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Appendices

Table 7 Status of enrollment in EA and ND IEAP activities (Q25, 26)

SP Carers Total
Having joined any one ND IEAP/EA activity 181 263% 104 26.0% 285  26.2%
Enrolled in one of the EA activities 99 14.4% 46 11.5% 145 13.3%
Enrolled in one of the ND IEAP activities 125 182% 76 19.0% 201  18.5%
Enrolled in both EA/ND IEAP activities 43 6.3% 18 4.5% 61 5.6%
Nil entries 506 73.7% 296 74.0% 802 73.8%
All respondents 687 100.0% 400 100.0% 1087 100.0%
Table 9 Work Situations
Employed Refusal ND
SP Carers SP Carers SP Carers
Total no. of working  134.78hrs 139.43hrs 143.8hrs 184.0hrs  107.59hrs  135.59hrs
hoursin amonth
Table 10 Perceived factorsin successful engaging in gainful employment
Employed (Q.34) Refusal (Q.31) ° ND (Q.28) °
SP Carers SP Carers SP Carers
Perceived factors
Relying on my own effort 21(46.7%) 10(47.6%)  2(182%)  2(66.7%) 185(26.9%) 108(27.0%)
Having work experience 5(11.1%)  3(14.3%)  2(18.2%) 0(0.0%) 135(19.7%)  89(22.3%)
Assistance or encouragement 5(11.1%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%)  78(11.4%) 50(12.5%)
from SWD staff
Job matching service 2(4.4%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 61(8.9%) 40(10.0%)
according aptitude
Job matching service by Labor ~ 5(11.1%) 0(0.0%) 1(9.1%) 0(0.0%)  52(7.6%)  44(11.0%)
Department
Children having self-care 3(6.7%) 2(9.5%) 1(9.1%) 1(33.3%)  66(9.6%) 19(4.8%)
ability
Having adequate educational 2(4.4%) 3(14.3%) 2(18.2%) 0(0.0%) 37(6.2%) 24(7.0%)
qualification
Luck 6(10.3%)  3(14.3%) 4(364)  1(333%)  44(6.4%) 17(4.3%)
Having relevant job technique 1(2.2%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 37(5.4%) 22(5.5%)
Assistance or encouragement 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%)  31(4.5%) 19(4.8%)
by NGOs' socia worker
Having childcare arrangement 1(2.2%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 1(33.3%) 33(4.8%) 9(2.3%)
Job  matching  service 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%)  21(3.1%) 16(4.0%)
according to living area
Job matching service 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 20(2.9%) 11(2.8%)
according to family needs
Having a variety of vocational 1(2.2%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 13(1.9%) 9(2.3%)
training classes
ND IEAP/EA 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 9(1.3%) 7(1.8%)
seminars/courses enhancing
my job searching skills
All respondents 45 21 11 3 687 400

1

Parents in the Employed group who had looked for jobs (Q31-1) in the previous 6 months and were employed at the

time of interview (Q32 — 1) were asked to answer this question. Respondents were allowed to give multiple
responses. The figures of all respondents are not the sum of each of the responses.
2 parentsin the Refusal group who were employed at the time of interview (Q13) were asked to answer this question.
Respondents could give multiple responses. The figures of all respondents are not the sum of each of the responses.
In addition, the number of respondents reported perceived factors that were useful for them to get a job in the
Refusal group was very few. The figures thus cal culated were unstable.
% All parents in the ND group were asked to answer this question. Respondents could give multiple responses. The
figures of all respondents are not the sum of each of the responses.



Table 11 Intention to work longer hours® (Q42c)

Intention to seek full-time job SP Carers Tota
Totally agree 26 88% 10 7.9% 36 8.5%
Agree 132 444% 50 39.4% 182 42.9%
Disagree 130 438% 62 48.8% 192 45.3%
Totally disagree 3 1.0% 1 8% 4 .9%
Nil entries 6 2.0% 4 3.1% 10 2.4%
All respondents 297 100.0% 127 100.0% 424 100.0%
Table 12 Financial situations
Financial situation Employed Refusal ND
SP Carers SP Carers SP Carers
Income from CSSA (Employed: Q39, Refusal: Q34, ND: Q44)
L ess than 3000 46(27.7%) 22(36.1%)  16(6.3%) 30(14.8%) 88(12.8%)  69(17.3%)
3001 to 6000 82(49.4%)  22(36.1%) 140(55.6%) 76(37.4%) 359(52.3%) 144(36.0%)
Morethan 6001  36(21.7%)  14(23.0%) 91(36.1%) 90(44.3%) 231(33.6%) 179(44.8%)
Average $4297.5 $4029.3 $5697.8 $5951.2 $5283.7 $5760.2
All respondents 166 61 252 203 687 400
Nil entries 2(1.2%) 3(4.9%) 5(2.0%) 7(3.4% 9(1.3%) 8(2.0%)
Income from other sources (Employed: Q40, Refusal: Q35, ND: Q45)
L ess than 3000 145(87.3%)  32(52.5%) 231(91.7%) 128(63.1%) 609(88.6%) 237(62.2%)
3001 to 6000 9(5.4%) 8(13.1%) 12(4.8%)  41(20.2%) 30(4.4%) 101(26.5%)
More than 6001 6(3.6%)  13(21.3%) 3(1.2%)  19(9.4%)  23(3.3%)  43(11.3%)
Average $900.3 $2917.8 $407.7 $2145.5 $683.3 $2510.0
All respondents 166 61 252 203 687 400
Nil entries 6(3.6%)  8(13.1%) 6(2.4%)  15(7.4%)  25(3.6%)  19(4.8%)
Income from work (Employed: Q27a, Refusal: Q30a, ND: Q42b)
Less than 3000 77(48.7%)  23(41.8%) 5(45.5%) 1(33.3%) 203(68.4%)  77(60.6%)
3001 to 6000 63(39.9%)  22(40.0%) 3(27.3%) 1(33.3%) 63(21.2%)  40(31.5%)
More than 6001 14(8.9%)  7(12.7%)  2(182%)  1(33.3%)  20(6.7%) 5(3.9%)
Average $3593.3 $3813.7 $3779.0 $5166.7 $2641.5 $2990.1
All respondents 158 55 11 3 297 127
Nil entries 4(2.5%) 3(5.5%) 1(9.1%) 0(0.0%)  11(3.7%) 5(3.9%)
Income from job, CSSA and other sources
L ess than 3000 1(.6%) 3(4.9%) 7(2.8%) 3(15%)  20(2.9%)  10(2.5%)
3001 to 6000 24(14.5%)  9(14.8%) 128(50.8%) 41(20.2%) 284(41.3%)  66(16.5%)
Morethan 6001  140(84.3%)  48(78.7%) 112(44.4%) 149(73.4%) 381(55.5%) 321(80.3%)
Average $8498.1 $9777.5 $6274.7 $8213.9 $6985.1 $9015.3
All respondents 166 61 252 203 687 400
Nil entries 1(.6%) 1(1.6%) 5(2.0%) 10(4.9%) 2(.3%) 3(.8%)

4 Parents who were employed at the time of interview (Q36) were asked this question.



Table 14 Engagement in EA services’

EA programmes SP Carer
a Establish personal job seeking plan
Total no of people attended 56(8.2%0) 22(5.5%)
Average no. of attendance 3.3 3.9
Effectiveness of this service
Completely helpful -- --
Helpful 17(30.9%) 6(28.6%)
Not helpful 38(69.1%) 15(71.4%)
Completely not helpful -- --
b Provide job market information/employment counseling
Total no of people attended 41(6.0%) 23(5.8%)
Average no. of attendance 5.0 31
Effectiveness of this service
Completely helpful 1(2.5%) 0(0.0%)
Helpful 12(30.0%) 9(39.1%)
Not helpful 25(62.5%) 14(60.9%)
Completely not helpful 2(5.0%) 0(0.0%)

C Provide job vacancy information/ instruct steps to use job-searching engine

Total no of people attended 30(4.4%) 10(2.5%)
Average no. of attendance 2.8 4.0
Effectiveness of this service
Completely helpful -- --
Helpful 10(34.5%) 1(11.1%)
Not helpful 18(62.1%) 8(88.9%)
Completely not helpful 1(3.4%) 0(0.0%)
d Job matching service
Total no of people attended 24(3.5%) 12(3.0%)
Average no. of attendance 25 25
Effectiveness of this service
Completely helpful -- --
Helpful 10(43.5%) 4(33.3%)
Not helpful 12(52.2%) 8(66.7%)
Completely not helpful 1(4.3%) 0(0.0%)
€ Ongoing job support service
Total no of people attended 8(1.2%) 2(.5%)
Average no. of attendance 1.2 20
Effectiveness of this service
Completely helpful -- --
Helpful 5(62.5%) 1(50.0%)
Not helpful 3(37.5%) 1(50.0%)
Completely not helpful -- --
f After-school supportive programme for young child(ren)
Total no of people attended 5(.7%) 3(.8%)
Average no. of attendance 3.0 23
Effectiveness of this service
Completely helpful -- --
Helpful 2(40.0%) 0(0.0%)
Not helpful 3(60.0%) 1(100.0%)
Completely not helpful -- --

® Parents who had participated in EA services (Q25) were asked to answer this question.



Table 15 Engagement in ND |EAP services’

ND IEAP services SP Carer
a Job seeking technique
Total no of people attended 35(5.3%) 25(6.6%)
Average no. of attendance NA NA
Effectiveness of this service
Completely helpful 0(0.0%) 1(4.2%)
Helpful 22(66.7%) 12(50.0%)
Not helpful 11(33.3%) 10(41.7%)
Completely not helpful -- 1(4.2%)
b Showing job posting channel/providing job vacancy information
Total no of people attended 32(4.9%) 18(4.7%)
Average no. of attendance 2.6 31
Effectiveness of this service
Completely helpful -- -
Helpful 11(39.3%) 11(61.1%)
Not helpful 16(57.1%) 6(33.3%)
Completely not helpful 1(3.6%) 1(5.6%)
C Providing occupational technical training
Total no of people attended 78(11.9%) 37(9.7%)
Average no. of attendance 24 24
Effectiveness of this service
Completely helpful 3(4.0%) 2(5.4%)
Helpful 41(54.7%) 20(54.1%)
Not helpful 31(41.3%) 12(32.4%)
Completely not helpful 0(0.0%) 3(8.1%)
d Individual employment counseling
Total no of people attended 8(1.2%) 6(1.6%)
Average no. of attendance 2.8 25
Effectiveness of this service
Completely helpful -- -
Helpful 3(37.5%) 4(66.7%)
Not helpful 4(50.0%) 1(16.7%)
Completely not helpful 1(12.5%) 1(16.70%)
€ Job sharing session/seminar
Total no of people attended 30(4.6%) 27(7.1%)
Average no. of attendance 2.6 25
Effectiveness of this service
Completely helpful -- -
Helpful 14(50.0%) 14(53.8%)
Not helpful 11(39.3%) 11(42.3%)
Completely not helpful 3(10.7%) 1(3.8%)
f Job matching service
Total no of people attended 14(2.1%) 5(1.3%)
Average no. of attendance 2.7 2.0
Effectiveness of this service
Completely helpful -- -
Helpful 5(35.7%) 5(100.0%)
Not helpful 8(57.1%) 0(0.0%)

® Parents who had participated in ND |EAP services (Q26) were asked to answer this question.



ND IEAP services SP Carer

Completely not helpful 1(7.1%) 0(0.0%)
g Ongoing job support service
Total no of people attended 1(.2%) 1(.3%)
Average no. of attendance 3.0 3.0
Effectiveness of this service
Completely helpful -- -
Helpful -- -
Not helpful 1(100.0%) 1(100.0%)
Completely not helpful -- --
h Parent-child activities
Total no of people attended 10(1.5%) 2(.5%)
Average no. of attendance 25 25
Effectiveness of this service
Completely helpful -- -
Helpful 5(50.0%) 1(50.0%)
Not helpful 5(50.0%) 1(50.0%)
Completely not helpful -- -

Table 16 Changes in job seeking intention after engaging in EA and ND IEAP services
(Q27 —only for those who reported having joined EA and ND IEAP services)

SP Carers
No. of people having improvement in job 0 0
seeking intention after joining the EA 50 50.5% 18 39.1%

All respondents 99 100.0% 46 100.0%

No. of people having improvement in job 0 .
seeking intention after joining the ND IEAP 64 51.2% 40 52.6%

All respondents 125  100.0% 76 100.0%

No. of people having improvement in job 0 0
seeking intention after joining the EA/ND |IEAP 0 49.7% 48 46.2%

All respondents 181  100.0% 104 100.0%

Table 17 Reasons for having changes in job seeking intention after the participation in
EA/ND IEAP services'

Q27 1a. Reasons of change SP Carer
Want to increase family income 31(34.4%) 16(33.3%)
Want to become self-reliance 26(28.9%) 17(35.4%)
Find a suitable job 16(17.8%) 7(14.60%)
The serviceg/activities of EA/ND |EAP are useful 12(13.3%) 5(10.4%)
Have better self-confidence 11(12.2%) 4(8.3%)
Want to widen social network 11(12.2%) 3(6.3%)
Want to better integrate into the society 11(12.2%) 2(4.2%)

All respondents 90 48

" Respondents who had participated in EA/ND IEAP services (Q25, Q26) were asked to answer this
guestion. Respondents were allowed to give multiple responses. The figures of al respondents are not
the sum of each of the responses.



Table 19 Employment situations of the respondentsin the ND group

SP Carers All respondents
Q32 Able to find jobs through various channels 371 54.0% 170 42.5% 541 49.8%
Cannot find job through any channel 315 45.9% 230 57.5% 545 50.1%
Nil entries 1 1% 0 0.0% 1 1%
All respondents 687  100.0% 400 100.0% 1087  100.0%
Q33 Have taken up the job® 323 87.1% 139 81.8% 462 85.4%
Have not taken up the job 48 12.9% 31 18.2% 79 14.6%
All respondents 371  100.0% 170  100.0% 541  100.0%
Q36 Still working now® 297 92.0% 127 92.4% 424 91.8%
Not working now 26 8.0% 12 8.6% 38 8.2%
All respondents 323  100.0% 139  100.0% 462  100.0%
Table 20 Advantages in successful job placement
Employed (Q.38) " Refusal (Q.32) ND (Q43)
SP Carers SP Carers SP Carers
Advantages in successful job placement
Increase in family income 13(27.7%) 7(33.3%) 3(27.3%) 1(33.3%)  84(28.3%)  32(26.0%)
Becoming self reliance 10(21.3%) 3(14.3%) 1(9.1%) 0(0.0%)  50(16.8%)  24(18.9%)
Expanding social network 7(14.9%) 1(4.8%) 1(9.1%) 0(0.0%)  51(17.2%)  17(13.4%)
Leaving CSSA 6(12.8%) 2(9.5%) 3(27.3%) 1(33.3%)  38(12.8%)  17(13.4%)
Having stronger 2(4.3%) 4(19.0%) - - 21(7.1%)  15(11.8%)
motivation in working
Improving family’s standard 9(19.1%) 5(23.8%) 4(36.4%) 0(0.0%) 23(7.7%) 10(7.9%)
of living
Better  integration  into 3(6.4%) 0(0.0%) 24(8.1%) 9(7.1%)
society
Increase in self confidence 6(12.8%) 2(9.5%) 1(9.1%) 0(0.0%) 25(8.4%) 6(4.7%)
Improving mental health 6(12.8%) 2(9.5%) - - 23(7.7%) 7(5.5%)
Securing job 5(10.6%) 3(14.3%) - - 18(6.1%) 8(6.3%)
Increase in self-esteem and 3(6.4%) 1(4.8%) 1(9.1%) 0(0.0%) 15(5.1%) 4(3.1%)
self-efficacy
Lessening discrimination by 0(0.0%) 1(4.8%) 1(9.1%) 0(0.0%) 9(3.0%) 6(4.7%)
others
Supported or affirmed by 5(10.6%) 1(4.8%) 1(9.1%) 0(0.0%) 7(2.4%) 6(4.7%)
family members
Using rational attitude to 1(2.1%) 0(0.0%) 5(1.7%) 2(1.6%)
cope with problem
No obvious help 1(2.1%) 2(9.5%) 5(1.7%) 0(0.0%)
All respondents 47 21 11 3 297 127

8 Respondents who had found jobs (Q32) through various channels indicated in Q29 a-k were asked this question.
® Respondents who had taken up the job (Q33) and had found jobs (Q32) through various channels indicated in Q29 a-

k were asked this question.

1° parents in the Employed group who had looked for jobs (Q31) in the previous 6 months and were employed at the
time of interview (Q32 — 1 & 3) were asked to answer this question. Respondents were allowed to give multiple
responses. The figures of all respondents are not the sum of each of the responses.
™ Parents in the Refusal group who were employed at the time of interview (Q13) were asked to answer this question.
Respondents were allowed to give multiple responses. The figures of all respondents are not the sum of each of the
responses. In addition, the number of respondents in the Refusal group answering this question was very few. The

figures thus calculated are not stable.

2 parents who were employed at the time of interview (Q36) were asked to answer this question. Respondents were
allowed to give multiple responses.  The figures of all respondents are not the sum of each of the responses.



Table 21 Children’s view of the employment of his’her parent/child carer (SQ18 and SQ28)*

Employed Refusal ND
SP Carers SP Carers SP Carers
Views of parent/child carer’s working by children
Supportive 154(92.8%) 54(88.5%) 166(65.9%) 141(69.0%) 557(81.1%) 302(75.5%)
Not supportive 12(7.2%) 7(11.5%) 85(33.7%) 62(30.5%) 127(18.5%) 92(23.0%)
Support father, but not - - 0(0.0%) 1(.4%) 0(0.0%) 2(.5%%)
mother
Nil entries 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 1(.4%) 0(0.0%) 3(.4%) 4(1.0%)
All respondents 166 61 252 203  687(100.0%) 400(100.0%)
Reasons for being supportive to their parent/child carer’s working'*
Increase in family income 84(54.5%) 22(44.4%) 86(51.8%) 63(44.7%) 300(53.9%) 178(58.7%)
Having more  pocket 39(25.3%) 18(35.2%) 39(23.5%) 49(34.8%) 127(22.8%) 81(26.6%)
money
Improvement in standard 9(5.8%) 7(13.0%) 36(21.7%) 29(20.6%) 103(18.5%) 66(21.7%)
of living
Leaving CSSA 13(8.4%) 4(7.4%) 26(15.7%) 11(7.8%) 69(12.4%) 32(10.5%)
Becoming happier 27(17.6%) 7(13.0%) 21(12.7%) 12(8.5%) 70(12.6%) 27(8.9%)
Expanding social network 11(7.1%) 3(5.6%) 14(8.4%) 14(9.9%) 50(9.0%) 29(9.5%)
Better integration into 8(5.2%) 5(9.3%) 9(5.4%) 7(5.0%) 42(7.5%) 24(7.9%)
society
Work can be handled 9(5.8%) 2(3.7%) 11(6.6%) 14(9.9%) 29(5.2%) 22(7.2%)
easily
Improvement in mental 4(2.6%) 0(0.0%) 3(1.8%) 2(1.4%) 21(3.8%) 6(2.0%)
health
Enhancing self-confidence 1(.6%) 3(5.6%) 2(1.2%) 3(2.1%) 18(3.2%) 4(1.3%)
All respondents  154(100.0%)  54(100.0%)  166(100.0%)  141(100.0%)  557(100.0%) 304(100.0%)
Reasons for not supporting their parent/child carer’s working '
Worsening of their health 2(16.7%) 3(42.9%) 26(30.6%) 27(43.5%) 42(33.1%) 36(38.3%)
L ess time meeting them 6(50.0%) 3(42.9%) 33(38.8%) 20(32.3%) 50(39.4%) 23(24.5%)
Less time taking with 5(41.7%) 2(28.6%) 17(20.0%) 6(9.7%) 32(25.2%) 15(16.0%)
them
Work being too heavy for 3(25.0%) 1(14.3%) 18(21.2%) 12(19.4%) 29(22.8%) 17(18.1%)
them
Parent-child  relationship - - 10(11.8%) 7(11.3%) 15(11.8%) 6(6.4%)
becoming detached
Worsening of their mental 1(8.3%) 0(0.0%) 5(5.9%) 4(6.5%) 9(7.1%) 4(4.3%)
health
Unreasonably low wages -- -- 1(1.2%) 1(1.6%) 9(7.1%) 3(3.2%)
Easily wounded in work - -- 0(0.0%) 3(4.8%) 0(0.0%) 3(3.2%)
No change in pocket - - - - 0(0.0%) 2(2.1%)
money
No change in family - - 1(1.2%) - 0(0.0%) 2(2.1%)
income
No improvement in quality 1(8.3%) 0(0.0%) 1(1.2%) 1(1.6%) 2(1.6%) 0(0.0%)
of life
All respondents 12(100.0%) 7(100.0%) 85(100.0%) 62(100.0%)  127(100.0%) 94(100.0%)

3 |tems with the prefix “SQ” represent the corresponding questionnaire items for children while prefix “Q”

represent those for parents/carers.

4 Children who reported “support parents working” (SQ18 & SQ28) were asked to answer this session.
Respondents were allowed to give multiple responses.  The figures of all respondents are not the sum of

each of the responses.

> Children who reported “not support parents working” (SQ18 & SQ28) were asked to answer this session.
Respondents were allowed to give multiple responses.  The figures of all respondents are not the sum of

each of the responses.



Table 22 Children’s views regarding impacts to themselves as a result of their parent/carer’s
changes in employment status

Employed

Refusal

ND

SP

Carers

SP

Carers

SP

Carers

SQ13/SQ23. Children’s views on parent-child relationship as a result of their parent/carer’s changes in

employment status/ the elapse of one year/ the participation in the ND Project
Very poor 0(0.0%) 1(1.6%) 2(.8%) 0(0.0%) 2(.3%) 0(0.0%)
Poor 8(4.8%) 4(6.6%) 12(4.8%) 8(3.9%) 30(4.4%) 7(1.8%)
Good 154(92.8%) 55(90.2%) 220(87.3%) 179(88.2%) 611(88.9%) 364(91.0%)
Very good 3(1.8%) 1(1.6%) 13(5.2%) 14(6.9%) 17(2.5%) 14(3.5%)
Nil entries 1(.6%) 0(0.0%) 5(2.0%) 2(1.0%) 27(3.9%) 15(3.8%)
All respondents  166(100.0%) 61(100.0%)  252(100.0%) 203(100.0%) 687(100.0%)  400(100.0%)

SQ14/SQ24. Children’s views on their family lives as a result of their parent/carer’s changes in employment

status/ the elapse of one year/ the participation in the ND Project

Very poor 0(0.0%) 1(1.6%) 1(.4%) 0(0.0%) 2(.3%) 0(0.0%)
Poor 8(4.8%) 2(3.3%) 9(3.6%) 9(4.4%) 27(3.9%) 11(2.8%)
Good 154(92.8%) 55(90.2%)  226(89.7%)  180(88.7%)  617(89.8%)  362(90.5%)
Very good 3(1.8%) 3(4.9%) 11(4.4%) 12(5.9%) 14(2.0%) 11(2.8%)
Nil entries 1(.6%) 0(0.0%) 5(2.0%) 2(1.0%) 27(3.9%) 16(4.0%)
All respondents  166(100.0%)  61(100.0%) 252(100.0%) 203(100.0%) 687(100.0%)  400(100.0%)
Table 23 Children’s perceived financial conditions of their family (SQ7)
Employed Refusal ND
SP Carers SP Carers SP Carers
Poor 66 398% 22 361% 76 302% 35 17.2% 162 23.6% 94 23.5%
Fair 80 482% 35 574% 157 623% 153 754% 477 69.4% 282 70.5%
Adequate 13 78% 4 6.6% 14 56% 12 5.9% 32 47% 20 5.0%
Nil entries 7 42% O 0.0% 5 2.0% 3 15% 16 2.3% 4 1.0%
All respondents 166 100.0% 61 100.0% 252 100.0% 203 100.0% 687 100.0% 400 100.0%




Table 24 Children’s views regarding impacts to them as a result of their family’s financial
situation

Employed Refusal ND
SP Carers SP Carers SP Carers
SQ9 & SQ7 Impact on children’s social network in relation to family’s financial situation
Poor financial status

Entirely affected 1(1.5%) 0(0.0%) 2(2.6%) 0(0.0%) 10(6.2%) 5(5.3%)
Affected 49(742%)  14(63.6%)  44(57.9%)  16(45.7%)  67(41.4%)  43(45.7%)
General/ordinary 8(12.1%) 5(22.7%) 5(6.6%) 4(11.4%)  24(14.8%)  10(10.6%)
Not affected 8(12.1%) 3(13.6%)  25(32.9%)  15(42.9%)  50(30.9%)  27(28.7%)
Entirely unaffected 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 11(6.8%) 8(8.5%)
Nil entries 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 1(1.1%)

All respondents  66(100.0%) 22(100.0%) 76(100.0%) 35(100.0%) 162(100.0%) 94(100.0%)
SQ10 & SQ7 Impact on children’s learning attitude in relation to family’s financial situation
Poor financial status

Entirely affected 2(3.0%) 0(0.0%) 5(6.6%) 1(2.9%) 10(6.2%) 6(6.4%)
Affected 45(68.2%)  15(68.3%)  39(51.3%)  14(40.0%)  TAM45.7%)  43(45.7%)
General/ordinary 11(16.7%) 3(13.6%) 7(9.2%) 5(14.3%)  20(12.3%)  10(10.6%)
Not affected 8(12.1%) 3(13.6%)  25(32.9%)  15(42.9%)  45(27.8%)  25(26.6%)
Entirely unaffected 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 13(8.0%) 8(8.5%)
Nil entries 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 2(2.1%)

All respondents  66(100.0%)  22(100.0%)  76(100.0%)  35(100.0%) 162(100.0%)  94(100.0%)

Table 27 Family relationship

Employed Refusal ND

SP Carers SP Carers SP Carers

SQ19/29. Changes in the amount of time in getting along with father/male carer, mother/female carer before and
after the employment/elapse one year/participation in the ND Project

More time 3(1.8%) 0(0.0%) 28(11.1%) 20(9.9%) 62(9.0%) 38(9.5%)
Lesstime 77(46.4%)  25(41.0%) 19(7.5%) 15(7.4%) 94(13.7%) 36(9.0%)
Unchanged 85(51.2%)  35(57.4%)  203(80.6%)  166(81.8%)  507(73.8%)  310(77.5%)
Nil entries 1(.6%) 1(1.6%) 2(.8%) 2(1.0%) 24(3.5%) 16(4.0%)

All respondents  166(100.0%)  61(100.0%)  252(100.0%) _ 203(100.0%)  687(100.0%) _ 400(100.0%)

SQ20/30. Changes in relationship with father/male carer, mother/female carer before and after the
employment/elapse one year/participation in the ND Project

Better 9(5.4%) 1(1.6%) 18(7.1%) 14(6.9%) 49(7.1%) 24(6.0%)
Worsen 11(6.6%) 1(1.6%) 9(3.6%) 6(3.0%) 24(3.5%) 19(4.8%)
Unchanged 145(87.3%) 58(95.1%)  223(88.5%)  181(89.2%)  590(85.9%)  341(85.3%)
Nil entries 1(.6%) 1(1.6%) 2(.8%) 2(1.0%) 24(3.5%) 16(4.0%)

All respondents  166(100.0%)  61(100.0%)  252(100.0%)  203(100.0%)  687(100.0%) _400(100.0%)

SQ21/31. Changes in family atmosphere before and after the employment/elapse one year/participation in the ND
Project

Happier 5(3.0%) 1(1.6%) 13(5.2%) 12(5.9%) 46(6.7%) 23(5.8%)
Less happier 8(4.8%) 1(1.6%) 9(3.6%) 7(3.4%) 28(4.1%) 16(4.0%)
Unchanged 152(91.6%)  58(95.1%)  228(90.5%)  182(89.7%)  585(85.2%)  344(86.0%)
Nil entries 1(.6%) 1(1.6%) 2(.8%) 2(1.0%) 28(4.1%) 17(4.3%)

All respondents ~ 166(100.0%)  61(100.0%)  252(100.0%) 203(100.0%) 687(100.09%) 400(100.0%)




Table 28 Reasons of not joining the ND Project given by the Refusal group (Q36)

Status SP Carer
Not being required to join 12(4.8%) 10(4.9%)
Unwilling to join 238(94.4%)  189(93.1%)
Nil entries 2(.8%) 4(2.0%)

All respondents  252(100.0%) 203(100.0%)

Reasons of their unwillingness to join16

Having to take care of family members 165(69.3%) 116(61.4%)
Having health problem 54(22.7%) 52(27.5%)
Avoiding children develop deviant behaviors 51(21.4%) 23(12.2%)
Not having enough time 24(10.1%) 18(9.5%)
Avoiding the restrictions of the ND requirements 10(4.2%) 19(10.1%)
Not being interested 8(3.4%) 7(3.7%)
Not being sure about one’s ability to handle the work 6(2.5%) 8(4.2%)
Troublesome 7(2.9%) 5(2.6%)
Not having sufficient confidence 3(1.3%) 6(3.2%)
Not wanting to join 6(2.5%) 3(1.6%)
Having language barrier 1(.4%) 7(3.7%)
Having secured job already 6(2.5%) 2(1.1%)

All respondents  238(100.0%) _ 189(100.0%)

Table 29 Responses to an increased amount of sanction if participants are not joining the
ND Project (Q37)

SP Carer
Leaving CSSA 9(3.6%) 5(2.5%)
Allowing the government to reduce the CSSA amount 129(51.2%) 120(59.1%)
Trying to enroll in the ND Project 113(44.8%) 73(36.0%)
Nil entries 1(.4%) 5(2.5%)

All respondents  252(100.0%) 203(100.0%)

Table 37 Variables in the model for predicting the employment status of the respondents

B Sig. Exp(B)
Step 8  Single parent/Child carer (SP=1, CC=0) 0.825 0.000 2.282
Family size 0.264 0.000 1.302
Sex (Female=1 Mae=0) 1.451 0.000 4.266
Aged over 44 (Yes=1 No=0) -0.248 0.035 0.780
Previous working Experience (Y es=1, No=0) 0.778 0.000 0.459
Amount of CSSA received -0.300 0.000 0.741
District
. DIStrICt£3) (CW/HKS/KT/WTS=1, 0.425 0.010 1530
Others =0)
e Didtrict(4) (TSW/SK=1, Others=0) -0.510 0.013 0.600
Children’s support (Low=1... High=4) 0.812 0.000 2.251
Constant -4.199 .000 0.015

. CSSA was recoded by dividing the value by 1000 to increase the B value for easy reference; such changes had no
impact to the overall significance of the model

. District and education were categorical variables and were thus entered as dummy variables. The districts were
regrouped according to Table 35 into six groups. Subsequently, they were entered into the model as five dummy
variables. For example for district(1): YTM, Island=1, Others=0; district(4): TSW, SK=1, Others=0 and so forth

'8 parents who reported “unwilling to join” the ND Project (Q36) were asked to answer this session.
Respondents were allowed to give multiple responses.  The figures of al respondents are not the sum of
each of the responses.



. The negative value of B denotes that an increase in the value of the independent variable will result in a decrease

in the outcome (employment in this case)

. Exp (B) is the exponential of B. It is a positive value and denotes the increase in total odd ratio of prediction by

change in a unit of the independent variable

Table 39 Variables in the prediction model for the employment status of the ND Project

participants
B Sig. Exp(B)
Step 8  Single parent/Child carer (SP=1, CC=0) 0.840 0.000 2.315
Family size 0.337  0.000 1.401
Aged over 44 (Yes=1 No=0) -0.297 0.044 0.743
Sex (Female=1 Mae=0) 1.261 0.000 3.529
Amount of CSSA received -0.291 0.000 0.747
District
. District(4) (TSW/SK=1, Others=0) -0.855 0.003 0.425
Children’s support (Low=1...High=4) 0.531 0.000 0.588
No. of means taken to find jobs 0.236  0.000 1.267
Constant -3.167 0.000 0.042

. CSSA was recoded by dividing the value by 1000 to increase the B value for easy reference; such changes had no

impact to the overall significance of the model

. District and education were categorical variables and were thus entered as dummy variables. The districts were
regrouped according to Table 35 into six groups. Subsequently, they were entered into the model as five dummy
variables. For example for district(1): YTM, Island=1, Others=0; district(4): TSW, SK=1, Others=0 and so forth

. The negative value of B denotes that an increase in the value of the independent variable will result in a decrease

in the outcome (employment in this case)

. Exp (B) is the exponential of B. It is a positive value and denotes the increase in total odd ratio of prediction by

change in a unit of the independent variable

Table 40 Comparison of family and individual characteristics (continuous variables)

Groups of respondents

Employed Refusal ND — ND - Not
(227) (455) employed  employed
(462) (625)
Mean

Amount of time spent (hrs) with children
in weekdays (View of children) 6.16 8.16 7.78 8.51
Amount of time spent (hrs) with children
in weekend (View of children) 8.28 10.12 10.11 10.71
Amount of time spent (hrs) with children
in weekdays (View of parents) 6.25 8.45 7.87 8.83
Amount of time spent (hrs) with children
in weekend (View of parents) 8.09 10.40 10.14 10.93
Attitudes towards family relationship 23.35 21.52 21.41 21.47
Rosenberg self-esteem scores (parents) 28.14 27.73 27.99 27.53
Rosenberg self-esteem scores (children) 28.54 28.56 28.81 28.56
Work attitude - Feeling of Tiredness 10.04 10.04 9.55
Work attitude — Want to be independent 6.35 6.04 5.93
Work attitude - Feeling depressed and 988 9.83 955
idle for not working
Children self-efficacy 85.05 89.34 87.95 88.06
Children perceived level of performance 28.14 27.43 27.21 27.22

"Figuresin the bracket are the highest number of casesin that category



Table 41 Comparison of family and individual characteristics (categorical variables)

Groups of respondents

ND - Not
Employed Refusal ND - employed employed
N % N % N % N %

Amount of pocket money (youngest child) y’=24.0"

None 53 23.3 132 29.3 97 21.3 170 27.2

Under $200 147 64.8 249 55.3 270 59.3 351 56.3

$200-499 21 9.3 44 9.8 64 14.1 79 127

$500-999 5 2.2 25 5.6 22 4.8 24 3.8

Over $1000 1 04 2 04
Children perception about their family financial condition 3’=60.5""

Very bad/poor 6 13 6 13 21 34

Bad/poor 88 40.0 105 235 83 185 146 23.6

Averageffair 115 52.3 310 69.4 329 73.3 430 69.6

Good/Adequate 17 7.7 26 5.8 31 6.9 21 34
Changes in time spent with children (View of children) y*=236.0""

Better 3 13 48 10.6 37 8.1 61 10.3

Less 102 45.3 34 7.5 97 21.3 34 5.7

No Change 120 53.3 369 81.8 321 70.5 497 84.0
Changes in relationship with parents (View of children)

Better 10 4.4 32 7.1 34 7.5 36 6.1

Less 12 53 15 33 16 35 27 4.6

No Change 203 90.2 404 89.6 405 89.0 529 89.4
Changes in family atmosphere (View of children)

Better 6 2.7 25 55 32 7.1 38 6.4

Less 9 4.0 16 35 22 49 20 34

No Change 210 93.3 410 90.9 398 88.1 532 90.2
Previous relationship with children (View of parents)

Very good 12 53 33 7.3 42 9.1 48 7.7

Good 199 88.1 397 87.3 395 85.9 531 85.6

Poor 15 6.6 24 53 22 4.8 39 6.3

Very poor 1 0.2 1 0.2 2 0.3
Current relationship with children (View of parents)

Better 40 17.6 71 15.6 51 111 51 8.2

Worse 9 4.0 25 55 22 4.8 27 44

No change 178 78.4 359 78.9 387 84.1 541 87.4
Previous family atmosphere (View of parents)

Very happy 15 6.7 36 7.9 21 4.6 30 49

Happy 184 82.1 357 78.8 356 78.4 480 79.1

Unhappy 24 10.7 57 12.6 75 16.5 95 15.7

Very unhappy 1 04 3 0.7 2 04 2 0.3
Current family atmosphere (View of parents) y’=24.6""

Happier 14 6.2 41 9.1 26 5.7 27 4.4

Not so happy 7 31 47 104 29 6.4 41 6.7

No change 204 90.7 363 80.5 399 87.9 542 88.9

*p<0.05, **p< 0.0L, ***p< 0001
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Table 44 Comparison of ND Participants before and after joining the ND Project

Items

Amount of time spent (hrs) with children in weekdays (View of
children)

Amount of time spent (hrs) with children in weekend (View of
children)

Amount of time spent (hrs) with children in weekdays (View of
parents)

Amount of time spent (hrs) with children in weekend (View of
parents)

Attitudes towards family relationship

Rosenberg self-esteem scores (parents)

Rosenberg self-esteem scores (children)

Work attitude - Feeling of tiredness

Work attitude - Want to be independent

Work attitude - Feeling depressed and idle for not working
Children self-efficacy

Children perceived level of performance

All ND ND -
Participants  employed

at post-test
Paired-t df Paired-t df
57877 48 -3536° 22
-1.861 48 -0.310 22
-4978" 51 -3.006° 23
-1.427 52 -1.365 23
1.514 51 0.941 23
-3.312" 52 -3428" 23
-4603" 52 -3633" 23
2327 52 -2145 23
5742 52 2744 23
47147 52 1.484 23
-1.730 51 -0.886 23
0.166 51 1.355 23

*p<0.05 **p<00L ***p< 0.001
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Table 45 Comparison of ND Participants before and after joining the ND Project (Cont’ d)

ND Group Members

Pre-test
N %
Amount of pocket money (youngest child) 3’=10.25"
None 25 47.2
Under $200 24 45.3
$200-499 2 3.8
$500-999 2 3.8
Children perception about their family financial condition 3’=8.37"
Very bad/poor 3 5.9
Bad/poor 10 19.6
Average/fair 28 54.9
Good/Adequate 10 19.6
Changes in time spent with children (View of children) y*=13.05""
Better 5 10.0
Less 6 12.0
No Change 39 78.0
Changes in relationship with parents (View of children) %’=9.19""
Better 3 6.0
Less 5 10.0
No Change 42 84.0
Changes in family atmosphere (View of children) y*=9.19"
Better 4 8.0
Less 4 8.0
No Change 42 84.0
Previous relationship with children (View of parents)
Very good 8 15.1
Good 39 73.6
Poor 6 11.3
Current relationship with children (View of parents)
Better 11 20.8
Worse 8 151
No change 34 64.2
Previous family atmosphere (View of parents)
Very happy 3 5.8
Happy 28 53.8
Unhappy 21 40.4
Current family atmosphere (View of parents) y’=7.19"
Happier 6 11.3
Not so happy 10 18.9

No change 37 69.8

N

14
38

1
5
43
4

53

53

53

Post-test

%

26.9
731

1.9
94
81.1
7.5

100.0

100.0

100.0

151
73.6
11.3

11.3
7.5
81.1

11.3
52.8
35.8

3.8
5.7
90.6

*P=0.05, **p= 0.0, ***p < 0.001
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Appendix 9 — A preliminary information of social assistance for single/lone parents schemes in other countries

UK Norway Netherland New Zealand USA Austraia Hong Kong
1. Name  of New Deal for Brukermedvirknigsordni Genera Social New programmes TANF Parenting Payment New Dawn
major Lone Parents ngen (BMO) Assistance Act implemented in Max 60 months Single
Scheme 2006
2. Age of Under 16 3 years or above 5 years or above Over 6 2 yearsor abovein 7 12-14
youngest some States
child
3. Compulsory No Y es, but no work Y es, but no work Yes Yes Yes Yes
obligation obligation (30hrs /week) PT (15 hrs/week) (32
Job Network hrs/month)
4. Sanction No penalties No penalties No penalties Yes Reduction of state No penalties HK 200
(Labor market alowance—5% for | (From 1 July 2006, | (very small
participation is the 1st year and participation is percentage)
voluntary, the work 2% for each voluntary until 1 July
obligation for lone consecutive year, 2007 and al
parentsis on political maximum penalty | remaining Parenting
agenda) is21% Payment breach
penalties was ceased
to apply from 1 July
2006.)
5. Child care National Child-care benefits (for Childcare and | Available within | Child Care and | Child Care Benefit Yes
Childcare children under the age After School Care | standard working | Development Fund | (20-24 hours  per
Strategy (for | of 18,covered 70% of for Lone Parents | hours on fee- | (CCDF) child per week)
children aged O to | the childcare expenses) on Welfare (KOA) | paying basis US 200 (under age
14) (for children under of 2)
13) US 175 (over age
of 2)
6. Other Transitional Transitional  allowance | Jobseekers Personal Earned Income | Job Network | ND IEAP
support income support, | (limited to 3 years with | Employment Act (I/D- | Development and | Tax Credit, Services, Newstart
provided Working Tax | an extension of 2 more | jobs) Employment Allowance, Childcare
Credit, Child Tax | years if the recipient Planning Plan Tax Rebate,
Credit, National | took up education. Pharmaceutical
Minimum Wage, | Support was restricted to Allowance,
National families where the Education Entry

Insurance

youngest child is under

Payment,
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UK Norway Netherland New Zealand USA Austraia Hong Kong
Contributions, 8 years of age), Employment  Entry
Jobcentre Plus | Educational allowance, Payment, Pensioner
with Personal | reduction in taxation Education
Adviser Supplement,  Jobs,

Education and
Training Programme
(JET)

7. Evauation |- Lone parents|- Work-participation 20% of lone Work-test Drop in| - Increase the | On-going
with younger rate for lone parents ended regime found welfare employment
children and mothers has Socia Assistance that the casel oads participation
with  larger increased dependency proportion Employment - Those with
numbers of | - number of persons 6% of lone parents moving into rate of lone youngest child in
children had receiving ended Socid part-time parents  with school work in
lower transitional Assistance work children grew part-time
outcomes allowance is dependency and increased from 57% in|- At-work PPS

- Rurd area decreased being employed dightly 94 to 70% in recipients are
was - Create an 70% of lone Full-time 2000. somewhat
associated opportunity to build parents entered a work-test financially worse
wit lower social contacts with job and still partly increased the off by going on
participation other lone parents dependent on participants to lower
in work | -  Some lone parents Socia Assistance job  search payments  than
outcomes felt they are difficult Lone parents behavior those

- Job quaity to get paid work, get problems in Work-test commenced
and enough work, getting out of regime found receipts which is
sustainability achieve stable poverty result income gains controversial and
of jobs income, and/or from their reliance from working inequity
gained from managing full-time on part-time work were  very
NDLP were work.  They aso and from the low dightly
generally face the problem of educational level Some clients
better  than meeting their Studies  showed reported
those for non- children’s needs in lone parents who increased
participants this situation have at maximum stress  and

- Significant a lower vocational concern
improvement education will about the
of lone parent have to work at behavior of
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UK

Norway

Netherland

New Zedand

USA

Australia

Hong Kong

employment
rate from
45.6% in 97
to 56.6% in
05
Employer
offer  much
greater
flexibility
and support
for workers
with  caring
responsibiliti
es

least 32 hours per
week to earn an
income that will
make them
independent of
Social Assistance
while lone parents
with a higher
professional or
academic level can
do 21 hours per
week to leave
from Social
Assistance.

older
children left
aone, and for
younger
children left
in the care of
older siblings
Case
managers
reported
problems in
finding work
opportunities
to fit clients
childcare
commitments
Magjority  of
lone parents
who  found
work  were
required to
work outside
of standard
hours and/or
in non-
permanent
positions
The childcare
infrastructure
was
insufficient
to support.

Note: Major source of information - Department of Work and Pensions (2003) Lone parents and employment: international comparisons of what works,
supplemented by more recent web sources
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Table 9 Work tests for lone parents, selected countries, in

around 200652

No work Test Work Test

Independent of child age Dependent on age of youngest

child (age limit in years)

Portugal Belgium (Discretion)
Spain Denmark
(subject to childcare)
Finland
Japan (Discretion)
Sweden

Ireland (18 or 22 if child in
full-time education)

New Zealand (18)

United Kingdom (16)
New Zealand (18)
Australia (16/7)
Luxembourg (6)

Canada (0.5-6)
Netherlands (5)

Czech Republic (4)
Austria (About 3)

France (3)

Germany (3}

Norway (3)

Switzerland (3)

United States (usually 0.25-1,
with some exceptions)

(Source: Carcillo & Grubb, 2006)
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