiences with being an income assistance
recipient, feelings of pride, and a desire to gain more money to help their children.

• Experience with income assistance varies. Some respondents reported only a brief stint,
but others report a prolonged involvement with the “system.”

• Two respondents reported child care as a constant problem throughout training and
after starting work.

• The respondents in the case studies are all currently employed.57

• Experience with training varies. Respondents all reported that they benefited from
training and education assistance. Case study participants reported quite different
experience in terms of Taking Charge! assisting them to come off assistance. One
reported difficulty with the facilitator and wished to have greater and more regular
contact. Others stated that they had been hasty in their choice of a career and training
program. They expressed misgivings about the process of choosing their training
options. Simultaneously, some respondents reported being pleased with the
Taking Charge! staff and their support in choosing a training option.

Clients found the training by service providers to be good and reported that this aspect of
the program had been good.

• Also, different clients report different experiences with Taking Charge!. Some
respondents appreciate the individual attention and the support of employment
facilitators, while others are quite critical. This highlights the varying needs of clients.
Matching client personalities to employment facilitator style is one aspect of these
programs that emerges as a factor in clients’ perception of services. This is universal to
all human service functions and reflects the desire by clients that programs deal with
their needs, backgrounds, and personalities.
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57 It is possible that those who continued to be unemployed and who derived their income from income assistance
may have declined to participate. Recall we asked these respondents first as a result of a random selection.



Overall, Taking Charge! is revealed as a program that has made a positive impact on the
lives of these five individuals. Experience with the employment facilitators varies, with
some respondents reporting a high level of support and empathy, and others seriously
criticizing Taking Charge! staff for not understanding their situation or remaining in close
contact. It is likely that client variations in attitude and approach are as responsible for
these different experiences as is Taking Charge! and its staff.

Facilitators and the individual job planning are clearly central features that contribute to
client satisfaction. These are the distinguishing features of the program.

6.8  Summary and Observations
This section has established the following basic features of Taking Charge! and other
labour market interventions:

• Clients report that the programs change their attitudes about working. Further,
respondents to the follow-up survey say they have benefited from Taking Charge! in
terms of improved job prospects and the ability to seek/maintain employment.

• The case studies also showed how clients benefited from Taking Charge! and enabled
us to collect some specific suggestions for improvement. In particular, the importance
of employment facilitators is confirmed. Matching training and employment to client
interests is very important.

• The statistical estimates show that the programs increase post-intervention wages and
hours worked. The Comparison Group shows slightly better performance than Taking
Charge! in this regard, largely because Employment Connections moves job-ready
clients into employment faster. 

• Taking Charge! reduces post-intervention assistance by $258 compared to the
Comparison Group ($208). This is on top of a reduction by the Control Group of $90.
The benefit reductions for the Comparison and Control Groups are generally equal.
These results show that the Programs do lead to statistically significant reductions in
income assistance payments. Whether these offset the costs of training is discussed in
Section 8.

• The statistical analysis confirms the barriers faced by Aboriginals. Status Indians earn
significantly lower wages, work fewer hours, and experience lower benefit reductions. 

• Education, gender, and age have no effect on employment income, though the sample
is composed predominantly of females.

• Finally, and possibly most importantly, we have shown that over the past two or three
years, those interventions that stress job placements are significantly associated with
higher wages and hours plus lower income assistance payments. This probably reflects
the success that programs have had in placing job-ready clients in a rapidly expanding
labour market.
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7.  Client Satisfaction — Perspectives 
of Income Assistance Clients,

Employers, and Training
Service-Providers

A central issue for the evaluation is client satisfaction among income assistance clients,
employers, and training service providers. We collected information from three sources:

• Client Satisfaction Survey Results (Appendix 1)

• Employer Survey Results (Appendix 2)

• Training Service Provider Survey Results (Appendix 3).

This section provides an overview of client satisfaction among income assistance clients,
employers, and training service providers.

7.1  Follow-up Survey of Income Assistance Clients
In February 1998, we interviewed 1,001 income assistance clients. Of these clients 400
were from Taking Charge!, 178 from Employment Connections, 85 from Opportunities
for Employment, 38 from Pathways to Success and 300 from the Control Group
(individuals who had not completed a substantial intervention before September 30,
1997). We also re-interviewed in June 1998, to create a nine month follow-up for those
who had left training in September 1997. 

In the follow-up survey we asked income assistance clients (see Appendix 1, Volume II
for further details) to evaluate the following:

• Satisfaction with their training intervention
Measures included: adequacy of training, improvements in job finding skills, self-
sufficiency, job skills, and motivation.

• Satisfaction with their income assistance program
Measures included: whether the program showed an interest in the client, met client
needs, respected client, improved their future outlook, provided good service, increased
client self-confidence, helped client find a role model.

• Satisfaction with employment, nine months after training
Measures included: adequacy of salary level, satisfaction with job opportunities,
adequacy of work hours, satisfaction with benefits and with the job in general.
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7.1.1  Satisfaction with training interventions — 
(Taking Charge! clients only)

Taking Charge! clients expressed satisfaction with the training interventions provided
either in-house or through contact with training service providers (results are summarized
in Table 39).

• 78 percent of Taking Charge! participants agreed somewhat or strongly that their
program was at the right level for them (item a).

• The majority of Taking Charge! respondents reported that the program helped their job
finding skills, with 64 percent disagreeing somewhat or strongly with the statement
“The program did not help their job finding skills” (item b).

• Approximately 41 percent of Taking Charge! participants agreed or strongly agreed
that their job skills were the same as before taking the program (item d). This result
suggests that Taking Charge! has not had a very strong effect in improving job skills,
with 27 percent of participants noticing little improvement (agree strongly).

• 80 percent of Taking Charge! participants felt that the program had improved their
motivation (item e) while 71 percent of Taking Charge! participants felt more self-
sufficient (agreed somewhat or strongly) (item c).
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TABLE 39
Satisfaction with training intervention

Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Total
strongly somewhat somewhat strongly

a. The program was at the 42 38 113 165 358
right level for me 12% 11% 32% 46% 101%

b. The program did not help 155 60 55 69 339
my job finding skills 46% 18% 16% 20% 100%

c. I am more self-sufficient 63 39 86 167 355
because I took the program 18% 11% 24% 47% 100%

d. My job skills are the same 42 67 50 94 353
as before I took the program 40% 19% 14% 27% 100%

e. The program helped me 51 21 60 224 356
become more motivated 14% 6% 17% 63% 100%

Note: Row totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.



7.1.2  Satisfaction with Taking Charge!
In general, clients expressed a high level of satisfaction with Taking Charge!. Most clients
reported that Taking Charge! treated them with respect, showed personal interest, and
gave them good service (results are summarized in Table 40).

• 82 percent of clients agreed that Taking Charge! “showed an acceptable level of
interest” in them (item a), while 90 percent said that they were respected at the program
(agree strongly or somewhat ) (item c).

• Approximately two-thirds (65 percent) of Taking Charge!’s participants indicated that
the program had met their needs (item b) while 70 percent reported that their future was
better after having been involved in the program (disagree strongly or somewhat) 
(item d). 

• 84 percent of Taking Charge! participants agreed that the program “gave them good
service” (item e).

• 74 percent of Taking Charge! participants agreed that they were more confident after
having become involved with the program. Of this group, 50 percent of respondents
“agreed strongly” with the statement (item f).

• Approximately four out of ten Taking Charge! participants said that the program helped
them find a role model (item g). 
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TABLE 40
Satisfaction with Taking Charge!

Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Total
strongly somewhat somewhat strongly

a. Taking Charge! showed an 40 36 119 239 434
acceptable level of interest in me 9% 8% 27% 55% 99%

b. Taking Charge! did not 199 83 82 71 435
meet my needs 46% 19% 19% 16% 100%

c. They respected me at 23 21 95 289 428
Taking Charge! 5% 5% 22% 68% 100%

d. My future is the same as before 209 88 50 79 426
I went to Taking Charge! 49% 21% 12% 19% 101%

e. Taking Charge! gave me 38 31 108 256 433
good service 9% 7% 25% 59% 100%

f. I am more self-confident because 67 47 102 213 429
I went to Taking Charge! 16% 11% 24% 50% 101%

g. Taking Charge! helped me find 155 101 78 86 420
a role model 37% 24% 19% 21% 101%

Note: Row totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.



7.1.3  Job satisfaction nine months after Taking Charge!
training

Job satisfaction is a composite measure of several factors, including:

• Income relative to level of training;

• Opportunities for future advancement;

• Opportunity to work number of hours desired;

• Provision of additional work benefits;

• Overall job satisfaction.

The overall measure of job satisfaction depends not only on how much the individuals
earn, but on how this earning is related to their expectations and level of training. It is a
measure not only of present earnings and working conditions, but future aspirations and
opportunities to advance within the workplace.

Although job satisfaction does not provide a direct assessment of income assistance
programs (such as Taking Charge!), it offers a snapshot of client satisfaction with jobs
obtained subsequent to Taking Charge! training.

These results are excerpted from the follow-up survey, where we collected information on
clients at the 6, 9 and “present day” 58 period following training completion. Only clients
finding work at the specified period were asked whether they were satisfied with their job.
Nine month data are presented in Table 41, as this is the most consistently measured and
most distant period following training completion. For further details, see Appendix 1,
Volume II.

• Approximately 70 percent of Taking Charge! participants said that their pay was about
right for their level of training, while 65 percent reported that their jobs had provided
them with the right opportunities to move ahead (Agree strongly or somewhat).

• 72 percent of participants were satisfied with the amount of hours they worked per
week. 

• Approximately 61 percent of Taking Charge! participants agreed either strongly or
somewhat that “the benefits fit the job”. The other one-third of these participants
disagreed strongly with this statement.

• On average, eight out of ten Taking Charge! participants (81 percent) expressed
satisfaction with their jobs.
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intervention completion.



7.2  Experiences of Participants in Other Provincial
Training Programs (Comparison Group)

The follow-up survey of income assistance clients allowed us to compare the perceptions
and activities of Taking Charge! participants (the Treatment Group) with those from
Employment Connections, Opportunities for Employments, and Pathways to Success (the
Comparison Group).59 A sample of individuals who had not completed a substantial
training intervention prior to September 30, 1997, also participated in the survey (the
Control Group).

We asked only qualified individuals from the Treatment and Comparison Groups
questions pertaining to training interventions and income assistance programs in general.
All individuals responded to job satisfaction questions if they were employed at the
specified time period following completion of a training intervention.

7.2.1  Satisfaction with training intervention
To measure client satisfaction with training interventions we asked respondents whether
their training:

• Was at the right level;

• Helped develop job finding skills;

• Improved their self confidence;
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TABLE 41
Job satisfaction 9 months after completing of Taking Charge! training

Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Total
strongly somewhat somewhat strongly

The pay was about right for my 42 22 56 87 207
level of training 20% 11% 27% 42% 100%

The job provided the right 51 31 39 84 205
opportunities to get ahead 25% 15% 19% 41% 100%

The program gave me the 43 15 32 116 206
number of hours I wanted to work
per week 21% 7% 16% 56% 100%

The benefits fit the job 61 21 36 80 198
31% 11% 18% 40% 100%

I was satisfied with the job 31 8 55 112 206
15% 4% 27% 54% 100%

Note: Row totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.

59 Participants from the Community Partnerships Program were not included in the follow-up survey as we did
not have complete intervention end dates when the survey entered the field. 



• Improved their job skills;

• Increased their motivation.

Only participants who said they had completed an intervention with their organization
responded to this set of questions. Results for the Pathways to Success program have been
included in the following tables but the sample sizes are too small to support any
conclusions in relation to Taking Charge!.

For most individuals, training programs were at the right level
Opportunities for Employment participants gave the highest rating, with 89 percent
agreeing (somewhat or strongly) that the program was at the right level for them.
Participants from Employment Connections and Taking Charge! had similar perceptions,
with approximately 75 percent agreeing with the statement (Table 42).

Most programs have only a moderate impact on job finding skills
The most satisfied participants were those from the Opportunities for Employment
programs, of which 74 percent disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement “The
program did not help my job finding skills,” suggesting their program improved their
abilities in this area. About two-thirds of Taking Charge! and Employment Connections
participants felt that their job finding skills had improved (disagreed strongly or
somewhat) (Table 43).
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TABLE 42
The program was at the right level for me

Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Total
strongly somewhat somewhat strongly

Taking Charge! 42 38 113 165 358
12% 11% 32% 46% 101%

Employment Connections 9 12 32 28 81
11% 15% 40% 35% 101%

Opportunities for Employment 41 3 11 21 36
3% 8% 31% 58% 100%

Pathways — — — 1 1
— — — 100% 100%

Total 52 53 156 215 476
11% 11% 33% 45% 100%

Note 1: Row totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
Note 2: We have small sample sizes for Opportunities for Employment and Pathways.



Treatment and Comparison programs have had a similar impact on
increasing self-sufficiency
Taking Charge! and Employment Connections participants had similar perceptions about
the effect their training intervention had on improving their sense of self-sufficiency
(approximately 71 percent agreed with the statement). OFE respondents gave their
program a slightly higher rating (77 percent), though sample sizes are small (Table 44).
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TABLE 43
The program DID NOT help my job finding skills

Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Total
strongly somewhat somewhat strongly

Taking Charge! 155 60 55 69 339
46% 18% 16% 20% 100%

Employment Connections 32 20 17 15 84
38% 24% 20% 18% 100%

Opportunities for Employment 16 9 5 4 34
47% 27% 15% 12% 101%

Pathways 1 — — — 1
100% — — — 100%

Total 204 89 77 88 458
45% 19% 17% 19% 100%

Note 1: Row totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
Note 2: We have small sample sizes for Opportunities for Employment and Pathways.

TABLE 44
I am more self-sufficient because I took the program

Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Total
strongly somewhat somewhat strongly

Taking Charge! 63 39 86 167 355
18% 11% 24% 47% 100%

Employment Connections 11 14 28 30 83
13% 17% 34% 36% 100%

Opportunities for Employment 6 2 8 19 35
17% 6% 23% 54% 100%

Pathways 1 — — — 1
100% — — — 100%

Total 81 55 122 216 474
17% 12% 26% 46% 100% 

Note: We have small sample sizes for Opportunities for Employment and Pathways.



Training programs have slight impact improving job skill for Taking Charge!
and Employment Connections participants
Approximately 59 percent of Taking Charge! participants and 66 percent of those from
Opportunities for Employment believed that their job skills had improved as a result of
their program. Employment Connections participants were the most dissatisfied, as
54 percent agreed somewhat (24 percent) or strongly (30 percent) that their job skills were
the same as before taking the program. Conversely, a sizable group of Taking Charge!
participants saw an improvement in their job skills (40 percent disagree strongly). Recall
that Employment Connections is a limited intervention designed to place people in work.
Increasing job skill is not a major goal for EC. For Taking Charge!, many of the
interventions are intended to raise job skill. The different ratings may reflect perceived
differences in program effect (Table 45).

Employment training programs are good at increasing motivation
A similar proportion of participants from the Treatment and Comparison Groups report
increased motivation as a result of their training intervention. On average, 80 percent of
participants agreed strongly or somewhat with the statement. Little difference exists
among the programs (Table 46).
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TABLE 45
My job skills are the same as before I took the program

Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Total
strongly somewhat somewhat strongly

Taking Charge! 142 67 50 94 353
40% 19% 14% 27% 100%

Employment Connections 16 22 19 24 81
20% 27% 24% 30% 101%

Opportunities for Employment 16 7 3 9 35
46% 20% 9% 26% 101%

Pathways 1 — — — 1
100% — — — 100%

Total 175 96 72 127 470
37% 20% 15% 27% 100%

Note 1: Row totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
Note 2: We have small sample sizes for Opportunities for Employment and Pathways. 



7.2.2  Clients are generally satisfied with income assistance
employment training programs

To measure client satisfaction with income assistance employment training programs, we
asked respondents whether their organization:

• Showed an acceptable level of interest in them; 

• Met their needs;

• Showed them respect;

• Improved their outlook about the future;

• Provided good service;

• Improved their self-confidence;

• Helped them find a role model.

Responses in this section reflect the perceptions that individuals had of both their own
program and any of the other Comparison Group program they may have taken an
intervention with.

For most participants, the Treatment and Comparison Programs showed
an acceptable level of interest
Overall, responses were largely positive (see Table 47). Among participants from all
programs, respondents from Taking Charge! and Employment Connections were slightly
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TABLE 46
The program helped me become more motivated

Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Total
strongly somewhat somewhat strongly

Taking Charge! 51 21 60 224 356
14% 6% 17% 63% 100%

Employment Connections 9 9 14 50 82
11% 11% 17% 61% 100%

Opportunities for Employment 3 3 6 24 36
8% 8% 17% 67% 100%

Pathways — — — 1 1
— — — 100% 100%

Total 63 33 80 299 475 
13% 7% 17% 63% 100% 

Note 1: Row totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
Note 2: We have small sample sizes for Opportunities for Employment and Pathways. 



more likely to report that their program did not show enough interest in them (17 percent
either disagreed strongly or somewhat) (Table 47).

Income assistance training programs meet the needs of most participants
As shown in Table 48, approximately two-thirds (64 percent) of all participants said that
the program had met their needs (disagree strongly or somewhat). Of the four
organizations, participants from Taking Charge! were most satisfied, with 46 percent
disagreeing strongly with the statement (Table 48).
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TABLE 47
The program showed an acceptable level of interest in me

Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Total
strongly somewhat somewhat strongly

Taking Charge! 40 36 119 239 434

9% 8% 27% 55% 99%

Employment Connections 17 16 57 106 196

9% 8% 29% 54% 100%

Opportunities for Employment 7 6 30 82 125

6% 5% 24% 66% 101%

Pathways 1 — 4 4 9

11% — 44% 44% 99%

Total 65 58 210 431 764

9% 8% 27% 56% 100% 
Note 1: Row totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
Note 2: We have small sample sizes for Pathways to Success.

TABLE 48
The program DID NOT meet my needs

Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Total
strongly somewhat somewhat strongly

Taking Charge! 199 83 82 71 435
46% 19% 19% 16% 100%

Employment Connections 74 49 33 35 191
39% 26% 17% 18% 100%

Opportunities for Employment 49 25 23 25 122
40% 20% 19% 20% 99%

Pathways 4 2 1 1 8
50% 25% 13% 13% 101%

Total 326 159 139 132 756 
43% 21% 18% 17% 100% 

Note 1: Row totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
Note 2: We have small sample sizes for Pathways to Success.



Nine out of ten respondents felt respected in their program
Participants from Taking Charge!, Employment Connections and Opportunities for
Employment all had similar reactions to their programs, with 90 percent or more either
agreeing strongly or somewhat with the statement “They respected me at the program”
(Table 49).

Taking Charge! participants are the most optimistic about the future after
having participated in their program
Seventy percent of Taking Charge! participants believe that their future is better because
they have been involved in the program (disagree strongly or somewhat). This rating is
higher than either Employment Connections (57 percent) or Opportunities for
Employment (53 percent) (Table 50). 
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TABLE 49
They respected me at the program

Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Total
strongly somewhat somewhat strongly

Taking Charge! 23 21 95 289 428
5% 5% 22% 68% 100%

Employment Connections 11 6 42 136 195
6% 3% 22% 70% 101%

Opportunities for Employment 6 5 27 87 125
5% 4% 22% 71% 102%

Pathways 1 1 2 4 8
13% 13% 25% 50% 101%

Total 41 33 166 516 756 
5% 4% 22% 68% 100% 

Note 1: Row totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
Note 2: We have small sample sizes for Pathways to Success.



Income Assistance training programs give clients good service  
Approximately 90 percent of participants from Employment Connections and 85 percent
of these from Opportunities for Employment and Taking Charge! reported receiving good
service from their program (agree somewhat or strongly) (Table 51). 
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TABLE 50
My future is the same as before I went to the program

Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Total
strongly somewhat somewhat strongly

Taking Charge! 209 88 50 79 426
49% 21% 12% 19% 101%

Employment Connections 73 37 34 46 190
38% 19% 18% 24% 99%

Opportunities for Employment 45 19 17 41 122
37% 16% 14% 34% 101%

Pathways 3 4 — 2 9
33% 44% — 22% 99%

Total 330 148 101 168 747 
44% 20% 14% 22% 100% 

Note 1: Row totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
Note 2: We have small sample sizes for Pathways to Success.

TABLE 51
The program gave me good service

Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Total
strongly somewhat somewhat strongly

Taking Charge! 38 31 108 256 433
9% 7% 25% 59% 100%

Employment Connections 11 6 61 116 194
6% 3% 31% 60% 100%

Opportunities for Employment 14 5 26 80 125
11% 4% 21% 64% 100%

Pathways — 2 3 4 9
— 22% 33% 44% 99%

Total 63 44 198 456 761 
8% 6% 26% 60% 100% 

Note 1: Row totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
Note 2: We have small sample sizes for Pathways to Success.



Taking Charge! participants are more likely to report increased confidence 
Seventy-four percent of Taking Charge! participants, and 69 percent of those who went to
OFE, agreed that they were more confident after having become involved with the
program. Respondents from Employment Connections were slightly less likely to report
an increase in confidence (63 percent said they agreed strongly or somewhat) (Table 52).
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TABLE 52
I am more confident because I went to the program

Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Total
strongly somewhat somewhat strongly

Taking Charge! 67 47 102 213 429
16% 11% 24% 50% 101%

Employment Connections 33 37 49 70 189
17% 20% 26% 37% 100%

Opportunities for Employment 26 13 28 56 123
21% 11% 23% 46% 101%

Pathways 1 1 1 5 8
13% 13% 13% 63% 102%

Total 127 98 180 344 749 
17% 13% 24% 46% 100% 

Note 1: Row totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
Note 2: We have small sample sizes for Pathways to Success.



Less than 40 percent of participants report finding a role model
Approximately four out of ten Taking Charge! and Opportunities for Employment
participants said that they found a role model at their program. Individuals from
Employment Connections were less likely to do so (26 percent agreed strongly or
somewhat) (Table 53).

7.2.3  Few differences exist with respect to job satisfaction
Overall, about 43 percent of clients reported having full- or part-time employment nine
months after completion of their intervention. Clients who gained employment were
asked a series of questions to measure their level of satisfaction. In general, employed
clients were satisfied with jobs acquired after training, although 25 percent to 35 percent
appeared to be quite unhappy about various aspects of their employment. Results are
presented in Tables 54 to 58. For further details, see Appendix 1, Volume II.
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TABLE 53
The program helped me find a role model

Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Total
strongly somewhat somewhat strongly

Taking Charge! 155 101 78 86 420
37% 24% 19% 21% 101%

Employment Connections 87 53 27 23 190
46% 28% 14% 12% 100%

Opportunities for Employment 46 27 16 33 122
38% 22% 13% 27% 100%

Pathways 1 4 1 3 9
11% 44% 11% 33% 99%

Total 289 185 122 145 741 
39% 25% 16% 20% 100% 

Note 1: Row totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
Note 2: We have small sample sizes for Pathways to Success.



Approximately two-thirds of respondents are satisfied with their level of pay
Taking Charge! participants were most satisfied with their level of pay (69 percent agreed
somewhat or strongly). Employment Connections and Opportunities for Employment
participants had very similar perceptions (both 66 percent) (see Table 54). Respondents
from the Control Group report similar satisfaction levels.
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TABLE 54
The pay was about right for my level of training

Program Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Total
strongly somewhat somewhat strongly

Taking Charge! 42 22 56 87 207
20% 11% 27% 42% 100%

Employment Connections 15 11 19 33 78
19% 14% 24% 42% 99%

Opportunities for Employment 7 4 5 1 17
22% 13% 16% 50% 101%

Pathways 3 0 1 1 5
60% — 20% 20% 100%

CONTROL 31 8 25 42 106
29% 8% 24% 40% 101%

Totals 98 45 106 179 428 
23% 11% 25% 42% 101% 

Note 1: Row totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
Note 2: We have small sample sizes for Opportunities for Employment and Pathways to Success.



Approximately six of ten participants believe that their job provided the
right opportunities to get ahead
Participants from Taking Charge!, OFE and EC had similar perceptions regarding the
future opportunities provided by their job. For each of these programs, approximately
60 percent of participants agreed strongly or somewhat with the statement below. Control
Group respondents are slightly less optimistic (Table 55).
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TABLE 55
The job provided the right opportunities to get ahead

Program Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Total
strongly somewhat somewhat strongly

Taking Charge! 51 31 39 84 205
25% 15% 19% 41% 100%

Employment Connections 22 10 15 31 78
28% 13% 19% 40% 100%

Opportunities for Employment 8 3 10 11 32
25% 9% 31% 34% 99%

Pathways 1 0 3 1 5
20% — 60% 20% 100%

CONTROL 37 15 25 31 108
34% 14% 23% 29% 100%

Total 119 59 92 158 428 
28% 14% 22% 37% 101% 

Note 1: Row totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
Note 2: We have small sample sizes for Opportunities for Employment and Pathways to Success.



More than two thirds of participants work the number of hours that they
want to
More than 70 percent of OFE and Taking Charge! participants were working the number
of hours that they wanted to (agree strongly or somewhat), while EC and Control Group
participants gave a slightly lower satisfaction rating (66 percent for each) (Table 56).
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TABLE 56
The job gave me the number of hours I wanted to work

Program Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Total
strongly somewhat somewhat strongly

Taking Charge! 43 15 32 116 206
21% 7% 16% 56% 100%

Employment Connections 20 6 10 41 77
26% 8% 13% 53% 100%

Opportunities for Employment 7 1 6 18 32
22% 3% 19% 56% 100%

Pathways 1 1 1 2 5
20% 20% 20% 40% 100%

CONTROL 28 10 16 56 110
26% 9% 15% 51% 101%

Total 99 33 65 233 430 
23% 8% 15% 54% 100% 

Note 1: Row totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
Note 2: We have small sample sizes for Opportunities for Employment and Pathways to Success.



Only a small majority of participants said that the benefits fit their job
Taking Charge! participants were most satisfied with the benefits associated with their job
(58 percent agreed strongly or somewhat). Satisfaction ratings were lowest among OFE
participants, though sample sizes are small and the differences are slight (Table 57).
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TABLE 57
The benefits fit the job

Program Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Total
strongly somewhat somewhat strongly

Taking Charge! 61 21 36 80 198
31% 11% 18% 40% 100%

Employment Connections 32 4 12 25 73
44% 6% 16% 34% 100%

Opportunities for Employment 12 5 4 9 30
40% 17% 13% 30% 100%

Pathways 2 0 1 2 5
40% — 20% 40% 100%

CONTROL 43 7 21 33 104
41% 7% 20% 32% 100%

Total 150 37 74 149 410 
37% 9% 18% 36% 100% 

Note 1: Row totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
Note 2: We have small sample sizes for Opportunities for Employment and Pathways to Success.



On average, 80 percent of respondents were satisfied with their jobs
More than 80 percent of Taking Charge! and OFE respondents were satisfied with their
jobs (agree strongly or somewhat). A slightly smaller proportion of EC participants were
similarly satisfied (75 percent) (Table 58).

7.2.4  Overall, training participants have similar satisfaction
levels

Overall program satisfaction
Participants in the follow-up survey all expressed high satisfaction with their programs.
Taking Charge! participants showed slightly higher scores for some items (such as “I feel
more confident because I went to the program”). In other aspects, Taking Charge!
participants gave slightly lower scores. Overall, training participants reported being more
motivated, self-confident, and optimistic about the future after having participated in their
training programs. 

Overall success of programs
In general, most clients are satisfied with their jobs. A majority of respondents (about
70 percent for Taking Charge! and Employment Connections) accept that their pay
matches their skills. This compares closely with Control Group members, of which
64 percent agreed with the statement “The pay was about right for my level of training.”
There are, however, 25-37 percent who appear to be unhappy with various aspects of their
employment. These negative reactions may reflect more on the workplace than on the
training program(s) which preceded it.
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TABLE 58
I was satisfied with the job

Program Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Total
strongly somewhat somewhat strongly

Taking Charge! 31 8 55 112 206
15% 4% 27% 54% 100%

Employment Connections 15 5 23 35 78
19% 6% 30% 45% 100%

Opportunities for Employment 3 2 11 16 32
9% 6% 34% 50% 99%

Pathways 0 0 2 3 5
— — 40% 60% 100%

CONTROL 16 5 31 56 108
15% 5% 29% 52% 101%

Total 65 20 122 222 429 
15% 5% 28% 52% 100% 

Note 1: Row totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
Note 2: We have small sample sizes for Opportunities for Employment and Pathways to Success.



7.3  Perceptions of Employers
The Taking Charge! survey of employers was meant to examine employers’ perceptions
of individuals hired as a result of a work placement program. As designed, this survey
would have allowed us to compare overall employer satisfaction with placed individuals,
the nature of the relationship between the business community and income assistance
programs, and any differences in the types of employment that individuals received. 

7.3.1  New provincial legislation limited the survey of
employers

In the past year, new provincial legislation was introduced to further guarantee personal
privacy by prohibiting government and non-government organizations from releasing
specific types of information (such as health or income assistance information) to the
public without the prior consent of that individual. We could not identify employees who
had been on income assistance to employers. This meant that many employers would not
be able to assess the outcomes of training interventions unless they knew that the
employee had participated (i.e. through a work placement).

We redesigned the employer survey to give it a more generic format in which individual
employees were not identified to employers. The final survey thus differed from the
original concept and design, substantially limiting its effectiveness (see Appendix 2 for
further details).

Survey response rate
PRA Inc. administered the survey by fax to 209 employers selected randomly from
information provided by Taking Charge!. If employers were unable to identify work
placement individuals, we asked participants to fax back the first page of the questionnaire
indicating why they were unable to answer the survey. As we suspected, only 18 percent
(37 respondents) of those surveyed believed they had enough information to complete the
survey. Meanwhile, 33 percent of participants called or sent the survey back and indicated
that they were unable to respond because they had no knowledge of the employees we
were referring to. The remainder apparently discarded the survey.

Because of this low response rate, the following provides only a general view of
employers’ perceptions. The results are therefore broadly “indicative,” not statistically
significant.
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7.3.2  Most employers are satisfied with their work placement
employees 

Approximately 80 percent of respondents agreed (60 percent) or strongly agreed
(19 percent) that individuals hired as part of a work placement program “worked hard”
(see Table 59 for results). 

Two-thirds of respondents reported that their work-placement candidates showed
initiative (agreed or strongly agreed), while one-quarter remained neutral.

Nearly 60 percent of employers were either neutral (43 percent) or disagreed (16 percent)
with the statement that their work placement employees worked well independently.

Approximately half the respondents (48 percent) reported that their employees worked
well with others (strongly disagree or disagree). One quarter did not think that their work
placement employees worked well with others (27 percent agree) while the remainder
were neutral (22 percent). 

Over 75 percent of respondents said that their work placement candidates worked well
with supervisors (strongly agree or agree). 
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TABLE 59
Considering the skills and aptitudes of recent employee(s) hired by your 

company as part of a work placement program, please indicate whether you 
agree or disagree with the following statements. When responding, please 

consider the employee(s) in general. The employee(s):

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly No Total
disagree agree response

Worked hard — 1 6 22 7 1 37
— 3% 16% 60% 19% 3% 101%

Showed initiative 2 9 19 6 1 37
— 5% 24% 51% 16% 3% 99%

Worked well  6 16 12 2 1 37 
independently — 16% 43% 32% 5% 3% 99%

Did not work well 6 12 8 10 — 1 37
with others 16% 32% 22% 27% — 3% 100% 

Worked well — 1 7 25 3 1 37
with supervisors — 3% 19% 68% 8% 3% 101%
Source: Survey of Employers.
Note 1: Row totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
Note 2: Small sample sizes. Differences are not statistically significant. 



Most employees met or exceeded employers’ expectations
On average, three-quarters of work placement employees met or exceeded employer
requirements (see Table 60 for results).

7.3.3  The majority of employers see value in work placement
programs, and believe that businesses in general have
a responsibility to support them
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TABLE 60
Of all the work placement program employees you have hired, 

what proportion have met or exceeded your requirements?
Proportion meeting or Number of Percentage 

exceeding requirements responses of responses 

0-20% 4 15% 

21-40% — —

41-60% 3 11% 

61-80% 9 33% 

81-100% 11 41% 

Total 27 100% 

No response 10 —
Source: Survey of Employers. 

TABLE 61
Thinking about the various work placement programs and/or their service providers,

please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the following statements.

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly No Total
disagree agree response

1 4 12 18 1 1 37

3% 11% 32% 49% 3% 3% 101%

1 3 18 12 2 1 37

3% 8% 49% 32% 5% 3% 100%

1 1 6 22 6 1 37 

3% 3% 16% 60% 16% 3% 101%

— 3 5 24 4 1 37

— 8% 14% 65% 11% 3% 100% 
Source:Survey of Employers.
Note 1: Row totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
Note 2: Small sample sizes. Differences are not statistically significant.

The work placement
program understood 
my business needs

The program(s) and/or
service providers
provided well trained
candidates 
I believe that business
has a responsibility to
work with placement
programs
We will look to work
placement programs to
fill future job vacancies



Approximately half of the respondents either agreed (49 percent) or strongly agreed
(3 percent) with the statement “The work placement program understood my business
needs.”

Most respondents were neutral (49 percent) when asked whether the programs and/or
service providers had provided “well trained candidates.”

More than three-quarters of respondents agreed (60 percent) or strongly agreed
(16 percent) that business “has a responsibility to work placement programs.” A similar
proportion of respondents said they would “look to work placement programs to fill future
job vacancies” (65 percent agree and 11 percent strongly agree).

7.3.4  Input into training a key factor when making hiring
decisions

On average, respondents rated input into training 4.1 on a scale of one to five (Table 62).
This suggests that input into training is an important factor when employers are deciding
whether to hire a work placement candidate. 

Wage subsidization was rated 3.5 on this same scale, suggesting that it too is an important
factor when employers are making a hiring decision, but not as important as input into
training.

Other key factors independently cited were social responsibility and good work skills.
Both factors rated a 5 among all respondents who cited them, but note the low response
rate.
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TABLE 62
When making the decision to hire a work placement candidate, how important are 

the following factors: (Rate on a scale of 1 to 5, five being most important)

Factors influencing employment Average rating

Input into training (n=28) 4.1 

Wage subsidy (n=28) 3.5

Social responsibility (n=4) 5 

Good work skills (n=4) 5 
Source: Survey of Employers.



7.3.5  Additional comments provided by employers
In general, comments reflected favorably on work placement programs. Several
comments pointed to the strong and mutually beneficial relationship between employers
and work placement employees:

For the most part, staff enjoy having students. It is a two way street. We can all learn
methods of interacting to make life better.

We always welcome people from this source with the hope of eventual placement.

In addition to these positive comments, respondents raised three concerns/issues:

• Expectations are sometimes too high among work placement employees;

• Personal problems or issues can make the transition to the workplace more difficult;

• Strengthening ties between employers and the business community is necessary to
identify needed skill areas.

Adjusting to the workplace: Expectations are sometimes too high at the
outset

Although trainees are aware and capable of using computers, they lack office
procedure, understanding, independent motivation, and initiative. They take a six- week
training course and think they should be making $10 to $12 an hour. They do not
understand that small organizations and businesses with limited incomes can’t
normally pay that amount. They also do not seem to understand that an organization
that has a starting wage of $7 to $8 an hour will not give increases of $2 or $3 an hour
and that it takes time, dedication, loyalty, perseverance, good work ethic, punctuality,
and a whole lot more, to attain desired wage increases.

Beyond the workplace: dealing with personal problems in addition to
training

People need much more bridging to make the transition from assistance to employment.
The sudden disruption in subsidies to childcare (housing, drug costs, and in our case
we required a car) causes great stress and financial instability. ... They are also in no
position to negotiate personal loans from traditional sources because they have no
credit rating.

For the most part they want to work. They need more help when their children are sick.
Day care will not take sick children.
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Input into training: working with employers to identify needed skills
Many of the work placement candidates are coming through with low skill levels which
places a large demand on us to train these individuals.

Being a high-tech firm, most job entry programs do not provide the level of candidates
we can easily integrate into the organization.

There is a need to have training in areas of transferable skills with input from the labour
market.

These three issues all indicate areas for future work placement program development,
particularly as case loads become more challenging.

7.4 Perceptions of Training Service-Providers
A central feature of the Taking Charge! program is its reliance on third party organizations
to assess clients and deliver training. These groups are in a unique position to influence
the way training is designed and delivered. 

The survey of training and other service providers (SP) measured:  

• The perception service providers have of clients;

• The challenges clients both face and pose to service providers; 

• The relationship service providers have with Taking Charge!, other income assistance
programs, and other service providers.

We sent questionnaires to 48 qualified training service providers who had completed a
contract with Taking Charge!. Of these, 34 responded for a completion rate of 75 percent. 

7.4.1 Satisfaction with training targeted to income assistance
participants

To assess client satisfaction with training targeted to income assistance clients, we asked
service providers whether:

• The income assistance caseload has become more challenging over the past two years,
as evidenced by lower levels of education, a decline in client motivation, and increased
difficulty to find suitable work placements;

• The introduction of work expectations has affected client attitudes;

• There is duplication of training services;

• Fewer clients are completing training programs compared to two years ago.
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Service providers gave mixed opinions about changing caseloads, though
some feel that motivation has increased
As summarized in Table 63, training service providers gave a mixed report on changing
caseloads, though some indicated that clients now show more desire to succeed:

• Slightly more respondents reacted affirmatively to the statement: “clients are now easier
to place in work,” with 27 percent either agreeing or strongly agreeing, and 20 percent
disagreeing or strongly disagreeing. Nearly one-fifth of respondents remained neutral
while approximately one-third had no opinion or chose not to respond.

• Service providers were similarly divided over the issue of education. Twenty percent of
respondents agreed or strongly agreed that clients now “present less formal
education,” while the same combined proportion disagreed (14 percent) or strongly
disagreed (6 percent). One-third remained neutral. 

• Service providers showed greater consensus on the issue of motivation. One-third of
respondents agreed (22 percent) or strongly agreed (11 percent) that clients now “show
more desire to succeed,” compared to the 9 percent who disagreed or strongly disagreed. 

• When the former question was posed in the negative — “clients now show less desire
to succeed” — 28 percent of respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed with the
statement, while only 14 percent agreed. 

Service providers are mixed on the issue of service duplication 
Thirty-eight percent of service providers either disagreed (19 percent) or strongly
disagreed (19 percent) with the statement “Other service providers have developed
similar training services as the ones we offer income assistance clients.” At the same
time, one-third reported that service duplication was occurring (agreed with the statement)
(See Table 64 for details).
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TABLE 63
Compared to two years ago, clients now... (n=36)

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly No No
disagree agree opinion response

...are easier to place 1 6 7 7 3 6 6

in work (3%) (17%) (19%) (19%) (8%) (17%) (17%)

...present less formal  2 5 12 6 1 4 6

education (6%) (14%) (33%) (17%) (3%) (11%) (17%)

...show more desire  1 2 10 8 4 6 5

to succeed (3%) (6%) (28%) (22%) (11%) (17%) (14%)

...show less desire 4 6 10 5 — 6 5

to succeed (11%) (17%) (28%) (14%) — (17%) (14%)
Source: Survey of Service Providers.
Note: Row totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. 



Service providers see little impact of work expectations on client attitudes
Almost 40 percent of those surveyed did not think that clients with a work expectation had
a “better attitude than clients who volunteer for the program” (11 percent strongly
disagreed, 28 percent disagreed). Only 17 percent agreed with the statement (See
Table 64 for details).

No trend in completion rates has been detected by service providers
Nearly one-fifth of respondents reported that “a higher percentage of clients complete
their courses now compared to two years ago” (19 percent agreed). The majority offered
no opinion or remained neutral (See Table 64 for details). 

7.4.2  Satisfaction with Taking Charge!
To examine how Taking Charge! interacted with service providers, we asked service
providers to evaluate:

• the clarity of communications between themselves and Taking Charge!;

• their overall satisfaction with client and service providers’ support;

• their satisfaction with pre-training assessment and training plan development;

• their satisfaction with program funding;

• whether Taking Charge! is a useful and necessary training option.
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TABLE 64
General perceptions of clients (n=36)

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly No No
disagree agree opinion response

4 10 4 6 — 8 4

(11%) (28%) (11%) (17%) — (22%) (11%) 

7 7 2 12 — 4 4 

(19%) (19%) (6%) (33%) — (11%) (11%)

1 4 10 7 — 10 4

(3%) (11%) (28%) (19%) — (28%) (11%)

Source: Survey of Service Providers.
Note: Row totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. 

Other service providers
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Most service providers commend Taking Charge! for its client support, with
many considering it a needed income assistance program 
• Service providers were more divided, though still positive, when asked whether

Taking Charge! was “clear in communicating the needs of their clients” to them. In
response to this statement, one-half either agreed (31 percent) or strongly agreed
(19 percent), while 30 percent disagreed or strongly disagreed.

• As indicated in Table 65, most service providers report that Taking Charge! supported
its clients throughout their training, with 75 percent either agreeing or strongly agreeing
with the proposed statement. 

• Service providers expressed least satisfaction with the assessment/training plan
prepared by Taking Charge!. When asked whether this plan “was useful in planning
our training of their clients,” 36 percent either disagreed or strongly disagreed,
compared to 14 percent who agreed or strongly agreed. 

• Nearly two-thirds of clients were satisfied with funding levels provided by
Taking Charge!. Fifty-three percent agreed and 11 percent strongly agreed that this
funding was sufficient for the training provided. Twenty-two percent of respondents
disagreed or strongly disagreed with this statement.

• Similarly, when service providers were asked whether “Taking Charge! assisted with
any problems that arose with their clients,” 42 percent agreed and 25 percent strongly
agreed, for a cumulative total of 67 percent.

• A majority of service providers believe that “training options for Manitobans would be
seriously reduced” if Taking Charge! were to cease operations. When presented with
this statement, 64 percent either agreed or strongly agreed. 
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TABLE 65
Experience with Taking Charge! (n=36)

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Don’t Not No
disagree agree know/no applicable response

opinion

3 8 6 11 7 — — 1

(8%) (22%) (17%) (31%) (19%) — — (3%) 

2 3 3 18 9 — — 1

(6%) (8%) (8%) (50%) (25%) — — (3%)

6 7 9 3 2 2 5 2

(17%) (19%) (25%) (8%) (6%) (6%) (14%) (6%)

1 7 2 19 4 2 — 1

(3%) (19%) (6%) (53%) (11%) (6%) — (3%)

3 4 4 15 9 — — 1

(8%) (11%) (11%) (42%) (25%) — — (3%)

3 3 4 9 14 2 — 1

(8%) (8%) (11%) (25%) (39%) (6%) — (3%)

Source: Survey of Service Providers.
Note 1: Totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
Note 2: Respondents were given “not applicable” as a possible response for only the one question.
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7.4.3  Satisfaction with other service provider funders
To compare Taking Charge! with other service funders, we asked respondents whether
they had contracted with Employment Connections and/or another funder to provide
training or other services in the last two years. Other service provider funders include:
Employment Connections, the Winnipeg Development Agreement, Community
Partnerships, the Manitoba Métis Federation, the Winnipeg Aboriginal Management
Board, the Regional Aboriginal Management Board, the federal government, and a
number of educational facilities. 

Other funders are good at communicating client information in a clear
manner and assisting with problems as they arise
As indicated in Table 66, 58 percent of service providers reported that the Other Funder
was “clear in communicating the needs of their clients to us” (agreed or strongly agreed).
A similar proportion of respondents (59 percent) reported that the Other Funder “assisted
with any problems that arose with their clients.”

A slightly smaller proportion of respondents said that the Other Funder “supported their
clients throughout their involvement” in the training program (29 percent agreed and
18 percent strongly agreed).

The majority of respondents were either neutral (41 percent) or responded with not
applicable (29 percent) when asked about the usefulness of an assessment/training plan
provided by the Other Funder. The development of a personal training program was meant
to be a unique feature of the Taking Charge! program, and Other Funders may not use it
as part of their training programs. 

• Seventy-one percent of respondents reported that they received a sufficient level of
funding for the training provided (47 percent agreed and 24 percent strongly agreed).

• Seventy-seven percent of respondents said that training options for Manitobans would
be “seriously reduced” if the Other Funder were to cease operations, with 53 percent
of these respondents strongly agreeing with the statement.
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TABLE 66
Experience with Other Funders (n=17)

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Don’t Not No
disagree agree know/no applicable response

opinion

— 2 4 5 5 — — 1

(12%) (24%) (29%) (29%) (6%)

— 2 6 5 3 — — 1

(12%) (35%) (29%) (18%) (6%)

— 2 7 — 1 — 5 2

(12%) (41%) (6%) (29%) (12%)

— 2 2 8 4 — — 1

(12%) (12%) (47%) (24%) (6%)

— 3 3 6 4 — — 1

(18%) (18%) (35%) (24%) (6%)
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7.4.4  General perspectives on training Income assistance
clients to overcome income assistance dependency 

To strengthen income assistance programs, it is necessary to understand the challenges
clients present to service and other training providers. A general assumption is that clients
are becoming harder to train. Many clients report being confronted by personal challenges
that hinder their attempts to successfully complete (and in some cases enter) a training
program. 

To further this discussion, we asked service providers to give general comments on the
challenges they face with funders (such as Taking Charge!, Employment Connections,
etc.) and with other service providers. These questions help reveal whether the main
challenges lie with clients, and/or with the relationship which service providers have with
other organizations within the income assistance system.

Collateral supports such as day care and bus passes are seen as essential
for reducing dependency on income assistance
Only 36 percent of respondents reported that “having a work expectation assigned by the
province” was essential or important. A slightly larger proportion offered no opinion
(14 percent) or remained neutral (25 percent responded 3 on a 5 point scale) (See
Table 67). 

• Having a “basic academic education (high school)” was considered essential or
important among 89 percent of respondents.

• 94 percent of respondents reported that “collateral supports such as day care” were
essential in reducing income assistance dependency through employment. A further
6 percent rated it as important (4 on a 5 point scale).
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TABLE 66 (continued)
Experience with Other Funders (n=17)

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Don’t Not No
disagree agree know/no applicable response

opinion

— 1 1 4 9 1 — 1

(6%) (6%) (24%) (53%) (6%) (6%)

Source: Survey of Service Providers.
Note 1: Totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. 
Note 2: Respondents were given “not applicable” as a possible response.
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• A similarly high proportion of respondents rated bus passes as an essential collateral
support (83 percent), while 11 percent rated it important.

• Approximately seven out of ten respondents indicated that “having no serious
personal/family problems” was essential or important for clients to reduce their
dependency on income assistance. Nearly one in five remained neutral on this issue.

• Forty-seven percent of the respondents reported that “having a job training plan” was
essential for helping clients reduce their dependency on income assistance through
employment. 

Personal motivation and a positive attitude lead the list of “other factors”
essential to helping individuals reduce their dependency on income
assistance 
Twelve service providers listed other factors as essential for reducing income assistance
dependency through employment (i.e. each of the listed attributes was rated a 5 out of 5
by the service provider giving the listing).

The three most common attributes were receiving basic supports (cited 4 times), having a
positive attitude (3) and personal motivation/goal setting (3). Service providers also listed
the need for pre-training experience (2), adequate training allowances (1), and having a
role model (1) as key factors for reducing dependency.
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TABLE 67
How important are the following for income assistance clients to reduce their

dependency on income assistance through employment? (n=36)

Irrelevant Essential No No
opinion response

Having a work expectation 5 2 9 7 6 5 2

assigned by the province (14%) (6%) (25%) (19%) (17%) (14%) (6%) 

Basic academic education — 1 2 9 23 1 — 

(high school) (3%) (6%) (25%) (64%) (3%)

Collateral supports such — — — 2 34 — —

as day care (6%) (94%)

Collateral supports such — — 1 4 30 — 1

as transportation (bus pass) (3%) (11%) (83%) (3%) 

Having no serious 1 2 7 13 12 1 —

personal/family problems (3%) (6%) (19%) (36%) (33%) (3%)

Having a job training plan — 4 5 8 17 1 1

(11%) (14%) (22%) (47%) (3%) (3%) 
Source: Survey of Service Providers.
Note: Totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. 



7.4.5  Challenges faced by service providers
We asked service providers to indicate what “special types of challenges” they face in
training income assistance clients. We categorized responses in three ways:

• Challenges with clients;

• Challenges with funders (such as Taking Charge!, Employment Connections, etc.);

• Challenges with other training service providers.

Service providers see low self-esteem and personal problems as the two
main challenges faced by clients
Low self-esteem and personal problems led the list of challenges presented by clients.
Each was cited by 39 percent of those providing responses.

Low motivation (26 percent), family issues (16 percent) and lack of basic education
(16 percent) were also frequently cited as key challenges. Others were financial in nature,
including the need for child-care (26 percent) and having adequate financial supports
while involved in a training program (26 percent) (Table 68). 
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TABLE 68
Challenges with clients (n=31)

Challenge Number of Percentage 
responses of cases 

Low self-esteem 12 39% 

Personal problems 12 39% 

Child care supports required 8 26% 

Finances 8 26% 

Low motivation 8 26% 

Family issues 5 16% 

Lack of basic education 5 16% 

Unrealistic expectations 4 13% 

Lack of control over clients 3 10% 

Attendance 3 10% 

Other 5 16%
Source: Survey of Service Providers.
Note: Respondents could choose more than one answer. Column totals sum to more than 100 percent.



A high proportion of service providers report communication problems
with some funders
Lack of effective communication was cited as the most frequent challenge that service
providers face in their relationships with funders. This response was proportionately
higher with Taking Charge!, but sample sizes are too small to draw conclusions.

Financial restraints (26 percent), too much paperwork (22 percent), lack of proper
assessments (19 percent), and more time needed to develop programs (15 percent) were
other commonly cited problems (Table 69). 
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TABLE 69
Challenges with other funders such as Taking Charge!, Employment 

Connections, or Other Funders

Challenge Total Taking All
(n=27) Charge! (n=21)

(n=6)

Lack of effective communication 10 3 7
(37%) (50%) (33%) 

Financial restraints 7 2 5
(26%) (33%) (24%) 

Lack of proper assessments 5 2 3
(19%) (33%) (14%) 

More time needed to develop programs 4 2 2
(15%) (33%) (10%)

Too much paperwork 6 2 4
(22%) (33%) (19%) 

Poorly organized 2 2 —
(7%) (33%)

More administrative support required 2 1 1
(7%) (17%) (5%) 

Lack of client supports 2 — 2
(7%) (10%) 

Unrealistic expectations of trainers 2 — 2
(7%) (10%) 

Lack of support for young clients 2 — 2
(7%) (10%)

Low/poor referrals 2 — 2
(7%) (10%) 

Other 5 2 3
(19%) (33%) (15%)

Source: Survey of Service Providers.
Note 1: Respondents could choose more than one answer. Column totals sum to more than 100 percent as

percentages represent percentage of respondents listing a specific challenge. 
Note 2: Several service providers indicated that comments were in relation to Taking Charge! only.



Challenges with other service providers
Respondents cited limited training time as the main challenge shared with other service
providers (44 percent). Frustration over keeping statistical data and the cost of accessing
programs were also mentioned more than once.

Other issues included lack of incentives, transfer of credits between programs, willingness
to invest time, recommendations not needed, pre-training program needed, the 
need  for more training options, difficulty placing students and inexperienced trainers (all
cited once).

7.4.6  Additional comments provided by training service
providers tended to be negative

At the end of the survey, we asked respondents two open-ended questions:

• Do you have any comments about how the training of income assistance recipients is
organized by Taking Charge!?

• Do you have any comments about how the training of income assistance recipients is
organized in Manitoba?

Overall, responses tended to be critical of Taking Charge!. This stands in contrast to the
generally positive assessment in the sections where responses were constrained to
numeric representations. This is common in survey research, as respondents critical of a
program often provide lengthy commentary, while those who are satisfied reserve their
positive comments to a few short sentences. 

At the same time, the comments offer insight into the perceived weaknesses of Taking
Charge!, highlighting areas that may need to be strengthened. Negative comments may
relate to the profile that Taking Charge! has had with community centres and the interest
of some training service providers to work directly with the government. Comments may
also reflect the fact that Taking Charge! has become more defined in what it needs (i.e.,
employment programming), resulting in rejections of proposals that do not fit. 
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TABLE 70
Challenges with other training service providers (n=9)

Challenge Number of Percentage 
responses of cases 

Limited time for training 4 44% 

Frustration over keeping statistics 2 22% 

Cost of accessing programs 2 22% 
Source: Survey of Service Providers. 



Key findings
• Over a third of respondents (39 percent), criticized Taking Charge! for being poorly

organized and/or having poor communication links with training service providers.
Negative comments concentrated on the perceived mismanagement of the organization,
poor performance of employment facilitators and communication problems between
Taking Charge! and some service providers.

• The referral process was a concern among one-quarter of respondents. In some cases,
service providers questioned Taking Charge!’s ability to match clients with the right
type of training.

• Half of the respondents raised issues regarding the pre- training and assessment process
(of these responses, three-quarters were negative). According to some service
providers, clients are not being properly assessed before being placed in programs. In
their opinion, clients are sometimes placed in inappropriate programs. 

• Respondents provided mixed comments, regarding program design. Positive comments
dealt with some of Taking Charge!’s perceived strengths, such as niche marketing and
innovative program design. Negative comments addressed service duplication and the
need for more holistic, long-term programming. 

• A couple of service providers suggested that Taking Charge! do more to improve its
community relationships. This area is considered in key informant interviews.

• According to several service providers, Taking Charge!’s strength lies in its client
support system. Negative comments dealt with the funding problems between service
providers and Taking Charge!.
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7.5  Summary and Observations
This section provided the following key findings regarding client satisfaction:

• Most training participants expressed satisfaction with their programs. Differences
between group satisfaction levels were marginal, suggesting that clients generally leave
their programs satisfied.

• Approximately two-thirds of clients were satisfied with the jobs acquired subsequent to
training. The remaining 25 percent appear to be unhappy with various aspects of their
employment. 

Service providers gave mixed response regarding their relationships with Taking Charge!.
In questions constrained to numeric responses, service providers commended Taking
Charge! for its clients supports, with many considering it a needed income assistance
program. However, in written commentary, several service providers criticized Taking
Charge!’s internal organization and communication, its referral process, its pre-training
and assessment, and the overall program design. 
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TABLE 71
Do you have any comments about how the training of income assistance 

recipients is organized by Taking Charge! (n=26)

Issue Negative Positive Neutral Total

Internal organization and communication 11 2 — 13
39% 7% 0% 46%

Referral process 5 — 1 6
18% 0% 4% 21%

Pre-training and assessment 9 1 3 13
32% 4% 11% 46%

Program design 6 4 — 10
21% 14% 0% 36%

Community ties and recruitment 2 — — 2
7% 0% 0% 7%

Funding and basic supports 4 4 2 10 
14% 14% 7% 36% 

Total 37 11 6 54
Source: Survey of Service Providers.
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8.  Cost Effectiveness

8.1  Introduction
Section 2 summarized the financial activities for Taking Charge! by component. Between
Taking Charge!’s inception in 1994 and 1999, the federal and provincial governments
allocated a total of $26 million. As a result of the start-up delays, substantial programming
did not begin until the spring of 1996. Based on activity to date and projections for fiscal
1998/99, Taking Charge! will actually spend about $15 million.60

In this section we consider the cost-effectiveness for the program relative to other
interventions. The main analyses compare Taking Charge! with all programs in the
Comparison Group. However, often it compares Taking Charge! with just Employment
Connections, the two main training interventions offered by the province. Data limitations
prevented us from including all the Comparison Group programs. Most important is that
Community Partnership and Pathways to Success could not offer estimates of
management or infrastructure (rent, utilities) overhead costs.

These estimates offer a general view of cost effectiveness, but the different interventions
deal with different clients and offer a varied mix of programming. Since we know the
average reduction in income assistance payments for clients in Taking Charge! and the
Control Group, the expected time clients remain on assistance in the various programs,
and the cost and duration of the training, we can project the cost savings relative to
program costs.

60 Funds not spent in a fiscal year lapsed.

One caveat is important for the analysis in this section. We have not observed long-
term outcomes. The maximum post-intervention period is 24 months. The research
literature has concluded that the minimum time needed to assess long term outcomes
is 36 months. In our sample, many participants have only nine months follow-up
after the conclusion of their intervention. Over the next three years, some will find
employment and others will cycle on and off assistance. The cost-effectiveness
analysis must be read with this limitation.



8.2  Overview of Costs for Training Programs in
Manitoba

8.2.1  Overview of costs
By examining the activity of each program in the last year, we can calculate the average
costs of training per participant for Taking Charge! and Employment Connections.61

Table 72 summarizes the overall activities and costs for the programs. We obtained
program costs from audited financial statements for Taking Charge! and statements
provided by Employment Connections. These statements included all direct and indirect
costs including overheads. The costs of Opportunities for Employment (OFE) are simple.
OFE is paid on a per client basis, but only when a client has been employed full-time for
six months. Payments to OFE are used to cover all direct and indirect costs, and its
average cost per client is easy to calculate.

We were unable to obtain total program costs for Community Partnerships and Pathways
to Success. Although we can obtain costs for the projects funded, we cannot extract the
indirect costs such as program management, rent, utilities, etc. These costs are completely
transparent for Taking Charge!, Employment Connections and Opportunities for
Employment.62 We used the costs of Employment Connections as a general estimate for
direct training costs of the Comparison Group as a whole. 

It is important to emphasize that major elements of the cost-effectiveness analysis include
all programs in the Comparison Group. Our estimates of average time on assistance,
average training time, and change in benefit reductions are based on regressions that
include all of the programs in the Comparison Group. Therefore, the benefit cost-exercise
does largely incorporate the experience of the total Comparison Group.

Calculation of average client costs for Taking Charge poses the following three
challenges:

• Because Taking Charge! offers a broad range of services, it often has contact with
clients over an extended time. The recorded number of registrations, assessments and
training placements may not reflect the true client contact “load” during any given year.
Some clients recorded as registering may not incur substantial costs until the following
fiscal year. Others, registered in previous years may impose the greatest demand in the
following year.
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61 Because projects are so varied within Community Partnerships and Pathways to Success, we are unable to
compute an average cost per client. These programs are so completely embedded within government that we
were unable to obtain indirect costs such as overhead, administrative salaries, rent, and utilities. We used the
costs of Employment Connections as a proxy for Comparison Group costs and discuss these in more detail
below. We did not integrate costs from Opportunities for Employment because it is a relatively high-cost
program and may have biased the estimates.

62 Because of its structure and organization, Employment Connections can isolate indirect costs.  This is not
possible for Community Partnerships and Pathways to Success.



Summative Evaluation of Manitoba’s Taking Charge! 135

Taking Charge! claims that the true numbers served are higher than is recorded by Table
12 in any given year. It claims that it serves clients from 1996/97 in fiscal year 
1997-98, our selected test year. At the same time, some clients recorded in Fiscal year
1997-98 will not be served until 1998/99.

• Direct client services, especially on-site child care, are not offered by other programs.
These add considerably to the costs of Taking Charge! and it may be argued that they
should not be included as part of the training cost. However, Taking Charge! is a project
funded explicitly to assess whether broad support services enhance client success in
becoming economically independent. Therefore, these costs should be included as part
of the overall project expenditure and calculated as part of the average cost per client.

• Taking Charge! management claims that it often awards supplementary support to
clients. These are one-time discretionary payments to help clients overcome barriers to
project participation. These may range from purchase of additional training supplies, to
assistance with costs of dealing with a family problem.

These discretionary expenditures are embedded in the costs of Taking Charge! and
cannot be extracted. These payments are not typical of other programs, although clients
in those programs may also receive supplementary educational and training support
from Family Services. To compensate partially for these expenditures, we estimated the
average costs of special education allowances received by participants in the
Comparison Group programs. These additional costs, average $55 per client during the
period when they took their intervention.63 It is possible that Comparison Group clients
received other non-recorded payments, comparable to the discretionary support offered
by Taking Charge! to its clients. We have no way of tracking these. We have elected to
include the special training costs awarded in the Comparison Group programs, as
opposed to attempting to extract these costs from Taking Charge!

Again, the entire approach of Taking Charge! reflects a commitment to client service
that is more supportive than traditional training programming. These extra costs are part
of what makes Taking Charge! unique and are included as part of its pilot design to
determine whether client success is enhanced.

For Taking Charge! we decided to calculate average costs per client and per employed
client (Table 72), by dividing the clients served into the total program costs to
March 31, 1998. For Employment Connections we used the costs for 1997/98 divided by
the clients served. Because Employment Connections is a shorter intervention and does
not serve clients over a prolonged period, we can estimate average costs for a single year.

63 The special education expenditures by program during the time participated in the intervention are as follows:
Control $1.87, Taking Charge! $5.62, Employment Connections $12.38, Opportunities for Employment
$33.17, Pathways $288.20, Community Partnerships $66.79, Weighted Average $54.75.



Taking Charge! appears to be a high cost program in comparison with Employment
Connections, but this conclusion should be read with the following qualifications:

• Taking Charge! serves a wide range of clients, who typically have more children and a
lower level of job readiness than clients who enter either Employment Connections or
Opportunities for Employment. These clients usually require more intensive
interventions and support to enter the job market.

• Employment Connections is a relatively limited engagement for job-ready clients. One
should expect that these clients would require less intervention to find work. 

• Lower cost interventions, such as job placement and job search skills, have a quick pay-
off, but the effects of this training can also erode. Participants may find that their long-
term competitiveness declines over time unless they maintain academic and trades
skills. 

• This analysis does not include the costs of income assistance avoided or the taxes paid
as a result of clients reaching economic self-sufficiency. This is included in the analysis
below.

• The analysis also assumes that the situation of those employed at nine months remains
unchanged, and that those still on assistance will never find work.

• Including the costs of Community Partnerships and Pathways would be desirable, but
it is not possible to extract the full overhead costs for these programs. Any comparison
with Taking Charge! without these indirect costs would be quite biased.
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TABLE 72
Overall costs and activity for the main interventions (fiscal year 1997/98)

Taking Charge! Employment OFE 
1994/95-1997/98 Connections 1996/97

1997/98

Clients served 3237 937 569

Total program cost $10,053,735 $1,256,200 $156,000

Average cost per client $3,106 $1,341 $274 

Special needs payments $6 $12 $33

Average cost per client $3,112 $1,353 $307

Percent of Clients employed** 0.45 0.55 0.07

Clients employed 1,456 515 39

Average cost per client 
employed $6,905 $2,439 $4,000
* Note: For Taking Charge! this is clients served from program inception to March 31, 1998. For

Employment Connections this is clients served in 1997/98 and for OFE clients served in 1996/98.
** After nine months of intervention termination, based on the Follow-up survey — See Section 6.
Sources: Taking Charge! annual reports, Employment Connections Annual Reports, OFE Annual

Reports. 



Determining the cost effectiveness of Taking Charge! requires a more detailed analysis of
gross and net impacts that includes the benefits of reduced income assistance as training
program participants find work. This analysis is presented in the next sections.

8.2.2  Gross impacts and cost-effectiveness
This section examines the gross impact and cost-effectiveness for the main training
interventions in Manitoba. The gross impact and cost-effectiveness measures are
calculated per program. They extend the analysis in the previous section and assesses the
unit cost of a program. Unit cost is defined as the cost per participant trained, cost per
graduate, or cost per employed graduate. 

We measure gross impacts and cost-effectiveness through the following processes:

• We define the “period” as blocks of time, 0, 3, 6, and 9 months after completing the
intervention. We standardized the maximum follow-up period as nine months, even
though we have observations for up to 20 months for some Program participants. Using
longer follow-up “windows” may allow us to track a longer follow-up, but with less
developed interventions. For example, Taking Charge! implemented significant
expansions in its computer lab and cafeteria-style training in fiscal 1997-98. We elected
to use a shorter follow-up window to capture the outcomes from more fully developed
training programs available in 1997/98.

• Comparing the speed with which training clients gain employment and come off
assistance is a measure of program cost-effectiveness. The number of months it takes,
on average, for clients to come off income assistance during any one period measures
the extent to which a program has encouraged clients to leave assistance. We expect
effective interventions to help clients get some work to defray a portion of the income
assistance and to shorten the time on assistance.

• The “percent employed” during a period measures gross program effectiveness
indirectly. The SAMIN data provide employment income while clients are on
assistance. Clients who receive employment income either are working part-time, or
have such low-paying work that they still qualify for benefits. A completely effective
program would show no employed clients receiving income assistance. In other words,
their clients had found full-time work that allowed independence from the income
assistance program.

• The reduced assistance paid, the benefit reduction from earnings, and the employment
income per person are all measures of cost effectiveness. Lower income assistance
payments, higher benefit reductions, and higher employment income all measure
aspects of impact and cost-effectiveness.
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To reiterate, for this evaluation we have three groups available for the cost comparison:

• Treatment (Taking Charge!);

• Comparison (Employment Connections, Community Partnerships, Pathways to
Success, and Opportunities for Employment);

• Control (SAMIN clients).

We are required to use Employment Connections as the representative of the Comparison
Group. Table 73 summarizes the gross impacts and cost-effectiveness, using the measures
discussed.
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TABLE 73
Gross impact and cost effectiveness measures

Group Period Percent Average Percent Average Benefits Benefit Income
off number employed number of paid per reduction per
SA of months month per person person

months employed per month per 
off SA month 

Taking 0 4% — 11% — $884.28 $25.43 $48.05
Charge!

3 21% 0.42 34% 0.88 $717.64 $114.55 $208.53 

(n=820) 6 29% 1.25 27% 1.73 $579.68 $114.03 $204.29

9 35% 2.25 25% 2.52 $523.92 $113.49 $202.81
Employment 0 12% — 25% — $785.42 $69.33 $134.94
Connections

3 24% 0.6 39% 1.07 $648.69 $117.85 $222.62

(n=366) 6 37% 1.65 31% 2.04 $517.52 $121.31 $220.25

9 45% 2.92 27% 2.87 $460.12 $105.98 $191.43

Comparison 0 7% — 16% — $869.34 $45.69 $88.63

3 21% 0.49 35% 0.94 $712.18 $105.48 $199.09

(n=692) 6 33% 1.41 29% 1.85 $568.17 $119.08 $216.36

9 42% 2.58 27% 2.67 $492.41 $105.91 $191.16

Control 0 3% — 14% — $896.71 $38.21 $76.41

3 13% 0.29 14% 0.43 $831.35 $45.87 $87.58

(n=1,252) 6 18% 0.79 14% 0.84 $774.38 $42.66 $80.54

9 26% 1.47 12% 1.23 $721.64 $40.62 $76.30
Source: SAMIN extract. 



Several points need to be mentioned about Table 73:

• Average months off SA and average months employed are measured cumulatively. For
example, the figure listed in month six for Taking Charge! shows that, on average,
Taking Charge! clients are off income assistance for 1.25 months in the first six months
after completing the intervention.

• Employment measures reflect the program participant’s labour market activity while on
income assistance after leaving the program. We were unable to determine an
individual’s employment status or earnings when they are not collecting any income
assistance. Many of these individuals may be working and earning sufficient income to
render them no longer eligible to collect income assistance. As a result, employment
measures likely underestimate earnings, months employed, and the percentage of
individuals employed.

• We randomly assigned intervention start and end dates to Control Group members, as
they had not completed an intervention with Taking Charge!, Employment
Connections, or any of the other Comparison Groups prior to September 30, 1997.64

Nine months after their intervention, our analysis of the SAMIN data reveals that
35 percent of Taking Charge!, 45 percent of Employment Connections, 42 percent of the
Comparison Group,65 and 26 percent of the Control Group were off assistance. These
results are close to those obtained in the Follow-up Survey (Appendix 1, Vol. II). 

With respect to employment, 34 percent of Taking Charge! clients reported employment
after 3 months dropping to 25 percent after 9 months. For Employment Connections,
39 percent report employment after 3 months before falling back down to 27 percent in
month 9. For the Control Group, 14 percent found work immediately after the randomly
assigned intervention. This remains stable at the three, six, and nine month periods. In
part, this may be due to the changing nature of the caseload as clients come off assistance.
If everyone remained on assistance, the employment rate would have increased or
remained stable.

In Table 73 the average benefits paid fall by month for each group. For Taking Charge!
the average benefit falls from $884 to $523 per month. For Employment Connections the
reduction is $785 to $460 per month. The Control Group has the lowest decline in income
assistance benefits paid falling from $897 to $722.
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64 The Control Group is defined within the SAMIN database. Clients recorded in that database as not having
taken any education or training, while on assistance, are included in the Control Group. It is possible that some
Control Group members have taken training at some point in their lives, but we have no way of knowing that.
Equally possible is that participants in Taking Charge! or any of the Comparison Group programs have taken
other training not recorded on their files.

65 Recall that the Comparison Group comprises Employment Connections, Community Partnerships,
Opportunities for Employment, and Pathways to Success.



Reduction of benefit due to earnings (Benefit Reduction from Table 73) reflects the
decrease in income assistance benefits paid as a result of increased employment earnings.66

Benefit reductions peak at approximately the six month period before falling. At the
six month period, Taking Charge! participants have an average benefit reduction of $113,
compared with $119 for the Comparison Group and $43 for the Control Group. The
decline after six months may reflect a process where some clients move into full-time
work, leaving behind clients who work less and therefore have less benefit reduction.

Another perspective on cost-effectiveness is to imagine that the programs did nothing.
Everyone on assistance at the start of the intervention remains on assistance, without any
employment earnings through the three, six, and nine month periods. This represents the
maximum “liability” government has for a client and we can calculate that just by taking
the average payment made one month prior to the end of interventions and multiplying
that by the number of months (1, 4, 7, and 10).67

Program interventions lead to employment incomes and complete exits from assistance.
This reduces the maximum liability for assistance payments. The difference between the
average maximum liability and the average benefits paid represents the savings for
government arising from the program.

Table 74 shows the average maximum liability68 per client for 0, 3, 6, and 9 months. It also
shows average benefits paid, with the difference being the average savings (per client).
The last column shows the advantage the program offers relative to the Control.
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66 Recall that income assistance can earn money in part-time employment. These earning are applied against
income assistance entitlement, a process that is termed “benefit reduction due to employment.”

67 Referring to Table 74, in month -1 (one month prior to the end of intervention) Taking Charge! clients on
average received $1,206 in benefits. Carrying this forward for the next four months (Month 3 in the Table 74),
total maximum payments would be $4,824 (4 times the amount in Month -1). In this way, we can create an
average maximum liability profile for the average program participant.

68 Cumulative liability was based on the maximum income assistance benefits paid per client, averaged out per
group.



Based on this calculation, Employment Connections offers the largest cost savings per
client at the nine month period relative to the Control Group ($2,378). The relative cost
savings of Taking Charge! and the Comparison Group are comparable. Figure 8 shows the
percent of liability avoided by the program. As represented in this Figure, Employment
Connections appears to be the most effective labour market intervention. Taking Charge!
is slightly more cost-effective than the Comparison Group, on average.
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TABLE 74
Gross impact and cost effectiveness measures per person

Group Period Cumulative Cumulative Benefits Savings Advantage
Liability benefits as a over the

per client paid per percent Control 
client of liability Group

A B B/A A-B

Taking 0 $1,206 $884 0.73 $322 $47
Charge!

3 $4,824 $3,037 0.63 $1,787 $493

(N=820) 6 $8,442 $4,776 0.57 $3,666 $1,182

0 $12,060 $6,348 0.53 $5,712 $1,879

Employment 0 $1,188 $785 0.66 $402 $128
Connections

3 $4,750 $2,731 0.58 $2,019 $725

(N=366) 6 $8,313 $4,284 0.52 $4,028 $1,544

9 $11,875 $5,665 0.48 $6,210 $2,378

Comparison 0 $1,237 $964 0.78 $273 ($1)

3 $4,948 $3,314 0.67 $1,634 $340

(N=692) 6 $8,659 $5,189 0.60 $3,470 $986

9 $12,370 $6,775 0.55 $5,595 $1,762

Control 0 $1,171 $897 0.77 $274 — 

3 $4,685 $3,391 0.72 $1,294 — 

(N=1252) 6 $8,198 $5,714 0.70 $2,484 — 

9 $11,711 $7,879 0.67 $3,833 — 



Gross impact analysis examines the relative performance of programs in terms of
reducing income assistance payments. From this perspective Taking Charge! does slightly
better than the Comparison Group as a whole, but not as well as Employment Connections
by itself.

8.3  Taking Charge! Impacts on Income Assistance
Relative to the Comparison Group

8.3.1  Net impact analysis calculates the advantage of a
Program over doing nothing

As is clear from the preceding analysis, a portion of the Control Group obtains
employment and some even leave income assistance entirely. Using the information in
Table 73 as a guide, at the ninth month after intervention, 26 percent of the Control Group
are no longer on the SAMIN database and have apparently left income assistance. This
represents a baseline cost savings to the provincial government in the form of avoided
payments. The costs for achieving these savings is minimal and no greater than the costs
of serving those remaining on assistance.

The Follow-up Survey suggests that those coming out of the training programs are happier
with their jobs and have higher incomes. This also suggests that income assistance clients
who complete training may have greater job stability and a lower chance of returning to
income assistance. However, the limited post-intervention tracking (nine months) offers
an inconclusive  perspective from which to test this proposition.

The net impact assessment considers the interventions relative to each other and the
Control Group. Based on these impacts, we can prepare a benefit cost analysis. This
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FIGURE 8
Benefits as a percent of maximum income assistance liability



framework integrates the overall costs of offering training, with the benefits received by
government in the form of lowered income assistance payments and higher taxes from
clients who earn income.

Table 75 presents the post-intervention experience in terms of the numbers remaining on
assistance. We estimated the average time to come off assistance (last column of Table 75)
using survival analysis presented in Section 6.5.69

On average, Control Group members take 23 months to come off assistance (after a
randomly assigned “intervention” date”)70. Comparison Group clients are off assistance
16 months after intervention, and Taking Charge! clients leave assistance 20 months after
their intervention.

8.3.2  Calculating the net impact: the benefit-cost framework
This calculation is from the perspective of government, since it funds the training
programs and the income assistance programs. Certainly benefits are obtained by clients
in the form of higher incomes and economic independence, but this perspective is not
included in this analysis.
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69 See Table 73 for the source of these percentages. For example, Table 73 shows that 21 percent of
Taking Charge! clients were off Income Assistance at three months, implying that 79 percent remained on. See
Section 6 for a discussion of how we obtained the average time to come off assistance using survival analysis.

70 Recall that Control Group members do not have interventions and we assigned random dates to allow us to
track experiences of these income assistance clients.

TABLE 75
Summary of post-intervention experience 

Group Percent remaining on assistance Average time
to come off 

assistance** (months)

3 months 6 months 9 months

Treatment (Taking Charge!) 79% 71% 65% 20

Employment Connections  76% 63% 55% 14

Comparison* 79% 67% 58% 16

Control 87% 82% 74% 23
* Note: Includes EC, OFE, Community Partners and Pathways. The average time to come off assistance

just for the three groups net of Employment Connections is 17.5 months. 
** See the discussion in Section 6. 



Calculating Costs
Costs include:

• Income assistance paid while program participants are in training;

• Training allowances;

• Direct costs of training (average costs of programming).

Calculating Benefits
We identified three impact indicators that summarize the benefits received by
government:

• Increased taxes from employment earnings;

• Benefit reduction due to earnings (reduced assistance payments due to offsetting client
employment);

• Reduced income assistance due to lower time on welfare.

The benefit-cost framework is straightforward. The question is simple — does the
investment in training generate an offsetting return in the form of lower income assistance
payments and increased tax recoveries? Table 76 presents the general benefit-cost
framework.

Item A (Table 76) may be estimated in several ways. One conception (that we prefer) is
to argue that a training intervention delays employment by the length of the program. For
Taking Charge! clients, this adds 4.4 months of income assistance. For Comparison Group
clients, this averages 2.7 months.

Another perspective is to adjust the intervention durations for the programs. To measure
income assistance payments during training, we calculated the average monthly income
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TABLE 76
The benefit cost framework

Costs Benefits

A. Income assistance payments E. Increased benefit reductions 
during training because of earned income

+ B. Training allowances (books, + F. Reduced income assistance 
special needs) due to lower time on welfare

+ C. Cost of training + G. Increased taxes from 
employment earnings

= D. Total costs = H. Total benefits 



assistance received during training by the adjusted average duration of training. The
average duration of training is adjusted to reflect the “natural” rate of exit from income
assistance based on rates of exit for the Control Group during the first six months
following intervention completion.

As an example, for Taking Charge! we multiplied the original average duration by the exit
rate for the Control Group at 4.4 months (15.4 percent),71 resulting in an adjusted
intervention duration of 3.7 months (4.4*(1 minus 0.154)). Similarly, we calculated the
exit rate for the Comparison Group at 2.7 months (12.1 percent), resulting in an adjusted
intervention duration of 2.4 months (2.7*(1 minus 0.121)). These times represent an
“expected increase in time on assistance” as a result of participation in training.

Finally, one can argue that the incremental cost of training is the difference between the
adjusted time on assistance and the actual time on assistance. For Taking Charge! this
would then be 0.7 months (4.4 minus 3.7) and for the Comparison Group it is 0.3 months
(2.7 minus 2.4).

We have included ranges in the benefit-cost calculations to reflect these differing
perspectives. Since the same ideas are applied to Taking Charge! and the Comparison
Group (represented by Employment Connections) varying the calculation approaches
affects the benefit-cost ratios of both programs in the same general magnitude and
direction. Once again, we believe that income assistance costs while on training represent
an extra cost associated with training. Clients in training are not available for work (and
usually do not look for a job) until their training is completed.

The average adjusted duration of training and average payments by program are shown in
Table 78 with the resulting costs of income assistance associated with training. 
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TABLE 77
Rate of exit for the Control Group — six months after intervention completion

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Percent of participants  3% 6% 10% 13% 15% 16% 18% 
off Income assistance 

71 This is the straight-line interpolation between months 4 and 5 from Table 77.



Note that we have bolded the data to be included in the benefit-cost calculation (Table 81).

Item B (training allowances) from the benefit-cost framework in Table 76 are modest and
summarized in Table 79. Any differences may partly be due to these costs being
embedded in the tuition and materials paid by the Program to service providers. As we
noted previously in this section, the existence of training costs for the Control Group is
curious, as these income assistance clients should not have taken any interventions at all.
It is possible that these costs are associated with short workshops and other programs.

The cost of training (item C from Table 76) is available from Table 72.

Item C, (Cost of training), is the average cost per client, as presented in Table 72. Note we
excluded the training allowances paid to avoid double counting.

On the benefits side, item E from the framework is calculated from  the regression
analysis, where the reduction in benefits due to earning increases by $68 (Taking
Charge!), $71 (Comparison), and $26 (Control). Average post-intervention monthly
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TABLE 78
Average training time (months) and average income assistance payments 

(Item A in Table 76)

Group Adjusted Average Total income assistance received Average 
average monthly during training monthly

duration of income (Adjusted duration of training income
training assistance multiplied by income assistance assistance

(months) during during training) after 
training training

a b c  a b c d 

Treatment 4.4 3.7 0.7 $904 $3,978 $3,345 $633 $682
(Taking 
Charge!)

Comparison 2.7 2.4 0.3 $891 $2,406 $2,138 $267 $650

Control* 0.0 0.0 0.0 $897 $0 $0 $0 $693
* To support the statistical analysis we defined the intervention for the Controls as 1 month, but in reality the

intervention period for these income assistance participants is 0. 

TABLE 79
Training allowances (Item B in Table 76) 

Group Average training allowance 
during intervention 

Treatment (Taking Charge!) $6
Employment Connections $12
Comparison $55
Control $2
Source: Program and SAMIN Extract. 



income rose by $114 (Taking Charge!), $126 (Comparison), and $37 (Control). Note that
these are the employment wages while on assistance and do not reflect the incomes clients
may earn after coming off assistance (Table 80).72

The average time for a Control Group member to come off assistance is 23 months; for
Taking Charge! it is 20; and, for the Comparison Group, it is 16. For the 20 months Taking
Charge! clients are expected to be on assistance, government can expect to pay $1,360 less
by virtue of the benefit reductions due to earnings over this 20 months (20 times $68). For
the Comparison Group government pays $1,136 less and to the Control Group this is
$598. (See column E, Table 81.)

Taking Charge! reduces the time on assistance by three months over the Control Group,
for an avoided income assistance cost $2,046 (3 times $682) and the avoided costs for the
Comparison Group is $4,550 (7 times $650). This supports column F (Reduced time on
income assistance) in the benefit cost framework (Table 81).

The tax benefits to government are simply the employment income earned while clients
are on assistance times the marginal rate of taxation which we have taken to be 9 percent
for this group. Increased incomes for Taking Charge! are $2,280, and the expected taxes
from this are $205. For the Comparison Group and the Control Group the tax  revenues
are $181 and $77 which gives us column G in the benefit cost framework (Table 81).

Now it is possible to combine this information to produce an overall estimate of the
benefit-cost ratio for each of the Programs relative to the Control Group.73
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TABLE 80
Summary of average post-intervention change in income and income assistance

(Item E from Table 76) 
Group Average change in Total change (while on

income assistance)
Monthly Benefit Expected Employment Benefit
earnings reductions months on income Reductions
while on due to assistance increase due to 

assistance earnings earnings
A B C A*C B*C 

Treatment (Taking Charge!) $114 $68 20 $2,280 $1,360
Comparison* $126 $71 16 $2,016 $1,136
Control $37 $26 23 $851 $598
Net Impact of Taking  
Charge! — Comparison ($12) ($3)  $264 $224
Net Impact of Comparison — 
Control $89 $45  $1,165 $538
Net Impact of Taking  
Charge! — Control $77 $42  $1,429 $762 

72 The information on wages earned on assistance may be subject to some reporting error.
73 We have retained direct client services in the calculations. These are an integral part of Taking Charge! and a

support that they advertise as enhancing the success of their clients. If these are removed, the benefit cost ratio
increases by 0.05.
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The benefit cost ratio for the Control Group is very large, but this is because nothing is
spent and a certain percentage of clients returns to work. This type of calculation shows
the limits of cost-effectiveness analysis in examining options such as doing nothing. It
ignores the future costs of clients coming on income assistance remaining indefinitely
on it.

The benefit-cost ratio shows a range from 0.51 to 0.96 for Taking Charge!. In our view,
the higher ratio, obtained by calculating the incremental time on assistance as the
difference between observed and expected time on assistance is an over-estimate. The
lower values ratios probably underestimate the benefit-cost ratio somewhat. The benefit-
cost ratios for both Taking Charge! and the Comparison Group are probably closer to 0.6
and 2.0 for Taking Charge! and the Comparison Group, respectively.

The basic cost-effectiveness question is whether program expenditures have value. The
ratios are simple to interpret. For every dollar invested in Taking Charge!, the government
receives a return of between 51¢ and 96¢.74 For the Comparison Group, this return is
between $1.54 and $3.52. Some points emerge from this analysis.

• Clearly, the Comparison Group offers a higher return. If the return is as low as
$1.54, this must be counted as a modest result. It shows that many who take training do
not return to work quickly and even for the job-ready, gaining economic independence
is a long-term process.

• The ratios for Taking Charge! show that it presents a low value, as it is currently
configured. If it were to emulate a program such as Employment Connections and focus
only on job-ready candidates, it would still have a lower benefit-cost ratio, unless it also
dropped its collateral client supports. However, it makes little sense to run two identical
programs for the same targets. If the demand exists to assist job-ready clients, expand
an existing program.

8.4  Taking Charge! and Income Assistance Costs
in Manitoba

It is always important to realize that some of the Control Group clients return to work,
albeit usually in low-wage and insecure occupations. Any intervention must reference this
as a baseline.

We have also stressed another point. Limited follow-up is available for the programs.
Taking Charge! has more extensive interventions than the other programs. It also offers a
wider range of collateral support services and has clients with slightly lower levels of
employability than the Comparison Group. The outcomes for the interventions it offers
are probably longer term than those offered by the Comparison Group.
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74 To reiterate, the return is reduced income assistance, over a shorter time, plus a small increase in tax revenues
from client employment.



That being said, Taking Charge! has both high direct costs per client and has longer
periods of benefits paid while in training. These are not offset by reduced income
assistance payments, shorter periods over which assistance is paid, and higher taxes. On
the other hand, the Comparison Group interventions do offset their costs and have positive
benefit-cost ratios. What characterizes the results for Taking Charge! are its high project
costs, longer interventions during which income assistance is paid, and a slower re-entry
into work. Again, this is the result of offering a wide range of services to a broad group of
clients, with many requiring sustained support and showing no employment results during
the relatively short follow-up period.

One final point needs to be stressed. The Comparison Group results are heavily influenced
by Employment Connections and Opportunities for Employment. These programs focus
on job-ready clients who should be expected to require modest interventions to produce
good results in a growing economy. Because of the structure of the analysis, we have not
been able to compare the net cost effectiveness and benefit-cost ratios for the individual
programs that comprise the Comparison Group. It is possible that Community
Partnerships and Pathways would show different levels of cost-effectiveness than the
Comparison Group as a whole.

8.5  Summary and observations
This section shows that Taking Charge! is a project that may barely return its investment.
Compared to doing nothing (Control Group) and the Comparison Group, especially
Employment Connections, it has a low benefit-cost ratio.

Three important facts qualify this conclusion:

• Taking Charge! offers many collateral supports and a diverse range of programs, from
job placement to basic education. It serves a wide range of clients, many of whom are
unlikely to return to work quickly. This increases program costs.

• At the same time, the short follow-up period does not reveal whether this higher
investment eventually pays off in clients securing stable employment and remaining off
assistance.

• Programs such as Employment Connections have been able to assist job-ready clients
find work in a rapidly expanding labour market. In an important sense, the favourable
outcomes for all training programs (including Taking Charge!) may be due to the
growth in provincial employment as much as to the design and delivery of an
intervention. 
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9.  Lessons Learned

In this section of the report, we summarize the main findings of the evaluation.

9.1  Insights Relevant to the Design and Delivery of
Programs to Single-Parents on Income
Assistance

Single parents on income assistance face substantial barriers to economic independence.
We can examine economic independence from two perspectives:

• The supply side of economic independence — how income assistance clients improve
their education and training, as well as the supports they have to increase their ability
to manage personal and family challenges; and

• Demand side — the overall growth in the economy and the willingness of employers
to hire income assistance clients.

Most human resource policies address the supply side, under the assumption that changing
the qualifications of income assistance clients and helping them manage personal/family
problems will increase their employability. Dealing with supply-side issues is a necessary
but not a sufficient condition for increasing the rate of employment among income
assistance clients. One of the main findings from this study is that job-ready clients can
enter the workforce provided the economy is growing. The fact that up to 25 percent in
the Control Group leave income assistance with the assumption they find work within
nine months, shows a “natural” process of entry and withdrawal from assistance. Some
clients are temporarily on income assistance for a single spell, others cycle in and out, and
still others are permanent recipients.

Even the most effective program we studied (Employment Connections) shows a long
period of time before the average client comes off income assistance (14 months). Job-
ready clients gain employment quickly, but the remaining clients come off assistance
slowly. Quick fixes are not available for this group. 

With little doubt, the success rates of the last two years will decline. The early successes
of labour market interventions are unlikely to be continued as the job-ready pool of
income assistance clients diminishes. Should economic growth slow, income assistance
clients who have found work may be laid off, and those currently receiving assistance may
enter the job market less quickly. 

Income assistance programs include clients who have recently come into the program as
a result of temporary adversity and those who have received welfare for an extended
period. In the impact analysis we found that the total time a client had been on welfare
increased the monthly post-intervention income assistance payments and the length of
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time he or she remained on assistance after leaving a program. This indicates how a more
elapsed time on assistance creates greater barriers to employment and training.

The costs of intervention are significant. Including the income assistance payments while
clients are receiving training, results in the Program costs ranging between $2,500 and
$8,500 per client. Programs that offer collateral supports, such as day-care, typically have
even higher costs.

Day care is essential to encouraging single-parent clients on assistance to enter training
programs. The day-care services offered by Taking Charge! are important for clients using
the computer lab and taking personal development courses at its offices. However, most
client training occurs at service providers that often do not have day care associated with
the service. To increase access for their clients, programs need to offer more on-site
services, such as day-care, throughout the day and on weekends.

9.2  Insights on Individual Outcomes
All the programs we reviewed encouraged some clients to find employment. Average
increases in post-intervention wages ranged from $37 per month for the Control Group to
$114 for Taking Charge!, and $126 for Comparison Group clients. Training programs also
increased the number of hours worked above the modest increase found for the Control
Group. 

Correspondingly, the training programs also reduced the time on assistance, increased
benefit reductions resulting from employment, and increased the duration of employment.
The reduction in benefits paid to income assistance clients ranged from $258 for Taking
Charge! clients, to $208 for income assistance Comparison Group clients, to $90 for the
Control Group. The reduction in average time on assistance after the intervention over the
23 months for the Control Group, was 20 months for Taking Charge! and 16 months for
the Comparison Group. 

The interventions we studied have with little doubt had a positive effect on the
employability of income assistance clients. Typically, the results for Employment
Connections are the most favourable in terms of duration on employment and numbers of
clients employed after a specific period of time.

These results offer the following insights into training interventions:

• Even without intervention, a fraction of income assistance clients leave the program
and return to work. After nine months, 25 percent of income assistance clients without
any intervention had gained some form of employment. Any intervention must be
compared against doing nothing. Income assistance clients in the Control Group are
typically better educated and have had prior jobs — in effect, they are returning to
work.
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• Not surprisingly, job-ready clients are the easiest to train and place. Taking Charge! and
Employment Connections have had the most success with job-ready clients.
Employment Connections has showed the most success in moving clients from income
assistance to employment because it deals only with job-ready clients.

• Interventions that stress work/job search, trade skills, and job placement are the most
significantly associated with increased wages and hours worked, as well as reduced
income assistance benefits.

• Aboriginal clients and those with children less than six years of age face serious barriers
to employment. These clients need special attention to enhance their employability. The
province does not impose work expectations on clients with children less than six years
of age, but many still enter programs. Their success rates are lower than for clients in
general. The low rate of employment for Aboriginal clients reflects their generally
lower education and lack of previous job experience.

9.3  Design and Delivery Lessons — the Effectiveness
of Third-Party Delivery

Taking Charge! is a non-profit organization that prides itself on its separateness from
government. This is claimed to offer greater responsiveness to clients, the freedom to
design programs tailored to income assistance recipient needs, and the ability to attract
clients who may be wary of government programs.

The last claim is probably true, but suggestions that Taking Charge! offers more flexibility
than government programs are overdrawn. Under the new business planning/performance
measurement processes and the devolution of federal training programs, provincial
managers have increased authority to design responses for specific clients. Government
programs can now respond quickly to client needs and enter into individualized contracts
to offer service.75 

The federal and provincial governments created Taking Charge!, with considerable
publicity, and realigned the funding to training services. This disturbed the existing
funding arrangements and ways of doing business. The initial reaction of many
community groups, training service providers, and some government departments was a
degree of wariness. At the same time, the Board at Taking Charge! set an independent
course and purposely designed its programming to run separately from existing services.

This separation has dissipated. Taking Charge! now cooperates more closely with
provincial departments and funds training programs offered by both for-profit and non-
profit organizations. At the same time, the initial isolation of Taking Charge! from the
existing training providers is unfortunate. One of the reasons Taking Charge! has had only
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a modest impact on the client group is the delay in developing training services that were
integrated with existing programming.

Taking Charge! also became ensnared between two competing objectives. As a Strategic
Initiative, a central goal for Taking Charge! was to discover innovative training for single
parents on income assistance. At the same time, as a well-funded program created partly
by redirecting funding from other programs, Taking Charge! decided it had to meet
objectives that would serve 900 clients a year and place 500 into employment. It satisfied
the latter goal by becoming a broker and funder of training programs in a conventional
sense. It  set aside the process of designing and assessing innovative training programs. In
this vein, it has not developed an effective tracking process, used databases and
information systems to evaluate alternative programs, or experimented with training.
Most of the resources have been directed to running conventional contract training, with
special emphasis on collateral services for single parents.

Some of the problems encountered by Taking Charge! can be attributed to circumstances
outside its control:

• Delays in appointing Board members slowed program start-up. Since Board
appointments are by government, this delay is directly assignable to government.

• Government should consider appointing some public servants to the Board to increase
communication and accountability.

• As we note above, Taking Charge! should address the issue of how training service
providers might best provide input to the Board. Alternatives to directly sitting on the
Board may be a useful way to combine this valuable input and avoid the appearance of
a conflict of interest.

9.4  Partnership and Community Involvement
A partnership is an association of two independent entities that have mutual goals, that
commit joint resources to meet those goals, and that share risk. Taking Charge! staff and
management often speak of partnerships, when in fact very few of their relationships are
partnerships. The most important relationships are contractual between Taking Charge!
and service providers.

Taking Charge! has weak relationships with the traditional nonprofit community. Local
community groups told us that Taking Charge! does not figure in their service provision
and has not developed partnerships to deliver services to their clients.

Taking Charge! has been unable to develop relationships with the private sector. In part
this may be because the Board, management, and staff do not come from a business
culture. Quite reasonably, staff and management are client-oriented, but this probably
impedes their ability to “connect” with the business community. We found many staff to
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have unrealistic expectations about the ability of business to hire program graduates in any
quantity. The proposed business council has potential for increasing this relationship, but
support from government in approaching potential members of this council or even
making Board appointments would accelerate this considerably.

Once again, Taking Charge! was impelled to meet quotas for client service and
employment. Once the Board made this decision, Taking Charge! became a training-
service broker and changed its relationship with the community. As a funder, it found it
difficult to develop partnerships with a community that saw it as a source of money.

9.5  Does the Taxpayer Receive a Return?
It is difficult to claim that Taking Charge! offers the taxpayer a return. In relation to the
Comparison Group, Taking Charge! is more expensive and less effective. However, this
conclusion is based on short follow-up periods and the success that Employment
Connections has had by training job-ready clients in a growing economy.

Whether the programs that concentrate on increasing the education of income assistance
clients and working on motivation have a long-term payoff will not be apparent for two
or three years.

9.6  Responding to the Evaluation Framework
Table 82 responds to each issue and question.
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10.  Conclusions and Recommendations

10.1  Synopsis of Main Findings
The main findings of this study are clear:

• Training programs in Manitoba that have offered job training and work placement to
job-ready clients reduce income assistance use and increase economic independence.

• Interventions that offer basic education to income assistance clients with low education,
limited work experience, and family barriers to job readiness do not typically place
clients jobs. Basic education is an essential pre-condition to job-related training.

• The average time to come off income assistance ranges from 16 to 23 months. The
duration data show that many clients experience long spells on income assistance.
These clients typically have substantial educational and work experience deficits
requiring sustained and costly interventions to reverse.

• Day care and collateral supports are essential to encouraging single parents on income
assistance to participate in training. These supports need to be available on-site where
the training is delivered.

• Taking Charge! broadened the program and moved away from the objectives of the
Strategic Initiatives program to meet client and employment goals. In this transition, it
changed its relationship with community-based organizations. These organizations
ceased being partners and became training contractors.

• Employability and individual job plans, a central feature of Taking Charge!, are now
often done by training service providers. In supporting this transition, Taking Charge!
has evolved to being a training broker.

• During the start-up, government appointed representatives of non-profit groups to sit on
the Board. These organizations offer Taking Charge! critical insights into the needs of
target clients. When these organizations also receive substantial contracts, an
appearance of conflict-of-interest may be created. Taking Charge! has developed
conflict-of-interest guidelines to deal with service providers who sit on the Board, and
these guidelines have been reviewed by legal counsel. However, Taking Charge! should
consider alternatives to direct representation of service providers on the Board. An
advisory council, ex-officio representation, and rotating positions are possible
approaches to obtaining the advice of service providers.

• Taking Charge! has not developed a structure to evaluate alternative approaches and
interventions. The CAMS systems is not used for evaluation or strategic planning. Its
main role is to support employment facilitators in matching clients to training
opportunities, although its potential to support the evaluation of specific interventions
will increase once financial and contract data are integrated.
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• The training agenda within Taking Charge! remains determined by external contractors
who propose courses and projects. Taking Charge! staff and management have started
to challenge these proposals and approach certain providers with its own proposals. It
is likely that Taking Charge! will become more proactive in developing training
requirements and may even start to call for tenders on specific programming. Such a
development marks an important evolution in the program. If Taking Charge! elects to
serve higher needs clients, it will be required to define a training and development
agenda and then request contractors to meet these needs. Taking Charge! may wish to
hire training and development staff, as opposed to using contracts to meet the needs of
such clients.

• As for individual outcomes, Taking Charge! and the Comparison Group programs raise
post-intervention wages, increase the hours worked, and lower income assistance
payments. Taking Charge! is an expensive program in relation to the Comparison
Group, but several qualifications are important:

— the follow-up period is short and limits our analysis of long-term impact
— Taking Charge! has more clients with significant barriers to economic

independence.
— the collateral supports such as “cafeteria -style training” and day care, add to costs,

but are essential to encouraging single parents to participate in training.
— initial delays meant that Taking Charge! was not fully operational until late 1996

and this compromised full performance.
— the favourable view of the Comparison Group arises from Employment

Connections which offers a limited program to “job-ready” and “training-ready”
clients who are easier to place than the clients in Taking Charge!.

10.2  Recommendations on Current and Future
Delivery Options

Evidence from the Taking Charge! evaluation shows that short-term training interventions
offered to “job-ready” clients can produce positive short-term outcomes in higher wages
and departure from income assistance. Our qualification that these results may not be
long-term is based on recent evaluations of training programs.76

The evidence from three decades of research on labour market interventions is clear.
Short-term training designed to get economically disadvantaged persons into jobs
typically does not offer a sustained solution to economic independence. The results in
Manitoba may be the coincidence of training delivered to job-ready clients and a rapidly
growing economy.

We classify our recommendations into two broad areas:

• Changes for the delivery of training programming by the province; and

• Changes in how Taking Charge! operates.
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10.2.1  Provincial training policy needs to offer a coordinated
set of training programs

With the province assuming responsibility for labour market interventions and training,
this is an opportune time to recast policy, based on the following recommendations:

• Develop the concept of an employability spectrum;

• Define the services based on client need;

• Training services should specialize in specific types of interventions;

• Coordinate services into a seamless delivery system;

• Follow-up and database development to assess outcomes.

Training of income assistance clients should be based on the idea of an employability
spectrum.

The idea of employability is abstract. The current assessment process culminates in the
assignment of levels of employability and work expectations which serve as the
foundation of this process. With the advent of a one-tier approach to income assistance,
these assessments will probably be completed with greater consistency. The current
assessment questionnaire can probably continue to serve as the basis of this assessment,
but several changes are needed:

• This assessment questionnaire has never been subjected to standard reliability and
validity testing to refine the measures used to predict employability. No evidence exists
that counselors can “predict” employment or develop training plans that lead to
employment if they use this tool.

• Employment assessments need to be completed by E&IA counselors who then
participate in the creation of a training plan with service providers such as
Taking Charge!

• Periodic reassessments are needed to track the progress of income assistance clients
toward independence.

In other words the employment assessment process should be a dynamic one that traces
the progress of clients toward self-reliance. Income assistance clients can be placed on a
spectrum based on their employability assessment. Programming can be designed to meet
the needs of clients along the spectrum.77
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Training interventions need to be aligned with client needs.

Once income assistance clients are placed on the employability spectrum, counselors can
assign them to specific interventions. The province should identify specific interventions
and the six categories of training used by Taking Charge! and other programs are useful
classifications (Table 32).

Implicit in the notion of assigning clients to interventions is the idea that expectations
must vary by employability. It is expected that clients who have completed high school,
have job experience, and have recently become income assistance clients should return to
work quickly if unemployment remains low. These clients only need a brief intervention
to help with a job search. Here the sanctions and benefit reductions associated with work
expectations are part of the policy mix.

Clients with low education and no job experience will require sustained interventions.
Others will be permanent income assistance clients. Some who are disabled or too old to
become re-educated will likely not return to work, regardless of the amount of training or
level of sanction.

Training providers need to specialize.

Employment Connections is effective because it specializes in job-ready clients. Taking
Charge! attempts to meet the needs of a diverse client group through a series of contracts
to external training providers. When compared with the performance of Employment
Connections, it appears much less cost-effective. Such a comparison is unfair because it
does not consider the extent to which educationally disadvantaged income assistance
clients move along the employability spectrum when participating in programs such as
Taking Charge!

In addition to assigning clients to specific interventions, specialization requires those
training providers to serve specific client segments. Some training services should focus
on raising the education of “Level 3” clients; others should work on placing clients that
are job-ready.

A portfolio of training programs will offer a seamless continuum of services.

Once the province identifies discrete client needs, it can develop specific services. A
service such as Employment Connections may serve as the final program, accepting job-
ready income assistance clients that have recently come on the welfare rolls, as well as
clients who have “graduated” from training and educational improvement programs.
Alternatively, the province could contract with private placement companies to assist job
ready clients in finding work.

Taking Charge! could be “reinvented” as a program specializing in clients with low
education and having barriers to education/employment. The emphasis on a “welcoming”
environment, personal development, volunteering, mentorship, and the collateral support
services are particularly important to these clients.
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An outcome follow-up process will allow government to manage the training programs.

Manitoba Measures requires all government departments and eventually third-party
delivery agents to prepare business plans, develop performance measures, and report on
plan fulfilment both internally and externally. The province will need an outcome follow-
up process to track the cost-effectiveness of alternative interventions and the progress of
clients toward economic independence.

Integrated Service Management and the one-tier initiative will result in better tracking of
program inputs. In future, the province will have much better information on income
assistance clients and the programming they receive. Nevertheless, a key omission is the
measurement of outcomes. Without a systematic process of follow-up and outcome
verification, the province will never be able to assess cost-effectiveness properly. This
evaluation  used the available information to the maximum, but we cannot make any
inference about employment outcomes of those who disappear from the income assistance
rolls.

Training providers such as Taking Charge! are in a poor position to complete such follow-
up, because it conflicts with the non-bureaucratic style that is so integral to their service
delivery model. Therefore, if follow-up is to be complete, as it must be, the province must
undertake it as a core part of its accountability process under Manitoba Measures.

10.2.2  Taking Charge! is well positioned to offer services to
the most needy of income assistance clients

If a program such as Taking Charge! did not exist, it would have to be invented. Taking
Charge! offers services to single parents with limited education and job experience. It
needs several specific adjustments:

• A focus on high needs clients.

• The Board should include some government representation.

• Training contracts need to be focussed.

• Partnerships with community organizations must be reviewed.

Taking Charge! should focus on clients with the greatest need.

Taking Charge! should focus on personal-development and educational services to help
training-ready and multiple-barriered clients. Single parents with low levels of education
and work experience can benefit most from the cafeteria-style training, personal-
development programs at the head office, and day-care supports. The welcoming
atmosphere and mentoring of clients who are making progress are very strong assets that
Taking Charge! offers in encouraging income assistance clients to work.
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The outcome of these programs is not employment but measurable improvement in
employability (through the assessment process), and the increased ability and success
clients have in pursuing additional/higher education plus trades training. 

Taking Charge! should not offer work placement, job-search assistance, and other labour
market skills training. By focusing on high needs clients and moving them to higher
education and trades skills, Taking Charge! is alleviated of the responsibility to place
clients into jobs. Taking Charge! has not had much success in connecting with private
firms and creating work placements. Agencies that specialize in contacting employers and
matching trained workers to vacancies do this best.

Board appointees should include some government representatives and exclude
contractors.

Taking Charge! should remain an independent, non-profit organization, but with some
Board appointments from key government departments and services (Family Services,
Education and Training, Industry, Trade and Tourism). 

This reconfiguration would increase communication between Taking Charge! and other
education/training services, without compromising its ability to create partnerships and
joint ventures with other organizations.

Taking Change! should focus its training contracts with a well-defined agenda.

One of the more important developments in the history of Taking Charge! was the
expansion of contracting to community-based organizations and other training providers.
This changed the relation between Taking Charge! and community groups, requiring
management of large-scale contracts, and a level of monitoring that consumed significant
resources. It also separated Taking Charge! from local community organizations.

Taking Charge! needs to define specific training goals to meet the needs of client
segments. It then must decide whether to meet those needs through training its own staff
or by contract. External service providers should be selected on the basis of competitive
bids in response to a request for proposals. It is still possible to accept and review
unsolicited proposals then Taking Charge! may choose to fund in whole or as a
partnership. 

Taking Charge! should use a tendering process that responds to the educational and
training objectives of its clients. Contracts with service providers should be limited to
courses that benefit the clientele. Typically these should be for educational upgrading and
be offered by providers with a demonstrated capacity to offer these programs and certify
that clients have reached levels to allow them to participate in further skills training.

Evaluating the outcomes of programs to enhance literacy and numeracy skills is more
challenging than determining whether a client has found work. If Taking Charge! chooses
to focus on high needs clients and offer basic education, it will need to develop measures
to track the success of these interventions.
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Taking charge ! needs to work is close, partnership with community organizations.

If Taking Charge! were to cease being a major source of contract funding for the training
“industry” and non-profit organizations, it could participate in legitimate partnerships with
local community organizations that address the needs of economically disadvantaged
clients. The process of referral between Taking Charge! and these organizations would
improve. Taking Charge! could offer services on location jointly with these agencies.
Level 2 and 3 clients would then access the services of both Taking Charge! and the
community organizations and probably move along the employability continuum faster.

10.2.3  Information systems are basic to evaluating training
programs

An initial expectation was that this evaluation would be able to assess the cost-
effectiveness of individual program components. For example, it is important to know
whether literacy/numeracy training is more effective than to technical education,
everything else being equal. Also desirable is the ability to compare the cost-effectiveness
of the same intervention offered by different programs and different service providers.

To achieve this level of detail requires two important types of information not available to
the evaluation:

• It is essential that all programs and service providers classify interventions similarly
and maintain detailed information on client attributes. Programs and service providers
seek to change their training programs to make them attractive to both clients and
funders and classifying their offerings can be challenging.

Further, outcomes need to be tracked in the same way for all participants in all
programs. In this evaluation, employment outcomes were inferred from the income
assistance database (i.e. SAMIN). Clients who disappeared from the database after the
intervention clearly leave social assistance, but it is not possible to differentiate those
who have become employed, moved, married, or are in jail.

• Another essential requirement for comparing the cost-effectiveness of various
interventions is accurate information on costs. This is especially so if stand-alone
programs are compared with training courses offered by government or a non-profit
organization and embedded with other activities. Extracting accurate overhead costs to
be attributed to the intervention can be very difficult when the training is part of a
portfolio of activity. Activity based accounting systems go a long way to resolving this
difficulty, but require that personnel log their time and that within the larger
organization, the training activity is set up as a cost centre that purchases its inputs (rent,
heat, etc.) from the host agency.

This evaluation has clearly identified the cost-effectiveness of Taking Charge! relative to
the Comparison Group (within the constraints noted above). To compare training
outcomes at the intervention or service provider level requires significant additional
investment in information systems that record the nature of the intervention and track
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participants after their involvement. This is a key lesson from this evaluation that could
usefully be applied evaluating training programs in general.

10.3  Final Conclusion
Taking Charge! has been a worthwhile experiment. Its experience underscores the
importance of specialization and of offering services to economically disadvantaged
people. However, by offering a broad spectrum of services, it limits its ability to partner
with community organizations. Reconfiguring Taking Charge! will require the province
to redefine an overall education and training strategy for income assistance clients.

Taking Charge! should be repositioned and sufficiently funded to deliver education and
training programming to those facing more extensive barriers to employment. As with all
government training programs, Taking Charge! should only support those clients who are
interested in coming off assistance and who do not have severe family and personal
problems that impede success. Taking Charge! must remain an education and job-
preparation service and not become a one-stop centre to serve all client needs.

The expected outcomes of such a revised program would not be employment, but clients
who are able to take further trades and technical training to survive in the modern labour
market. The culture of the organization, the background of the staff, and its collateral
programming are ideal for supporting these higher-needs clients to start the path toward
employment. “Graduates” of Taking Charge! would then move to take higher levels of
training and participate in job-readiness programming.
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