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This evaluation of the Employment Services Program in Virginia has

and at MDRC. ] The CommiSsic"er of the Department of Social Services;
William Lukhard, deserves special credit for his strong and continued

support for the research. Within the Division of Service Programs;
Director D. Ray Sirry, Bureau Chief Donna Douglas, as well as Jane Clements

and Frederick Pond of the Employment Services Unit, have been an invaluable

help, particulariy in discussing research needs with DSS departments and

access. The authors wish to mention particularly Constance Hall and

Carolyn Ellis of the State DSS Division of Benefit Programs; Constance

White, Elizabeth Whitley and Peneilope Pellow also in the State DSS;

regional state staff members Miltonrearter, Gail teary and Alice Williams‘
Lawrence Anderson; dJdr.; Chief of the Bureau of Fiscal Management, Patrick

McCardie in Fairfax; and Joseph Holicky III in the Governor's Employment
and Training Division.

The officials and staff of the 11 local agencies part*cipating in this

evaluation not only were generous with their time but alsoc provided useful

insights. ) This was true of all the Directors of the local agencies:
Edward Steriing (Fairfax); Walter Cilark (Chesapeake), Rosalind Ellenson

(Hampton); James Thomas _(Pittsylvania), Patricia Conrad (Martinsville),

Frances Beam (Henry); Sarah Hendricks (Calax), Nancy Bockes (Grayson),

Robert Leonard (Carroll); €illa Brown (Campbell), and Shirley Culpepper

(Newport News). Local agency officials; ESP supervisors and staffs were

also extremely helpful; particularly Jderry Parrish, David Horen and Michael

Terry in Newport News; Ray Pepe in Hampton; Rodney Breathwaite in

Chesapeake; Donna Foster and Belva Sampson in Fairfax; €arroil Hundley in

Martinsville; Zada Oakes in Pittsylvanta, Frances Lester in Campbell Mary

Ann Waters in Henry; and Sandra Branch in €arroll:

At MDRC Judith Gueron;. as principai investigator of the Demonstration

of State Work/Welfare Initiatives; has. guided the. entire study. Barbara

Goldman also played a leadership role. in the research. MDRC's President,

Barbara Blum; Michael Bargser and Robert Ivry provided useful comments on

drafts of this report. Within the Information Services Departwment, Karen

Paget and Darlene Hasselbring designed and supervised data collection and
processing with the assistance of Anita Kraus and Shiriey Jdames: In. the
Research Department; Gayle Hamilton played a key role in the analysis of
program activity data,; while Gregory Hoerz was responsible for the worksite
study and contributed to the impact and benefit-cost analyses. Emma Caspar
and Ginger Knox helped analyze the data, as did Stephanie Powell; who along
with Naomi Weinstein and David Palasits, produced the tables and figures.
Sheila Mandel, Miriam Rabban, and Susan Blank provided invaluable editoriail
assistance.

S The authors gratefully acknowledge. the ongoing interest and guidance
of Prudence Brown and Gordon Berlin of The Ford Foundation, members of
MDRC'S Board of Directors; and a special Advisory Committee to the

Demonstration ~f State Work/Welfare Initiatives.

The Authors
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(ESP) 4in Virginia, a statewide initiative intended to improve the

employment prospects of people receiving pubiic assistance. The ESP study

is part of MDRC's larger multi-state Demonstration of State Hork/Welfare
Initiatives. Other states in this project include Arkansas, California,
Illinois, Maine, Maryland, New ﬁérSéy, and West Virginia.

' The Demonstration of State Work/Welfare Initiatives has been a unique
opportunity for MDRC to work closely with a numbér of states to evaiuate
their employment programs. At the same time, MDRC has been able to examine
& subject of national as well as state concern: the oritical relationship
between work and welfare dependency. Addréssing state issues in a manner
that benefits policy at many levels is a challenge that MDRC has been
privileged to undertake.

This demonstration also documents an important shift in program
responsibility away from the federal government to the statés. The studies
provisions of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, in which they
received authority for the first time to operate Community Work Experience
Programs (CWEP) for recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children
systems. Because states responded to these options in different ways, the
demonstration is not built around a single model. Rather, the initiatives
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a range of local economic conditions and AFDC program provisions.

MoSt states receive two research reports over thé course of the demon-
stration. The first report for Virginia covered issues of implementation
and early participation. This second and final report updates that
information and presents the impacts of ESP services on enrollées'
employment and welfare receipt as well as the costs and benefits of the
program.

MDRC could not have conducted this demonstration without the support
of ‘The Ford Foundation, which provided funds for the planning stage and for
the evaluation activities of the participating states, matching an equal
investment of state or other local resources. This joint funding relation-

ship is another significant aspect of the demonstration:

Throughout the coursé of the Demonstration of State Work/Welfare

contributed to informed decision-making and will ultimateiy iead to the
development and operation of even more effective programs designed to

increase the self-sufficiency of welfaré recipients.

Barbara B. Blum
President



This 1is the second and final report on an evaluation of the
Commonwealth of Virginia's Employment Services Program (ESP), a statewide
initiative designed to improve the employment prospects of individuals
Children (AFDC) program: The multi-component ESP has as its principal
focus job search assistance -- sometimes group, but primarily individual --
followed by work experience; education or training: Job search is required
of all enrollees at program entrv and periodically thereafter. Services
following job search are not universally mandatory.

This evaluation of the program was conducted between August 1983 and
August of this year by the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation
(MDRC) under a contract from the state's welfare agency; the Department of

Social Services (DSS):. Because Virginia's AFDC system is state-supervised,

research; and they were considered roughly representative of the agencies

statewide.

in post-job-search services was more liﬁitedg partly because of resource
constraints. Agénciés thémselves could not easily operate educationai or
training ccmponents, so they mostly referred enrollees to existing

vocational and school programs, in which other residents of the community
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could enroll.

welfare savings. This was particularly true for the women who camé into
the program at the time they were applying for welfare (i.e., the welfare
appiicant group in the research), for whom program effects, or impacts,
tended to increase over an 18-month follow-up period. However, it was not
yet clear if these impacts would continue to grow over time, stabilize or
decline. For the recipient group -- or women already receiving welfare
at program entry -- immediate improvements in employment and welfare
savings were short-lived. The program, in addition, did not reduce the
size of the caseload for either group; there was no increase in case
closings.

generally positive. Oveir a five-year period (which inciudes both observed

and extrapolated estimatés) women assigned to the program; and appiicants

that their increased earnings and fringe benefits exceeded their increaced
tax payments and losses in welfare and payments from other transfer
programs. The government budzet also benefited. Over the same five-year
period, the estimated incréasé in tax revenues and savings from welfare and
other programs exceéedéd the costs of ESP services for the appiicant group:
equal.

The magnitudé of thé findings in Virginia fall within the range of the
results found in studiés of other programs included in MDRC's Demonstration
of State Work/Welfare Initiatives, of which Virginia is part: This demon-
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stration is a large-scale multi-year study of a variety of employment

initiatives for the welfare population developed by 11 states: Although
state, the studies to date have found modest employment gains in all states

and welfare savings in some.

chose to target all of its WIN-mandatory caseload, including new applicants
and the longer-term, more dépendént recipient group. (Those classified
WIN-mandatory are usuaiiy pérénfs of ééhooiiégé children and are thus
required to register for program services. The WIN-mandatory caseload in
Virginia is about one-third of theé total AFDC welfare caseload.) State

FeSOUrEEs Hre thus spread over a broad section of the welfare population,
not just the applicants or the small group of newly determined mandatory
the MDRC demonstration,

Given this focus and the reliability of these study results, obtained
from a carefully executed reseéarch design, the ESP evaluation in Virginia
offers an unusual opportunity. The study is ablé to assess the effects and
dotential of an employment program directed to a population that has many
labor market deficiencies, but represents a cross-section of the WIN=
mandatory caseload.

Backgrouncg

ESP was developed in response to the federal Omnibus Budget
Reconcili~iion Act (OBRA) of 1981, which permitted states to restructure
the Work Incentive (WIN) Program, the major federally-funded employment and
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training prograr for the AFDC welfare population. Under the authority

gréntéd b? OBRA'S WIN Demonstration Program title, Virginia began ESP in

1983, placing the overall management responsibility in the state's welfare
agency, the Department of Sccial Services.
According to Virginia's ESP regulations, local welfare agencies are

required to provide job search assistance to eligible AFDC applicants and
recipients, and to condition the receipt of welfare on participation in
this activity. Moreover, the agencies are réquiréd under a State Statute

for education and training, although they can set their own criteria for
assignment.  Individuals who are not required to registér with ESP -=

including mothers with children under five years of age -- are encouraged

to volunteer for the program. The 11 local agencies selected for MDRC'S

evaluation represent both urban and rural areas of the state. Together

they cover approximately one-quarter of the state's ESP registrénts.
According to the state-designed program model, the principal services

e Job Search As e. An initial job search requirement to

last for up tc four weeks; and to be repeated every six

months.  Agencies could decide whether to offer group Job

search workshops (a fairly structuored activity) or individual

self-directed Job . search in which, after limited guidance,

enrollees were required to contact a specified number of

potential employers.

™ ‘ngz Exggnienc . An unpa1§ work position 1n a public or

private nonprofit agency for up to 13 weeks, aithough reassign-

ment was possible for an additional 13-week period. The compo-

nent was a variation of the Community Work Experience Program

(CWEP), autkorized by OBRA, in which enrollees are required to
work in return for their welfare bensfits. The number of work

hours in Virginia is determined by dividing the monthly grant

amount by the minimum wage, aithough a maximum was established

of 80 hours per month.

—3e
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e [Education and Training Services. Provided mostly by referrai

to existing community vocational programs or schools that were
elther free, low-cost, or funded by other resourzes including

JTPA, Pell Grants or the like:  Examples of such activities

include community college courses; basic education and GED

preparation classes, usually offered by public schools;
training programs operated by outside providers under the Job

Training Partnership Act (JTPA); and privately operated
training programs.

In addition, enrollees were to be assessed again after each program
activity or at 1least every three mbnths,' éxcept for women employed
Part-time or enrolled in long-term education or training, who were assessed
every six months: Throughout their program tenure, enrollees also received
child-care support and transportation expenses, if these were necessary.

This final report updates somé of the findings from the interim
report; which examined ESP's implementation and early participation: This
report's primary focus, however, is the program impact and benefit-cost
analyses; presented here for the first time.

[he Studvy Desjign and Rese

The study used an experimental research design, according to which
female AFDC applicants and recipients were randomly assigned to either an
experimental group, required to enter ESP, or to a control group. Members
enter other programs in their communities. The research sample was formed
over a period of 14 months; with random assignment extending from August
1983 ‘through September 1984

As noted above, the sample consisted of a cross-section of the female
WIN-mandatory caseload in Virginia. In additicn to AFDC applicants, it

xi-
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included recipients who had been régisteéred with WIN for some time, as well
as those who had Just become WIN-mandatory, typically because their
youngest child had become five. Applicants made up about 40 percent of the
total research sample of 3,184; recipients, 60 percent.

At the time they entered the study, enrollees were primarily single
heads of households with an average of two children. Two-thirds were
nonwhite; and 80 percent were between 25 and 44 years old. These women had

substantial barriers to employment: Over half were high school dropouts;
About 88 percent had been on welfare before, and about half had not worked

in thé two years prior to sampie entry:

e 1 substantial proportion of experimentals took part in ESP

activities.  Within nine months of random assigrment, 58

percent entered at 1least one program activity; usually
individual job search.

As anticipated, job search -- the only required activity for all
enrollees -- wWas the most widely used ESP service. Sligh*lv more than half

of all experimentals took part in it -- 40 percent in individual job search

Q.

and 15 percent in group workshops: While individual job search offere

ol

less assistanceé than group Séarch, its flexibility and the fact that it di
not require daily participation allowed a fairly substantial proportion of
people to be involved in the program.

In addition, all applicants weré required to take part in a separate
napplicant job search" immediately after weifare appilcation. Proof of
three employer contacts was a condition of welfare approval. While most
womén satisfiéd this reéquirement, almost none found jobs through this

-xii-
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minimal job search effort:

mentals took part in work experience, some more than once. Approximately

12 percent enrolled in education courses or vocational programs. Education

was twice as frequently assigned as training, particulariy in the urban

In Virginia, as i0 five other MDRC demonstration states that offered a
structured work experience component; personal interviews were conducted
with participants and their workSite supervisors to determine the quality
of work and participants' attitudes toward the positions. A total of 47
participants and 47 SuperviSors were interviewed in Virginia; and their

responses are analyzed in the final report.

they and their supervisors perceived the work as necessary and not
"make=work." However, the jobs -- mostly entry-level clerical, maintenance
and food sServiceé positions == required few skills. AS a result, they did
not usually help participants to develop skills that they did not already
possess,
e Enrollees were mostly referred to community education and
training programs, in which anyone who qualified could enroll.
ESP did not 1increase enrollment 1in sSuch prcgrams over the
level of participation that would Have occirred i1in its
absence.

participating in education and training did not materialize: both groups

—%iii-
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had roughly similar levels of participation. This was partly due to the
as their difficulty in forging new 1inkages with outside providers,
especially in the early period of the Job Training Partnership Act.
Consequently, the impact analysis compares two groups that differed in
the recelpt of other services (i.e., Job search and work experience), but
not in the level of education and training: Program impacts thus cannot be
directly attributed to the inclusion of education and training services in

the program model.

=]

e Fewer applicants than recipients participated in ES

activities:

cipate in the program's activities: Overall, 69 percent of recipients

applicants. The different rates are partly explained by the higher
déiééistiéfiéﬁ; or departure rates of applicants from the program (55
percent) compared to recipients (34 percent). About one-third of the
applicants were denied welfare and never received program services, while
others left welfare or the program for other reasons:

e Only a very smail proportion of enrcllees rematned continu-
ously enrolled in ESP without fulfilling the program's
requirements.

Although a substantial proportion of enroilees did not participate in

very long. Some left welfare or the program shortly after entering: for
example; because of remarriage; employment, an increase in other income;

111ness or othér reasons. These departures limited the proportion of
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peopie with whom staff could work during any given peritod.  Other
enrollees; both appiicants anrd recipients;, fulfiiled the program's
requirements by working, although their low incomes ailowed them to remain
on welfare with continued ESP registration if their employment was 1less
than 30 hours per week.

When all of these factors are taken into account, the program's
ability to reach the targeted caseload is more evident: At the ninth month
after random assignment, 94 percent of the appiicants and 89 percent of the
recipients had satisfied the program's requirements through either partici-
pation or employment; or had been deregistered. (Some portion of the
uncovered group was in a "pending status;" with the possibility of later
participation.)  ESP thus succeeded in implementing a participation
requirement as a COhdiéibh for receiving welfare,; although it was mainly

limited to one component -- job search.

The impact analysis examined the effectiveness of ESP in improving
'ex'p'erimén’i:éisi émpidyﬁéht and ﬁédUéing their use of welfare. The impacts
were estimated by comparing the outcomes of the experimental group with

those of theé control group over a uniform period of time. While not all

participants. (This is because it is impossible to identify within the
control group a subgroup of those who would have participated had they had
this opportunity. A comparison of experimental participants to all

controls could yield biased results.) Tests of statistical significance

—_-XvV—-



indicated how 1ikely it was that measured differences resulted from the
program treatment rather than from chance. It is important to note that
even small impacts can be important if they are long=lasting or if they
have occurred for a large number of people.

Impacts are first presented for the full sample, in which the
follow-up period was a relatively short nine months {i.e., three quarters)
for employment and earnings and one year for welfare receipt and payments.
Applicant and recipient subgroups are next examined separately for both the

short=térm period and over the longer term as weil. The subsampie used to
examine longer-term program effects was the early part of the fuil sampie;
those randomly assigned from August 1983 through March 1984, for whom 18
months of AFDC follow-up records were available, and 15 months of data on
employment and earnings.

Employment and earnings data were obtained from records in the
Virginia Unemploymént Insurance System, and AFDC welfare records were the
sourcé of monthly welfaré grants. Since the two systems organize their
data somewhat differently, this accounts for the different lengths of
follow-up, as noted above.

Thé importance of having a control group in this kind of a study

1y, thé control group représénts what would have happened to experimental
members had the program not existed. The outcomes of the control Eroup
serve as a benchmark against which the outcomes of the experimental group
can be judged.

This is particularly important becausé many people do not stay on
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welfare for long. Welfare is often a temporary Source of incomé for many
! o ) . )
who will find jobs on their own or {leavé weélfaré for othér réasons. Among

members of the control group in this stody, 41 percent found employment
within nine months, even without ESP assistance. Over time, the average
earnings of this control group increased, while their welfare grant

declined. (See Table 1:)

e Overall, ESP 1ed to modest 1ncreases tn employment and earn-

ings. While the employment gain was statistically signifi-

cant, the earnings gain was not.
During the three follow-up quarters, the employment rate of the experi=

of the control group. (See Table 1.) The average amount experimentals

earned during the follow-up period increased by $81, an improvement of 8

percent from the controi group average of $1,038: While the employment
gain was statistically significant, the earnings impact was nct.

™ ESP reduced the amount of welfare benefits paid to the

experimental group, but did not shbstantiaily lower the

proportion of individuals receiving welfare:

For the full sample, ESP generated an $84 reduction in the average

amount of AFDC payments received by the experimental group during the

one-year follow-up period: This is a statistically significant 4 percent
reduction from the control group average of $2,007. It should be noted

that this finding represents a reduction in the average grant level of
'experimentals compared to the average grant for controls, and not an
increase in case closings: Although the proportion of persons on welfare

declined over time within the experimental group, the same pattern was
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TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF PROGRAM IMPACTS FOR THE FULL SAMPLE

Outcome and Follow-Up Period ] éxparimentéls Control s 0i fference
Ever Employed, Quarters 2 - 4 (%) 43.8 49,5 + 3.3%
Ever Employed [%)
Quarter of Rerndom Aseignment 27.2 25.7 ¥ 4.8
auarter 2 2B.3 26.4 +1.9
gisrter 3 31,2 27.9 + 3,380
Quarter 4 33.3 30.5 + 3,0%+
Average Total Esrnings, Quarters 2-4 ($) 1118.05 1038.186 +80.89

. Averege Totel Eernings ($)

N Querter of Rendom Agsignment 221:29 opa.o2 - 2.93
Quarter 2 : 284.71 284.64 + 0,06
Quartsr 3 3B0:65 346.14 +33.51

~ Querter 4 | 453,70 407 .38 +46.32
Ever Received Any AFDC Peymentes,
Quarters 1 - 4 (%) 8640 86 .1 - 0.1
Ever Received Any AFDC Peyments (%) ]
nuirter of Random Assignment B2:8 g2:8 - p;:2
Querter 2 76.3 76.4 - 0.0
Quarter 3 65:9 67.5 - 1.6
__Ouerter & 59:7 59:8 - 0.1
Averape Totsl AFOC Peyments
Received, Qoertars 1 - & (S) 19823:28 2006:87 -B3:53%»
A68E§éq AFDC Peyments Received [¢)
Gusrter Df Random Assignment 542:23 551:47 - g8.24
Quarter 2 522.52 546.71 -24:18*
Qusrter 3 447 .85 47831 -30.36%*
_ Querter a4 .} a1l0:58 ___ _. 430,38 -18.80
SOURCE: Ses Tabte 4;2.
NOTES: Enptoymant und earnings impscts cover & perisd of nine months

yggiqning with the quarter sfter the quarter of rendom essignment, Welfere 1mpacts
cover & twelve month pariod 1nctud1ng the quartaer of random sssignment, There may be

some discrepancias in calculating uxparimentat control differences due to rounding.

A two- taitad t- tag;iwas apptied to experimantat control diffarenCeé.
Statisticat significance levels are indicated e8! * = 10 percent; ** = § percentj ***
= 1 parcant.
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observed for the control group. In othér words, similar proportions of the
experimental and control groups wéré on the AFDC rolls throughout this

period.

e For applicants tc welfare, ESP led to gradually increasing

employment gains. The largest gain occurred during a longer-

term follow-up of 15 monthr,
As seen in Table 2, the employment rate for applicants improved by 5.4

percentage points over the short-term, a 10 percent gain over the control
rate of 54.1 percent. These impacts grew larger over time. For a group of
early applicants who were followed for 15 months, employment rates were a
statistically significant 7.5 percentage points higher than the control
level of 37.4 percent at the end of the longer-term follow-up. (See Figure

1:)

The earnings gain of $127 for the full applicant sample in the short
term was not statistically significant. However, for the early applicants

represents a 32 percent improvement.

e There is also evidence that ESP, over time, produced welfare

savings for the applicant group. The program also appeared to

reduce the proportion of appiicants receiving welfare. Both

measures were statistically significant by the end of an

18-month follow-up period.

For the full applicant group, the welfare savings of $75 was not

statistically significant in the one-year follow-up period. The evidence
in Table 2 also indicates that the program requirements did not deter

people from continuing to seek welfare: similar proportions of both
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TABLE 2

SUMMARY OF PROGRAM IMPACTS FOR THE RULL “AMPLE, BY WELFARE STATUS

] - I
_Appl icents Recipients
Outcome And Follow-Up Perfod |Experismantsls Control& 0ffference Experimentatls éBﬁi;ﬁis Difference
Ever Bwployed, Quarters 2 - 4 (%) 59:5 54.1 + 5.4% 33:4 IR + 2.2
Ever Employed (%) o - B N
Quarter of Random Assignment a5.7 a7.1 -1.4 14.7 11.3 + 3,400
duarter 2 31.3 38.3 + 2.0 18:7 17.4 +2.3
Quarter 3 44.0 az.s + .98 22.8 20.9 +1:9
Quarter 4 i 1 a8 39.6 + 7.9+ 26.0 24.2 +1:8
Average Totsl Eernings, o
Quarters 2 - 4 (%) 1631.87  1504.57  +127.30 776.12 713.82  + 62:30
Average Totsl Earnings (8) o o
Querter of Random Assignment 8%3.13 443.34 -50.20 103.66 77 .51 +26:15
Uuarter 2 423 .22 452.59 -28.37 191,82 168.41 +23:41
Quarter 3 561.89 4%2.70 +£89.18 260.58 241.86 +18:72
Quarter 4 | 648.76  558.28  +87.47 323.72 303.55 +20.18
Ever Received Any AFDC Payment; - o o
Quarters 1 - 4 (%) 683 69.2 + 0. 87.2 87.8 - 06
Ever Received Any AFDC Payments (%) o - S
Quarter of Random Assfgnment 61:8 61.3 + 0.4 6.9 87.6 - 0:7
Quarter 2 58.6 56.2 +2.4 88.2 80.3 - 24
Quarter 3 44.7 45.7 - 1.0 80.1 82.4 - 2:3
Quarter 4 37.8 402 @ -2.2 74.4 73.2 +1:2
Averege Total AFDC Payments o o
Received, Quarters 1 - 4 (§] 1202.46  1277.68 -75.22 2407.80  2508.79  -100.99**
Averege AFDC Payments Received ($) o o
Quarter of Random Assignment 315.78 glq.gl +1.28 £55.30 712.83 -17.53
Ouerter 2 369.74 384.69 -14.95 625,18 658.36 -33.18%=
Quarter 3 274,81 307.77 -32.86 563.85 5%.32 -32.37%»
Quartsr 4 B 242.02  270.70 -28.88 523.36 541.28 -17.82

SOURCE: See Tebles 4:3 and 4:5:

NOTES: Employment and sarnings 1mpacta cover & pariod of nine u-onths baginning with the querter

al;tar the quarter of random aasigmant. Welfere 1mpacts cover a twelve month perfod including the quarter

of random aseignment. There may be some discrepancies in atcutating experimentel—control dffferences due
to rounding.

A two-tafled t—test was appliad to nxparimentat-control diffarancas. Stetistical eignificance

levala are {ndicated as: * = 1D percent; ** = § percent; and *** = 1 parcent,
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FIGURE 1
VIRGINIA

AFDC APPLICANTS: TRENDS IN QUARTERLY EMPLOYMENT
RATES AND AVERAGE AFDC PAYMENTS

(EARLY SAMPLE)
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experimentals and controls received welfare zt some period during the year.

Welfare savings, or grant reductions; for the early applicant sample
continued their short-term growth into the 18-month Follow-up period. The
average cumulati.e savings of $232 in this period was statistically
significant, as was a reduction in the proportion of experimentals on the
welfare rolls. The proportion dropped in the last three months by 8.4

percentage points, down from the control group level of U40.8 percent:

& For AFDC recipients, ESP produced little change in employment
and e'arnings .
The full recipient samplé éxperienced a small but not statistically

significant increase in the proportion émpioyéd (2.2 percentage points), as
well as in the amount earned (an increase of $62) over the short term.
(See Table 2.) In the longer ierm, changes were small and not statistic-
ally significant: (See Figure 2.)
e For recipients, ESP produced welfare savings in the short term
that, however, did not increase over the longer term:
Short-term welfare savings for the full recipient sample were not
sustained by the early sample followéd over 18 months.
[mpacts Amonz Other Subgroups
o Separate analysis in urban and rural areas showed gains in
employment, as well as reductions in welfare, for urban
experimentals.
Employment impacts for urban applicants and recipients combined were

statistically significant and larger than the gains registered for the full

experimental sample. Impacts of urban applicants were especially large,
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FIGURE 2
VIRGINIA
AFDOC RECIPIENTS: TRENDS IN QUARTERLY EMPLOYMENT
RATES AND AVERAGE AFDC PAYMENTS
{EARLY SAMPLE)

Quarterly Employment Rete (2D

0r Experimentals
40 - Controls
F

26 |-
10 |
i
U .77f’7 R T 7 — 1 — — i . - 1 _
Quaorter of Qoc—zar 2 Quorter 3 Quarter 2 Quorter S Quarter 6

Rondom Assic z T T ,
Random Assignment ; Quarter Relative to Rondom Assignment

Average AFDC Payments ($)

goo [ Experimantals
700 b = Controls

T

T

600 [
L
s00 |
400
pt L I - — j _ — ,i . — Il _ 1 .
Ouarter of = Quorter 2 doartar 3 Quorter 4 Quorter S Quortar 6
—_— — F - - - ] . e o o o
Random Aseignment.  p, 4o Relativae to Random Assignmant

ébUﬁCE- Sea Tabla 4.6

-xxiti~:

NI
%]

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



with employment increasing in the short term by 7 percentage points over
the control group 1level of U41.3 percent: Welfare savings were aiso
statistically significant except for the Ffirst guarter: in the year=long
study period, urban applicant experimentals received $101 lesz in welfare
payments than urban applicant controis, for a reduction cf 7.6 percent from

the control level of $1,335.

¢ ESP did not appear as effective in the rural areas, but small
sample sizes made it difficult to assess results.

In rural areas, there were no statistically significant impacts on any
outcome measurés and no clear trends.  However, small sample sizes
precluded precise analysis.

 Different subgroups, distinguished by characteristics such as

prior work, welfare dependency and education, benefited from
ESP in different ways. Fard-to-employ applicant subgroups;
particularly those who had had little prior work experience,

tended to gain more than the more employable groups.

Impacts on employment and earnings, as well as oh average welfare
payments, were concentratéed in thé applicant subgroups defined as
"hard-to-employ:" i.e., those with less prior employment, longer weifare
receipt, or less education.

AS one example, those without employment during the year prior to
program entry experienced an employmerit gain of 8.2 percentagé points over
the control group level of 36.5 pecent. The size of this gain was twice
that of the gain for the group with recent employment. Welfare reductions
$1,369.

It is important to realize that while the impacts tend to be larger

for the harder-to-employ subgroups, this does not mean that these groups
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attained high levels of employment. For example, the absolute level of
emplcyment was much higher for the group with prior employment (67.3

percent) than for the group with no prior employment (36.5 percent). These
findings do show, however, that programs working with those who would do
very pooriy on their own are capable of producing changes in behavior.

e 1In contrast to the applicants, bard-to-employ recipients did

not gain from the program, except for recipients without a

high school diploma.
of 4.5 percentage points over a control group base of 24.5 percent. There
weré alsoc statistically significant welfare savings of $211 over a control
group average of $2,625. 1In contrast, there were no impacts for other

hardito:émpioy recipient subgroups.

genérated by ESP. This analysis differs from the impact analysis in

several important ways. First, it estimates the program's effects nut only
on earnings and welfare payments, but also on fringe benefits, tax
payments, Medicaid, Food Stamps, Bﬁéﬁ§i6§ﬁéﬁ§ Insurance payments, and the
administrative costs associated with these transfer programs: With the

measured and were therefore estimated using a variety of data sources.
Second, usirig a fumber of assumptions, the analysis calculates effects

and costs of thé program that are 1ikely to occur after data collection

ended. This longér-rangé viéw 1S necessary, since most costs were incurred

quickly (i.e., whén participants were still active in the program), while
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benefits may accrue over a longer time period, ac smployed peoplé continue
to work, pay taxes and reduce their use of welfare: Estimates for this
analysis thus cover a five-year period for each sample member, starting
with the date of random zssignment, and total résuits include both observed
and extrapolated estimates: The extrapolated estimates are particilarly
important to the overall results in Virginla because of the relatively
short périod ol data collection.

A third différencé of the benefit-cost analysis is its concern With
how gains and losses differ for different groups, often callied
"perspectives.” The most important perspectives in this analysis are the
full report but not discussed in this summary inciude society in general
and everyone else in Soéiéf? except the welfare éamplé;)

Two key questions are addressed in this benefit-cost analysis:

¢ Does this study's welfare sample become economically better

off as a result of ESP?
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of the program?

Before considering thé résults, oné must understand thé assumptions
madé about futuré benefits. Because it 18 always uncertain whether program
effects at the end of a study period will grow, stabilize or deciine,
alternative éééumpfioné have been made about their continuation in this
study of ESP. .

Oneé assumption is that thé magnitude of thé invacts observed during
the two quarters immediately prior to the end of data collection will
continue unchanged to the point five years aftér random 2ssignment. This

assumption is Supportéd by the fihaing that overall empioymént and welfare
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impacts for the early sampie foilowed over the longer term were sustained
or increased in the final follow-up months. Moreover, similar trends have
been observed in other studies of employment programs for welfare
recipients,;

An alternative assumption is that program impacts will decline after
Thus, while the true long-term effects of the program are not certain;

they are 1likely to lie within the range of the estimates derived using
these two assumptions.

operated. For both applicants and recipients, the economic
gains generated by the program outwelghed the 1osses.

e Overall, ESP benefited the individuals for whom it was

From the point of view of this study sample, the main ESP benefits
were increased earnings and fringe benefits from regular jobs; which were
estimated to be $1,179 to $1,581 per experimental over five years,
depending on the assumption about future effects. Another gain was a smaii
increase in child care and other support service payments obtained through
the program. These gains were partially offset by the higher taxes the
individuals in this study paid ($149 to $201 per experimental) and their
reduced transfer payments ($390 to $i4'9'9 per experimental), particularly
from AFDC welfare and Medicaid.

Overall, however, thé benéfit: exceeded losses, as shown in Table 3.

from $664% to $905. Thé improvement was larger for applicants than
recipients ($958 to $1,310 versus $485 to $663), because even Ethough
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TABLE 3

ESTIMATEU BENEFITS ANU LOSSES UF THE EMPLUYMENT

SERVICES PROGRAM PER EXPERIMENTAL. AFTER FIVE YEARS

Welfere Category - Wel fare Sample® Government Budget

Futt Semple

Totat Benefits $1203 to $1605 $589 to $766
Total Lossea -538 to -700 -430
Net Gein or Loss 664 to 905 159 to 336

Appticents

Totat Benefits 1629 to 2191 759 to 999
Total Losses -671 to -881 -253
Net Gein or Loss | 958 to 1310 7 506 to 746 -

Recipients

Totsl Bansfits 578 to 1296 | 519 to 667
Total Losses -483 to -633 -5438
Net Gain or Loss 485 to 663 . -28 to 119

SOURCE: Tetles 5.5; 5.6; and 5.7

NOTES: ALL estimetes refer to everege axporimentat control differences. Whare

eppropriete; e renge of estimates is preaented doe to the uncértainty of program effects

efter the study perjod;: The first number in the renge assumes that effects dacline by

22 percent per yeer; the second number essumes no increese or decrease,

®For the welfare semple; benefits inctuda 1ncreesed eernings; fringe

benefits end ESP support services [esg.; child cere end transpurtat1un], lossss inclode

increesed tex peyments end reduced transfers; primerily AFDC payments and Madicaid:

b.
For the government budget. benefits inctude {ncraased tax paymants reduced

trensfers; end reduced trensfer progrem edministrative costs. Losses include ESP

opereting costs; support service expanditures. end the costs of edocation and training
provided by community egencies.
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positive.  When directed toward applicants; the program

produced a net budget savings within five years:  When

directed toward recipients, the benefits and costs were
roughly even.

From the government's perspective, the main program benefits were
increased tax payménts, reduced welfare and other pubiic assistance, and
associatéd reductions in the administrative costs of these programs:
However, public funds paid for the operating costs of ESP, as well as for
support services and for most of the education and training services
provided by community agénciés. The end result for the full sample was,
however, positive, even when these costs were compared to the benefits of
the program; géins’ exceeded losses by $1§9 to $336 per experimental.: (See
Table 3.)

Most of this positive effect was due to thé applicant sample; which
produced a net budgetary savings of $506 to $746 pér experimental over five
years. 1In contrast, amohg récipients, the estimates ranged from a net loss
of $29 per experimental to a net gain of $119, depending on the assumptions
about future effects. These results are probably best interpreted to mean
i:’i’iét, in p’r'oviciing services to r‘éc’ipiéntﬁ, the government breaké even on
its investment in about five years.

¢ The net costs of ESP were modest, although higher for
recipients than for applicants.

The average cost of operating ESP was estimated to be $388 per experi-
mental (including participants as well as nonparticipants), ranging froi

$251 per applicant to $479 per recipient. The difference between appli-



cants and recipients reflects the fact that recipients were moré likely to
enter program services; applicants, on the other hand, left the program
sooner. When expenditures for support services (e.g., child care and trans=
portation) and for education and training provided by community agencies
(above the costs of these services for controls) were considered, the aver=
age net cost of the program for each experimental increased to $430, or to
$253 per applicant and $548 per recipient. (Only a fraction of the sample
used these services, which largely accounts for the iow average cost.)

It is important to recognize that these benefit-cost results do not
take a number of other important factors into account. First; it has been
assumed that the high'é.r employmént rates of experimentals do not result in
the displacemént of othér workeérs. Second, several intangible benefits and
costs havé not beéen measured, such as the benefits associated with
society's preference for work over welfare. In addition; dollar values can-
not easily be assignéd to sich Social benefits and costs as welfare mothers
spending more time working and less time with their children. These limita-

tions should be képt in mind in intérpreting the results of this analysis. :

P
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CHAPTER 1

o

This is the second and final report on the Employment Services Program
(ESP), an initiative designed by the Commonwealth of Virginia to improve
the employment prospects of individuals applying for or receivin;; benefits
under the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program.’

states under the 1981 federal Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act (OBRA) to
rédesign the Work Incentive (WIN) Program, the major federally-funded
employment and training system for the weifare population:? As authorized

by OBRA, ESP has been operated as a WIN Demonstration Program, which

strengthening the linkages between welfare and work. One option, which ESP
has used but varied stightly, is the Coumunity Work Experience Program
(CHEP), a program that requires AFDC recipients to work in unpaid public or
private nonprofit positions; their work hours are calculated by dividing
the welfare benefit by thé minimim wage. Another OBRA provision, aiso used
by ESP, allowed states opérating WIN Demonstration Programs to centralize
management authority in the weélfare agency, rather than to divide it
between that agency and thé staté's employment service, as is the case in
the regular WIN Program.

ESP consists of a seriés of activities for AFDC appiicants and reci-



pients classified WIN-mandatory.3 The first activity is mardatory job
search. Subsequent services can includeé CWEP, education and training.

The Manpower Demonstration Résearch Corporation (MDRE) has been
of Social Services (DSS). The research design has three major studies --

tation of and enrollees' participation in thé program; the effect of ESP
services on enrollees' employment and welfare receipt; and the costs and
benefits of service provision.

adeinistered; responsibility for operating ESP has rested with the state's
124 local weifare agencies: MDRC's evaluation covers ESP as operated in 11

ESP participation. This final report updates that information and presents
the impact and benefit-cost analyses.

To provide a context for understanding the findings: this chapter
before describing the settings of the 11 iocal programs. It concludes with
a summary of thé intérim findings and the major issues addressed in this

report.

management authority vested in the welfare agency, the Department of Social

Services. Responsibility for planning the new program therefore fell to
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of the Division of Service Programs, the unit that had provided social
services under the regular WIN Program.

Although many of the employment programs currently being run by states
are limited to a few communitiés and/or segments of the weifare population,
Virginia opted for more inclusive coverage. The new WIN Demonstration
Program replaced WIN in all 124 local welfare agencies, and the Employment
Services Program was thus operated statewide,d targeting all WIN-mandatory
individuals. This meant that the state's WIN resources, which had been

of services to be dincluded in the state model, ESP was an unusual

opportunity to examine a WIN Demonstration initiative targeted to a broad

The model ultimately designed by the staté intentionally provided only
an overall framework for program operations. Virginia has a strong tradi-
tion of local control and autonomy, dating from Colonial times, that had

vised AFDC system. Not surprisingly, when the state was given greater
latitude to define WIN services; program goals and assignment policies, it
conditions in their communities. (This allocation of authority was not
possible in the regular WIN Program, where federally-determined goals and
regulations had to be fblloWed.)

The state's intérést in building flexibility into the program model

3=



was also based on an interest in accommodating a wide range of opinions —-
both those of DSS staff and other important constituencies -- about welfare
dependency in general and the kinds of programs that should be offered to
the welfare population to reduce dependency: To a certain extent, the
state-planned multi-compounent ESP model refiected the diversity of view-
points on these issues. Some influential Virginians advoocated a mandatory
believed that, as long as appropriaté assistance was offered, welfars
recipients could be réliéd on to voluntarily do what was necessary to
begome self-sufficient.

Opinion was, in addition, divided on thé question of How well the
regular WIN Program had served its enrollées. Some, especially in the
state's employment Service, believed that given the limited resources and
the difficult problems of the weif‘ar-e population, WIN had performed about
as well as it could have. Others thought moré could have been done, citing
WIN's record of working activély with only a limited proportion of the
People registered. With the more demanding view of WIN predominating,
particularly within DSS, an implicit goal of the new program was to
ihéiéééé activity levels beyond those in WIN.

The ESP model that emerged from the planning procéss was a partially

mandated sequence of services. DSS planners agreed to requiré job search
of all women® enrolled in ESP. In part becausé of their belief that
welfare recipients have a responsibility to try tu find jous for them-
selves; there was a consensus that this activity would be useful for the

Local agencies were also required to operate work experiénce programs

b
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and to "offer opportunities" for education and tbaihiﬁé;s However, in
contrast to job search; there was no agreéément that all enroilees shouid be
required to participate in these activitiéS. Work experience was a new
type of activity (one rarely used in the old WIN Program) and potentiaiiy
controversial, and funding resourcés for education and training were
minimal; consequently, for the latter, local agencins were advised to
utilize existing community services providéd by schools and other organiza-
tions in théir communities: Given these circumstances, plannérs recognized
that it would be difficult to mandate participation: Thus, liké all
programs, the ultimate ESP mouel represented a compromise, and its overall
assumptions and intentions shouid guide interpretation of the results of
this evaluation.

Another important consideration was the nature of the welfare popula-
tion, which 1S always partly influenced by the level of the state's welfape
payments. Virginia ranks 36tﬁ from the top among all states in the size of
its maximum benefit leveis, with a family of one adult and two children
receiving from $245 to $327 per month in 1984. In Virginia, payment
standards also depend on the area in which the recipient lives (see
- Chapter 2 for further information on welfare payment standards in the
state), although the state has established caps on monthly payments so
that, regardléss of area on family size, benefits do not exceed from $372
to $478 per month. These levels are not very high; and employed or highly
employable inéividuais in Virginia may not be either eligible for or
attracted to welfare. This in turn has a bearing on the characteristics of

the people enrolled in ESP.



II. Ihe Program Model

Applicants and recipients classified as mandatory were required to
register with and participate in ESP in order to receive benefits.? Those
not required were encouraged to volunteer for the program. As a condition
of being approved for welfare, all eligible appiicants had to first fulfill
a special job search requiréméent == known in the program as "appiicant job
search” -- which required theém to provide proof of threé contacts with
prospective employers. After this, and if their applications for assist-

either group or individual job search for up to four weeks. (This activity
was called "recipient job search.") Thé contént and requirements of this
component were left to the discretion of local agencies, whose staff couid
offer one or both forms of the activity. Throughout their program tenure,
the women were expected to take part in job search every six months, if
they were still registered with the program, unemployed and not in another
ESP activity.

Reassessment occurred after each component, or at least every 90 days,
training programs, who Were to be reassessed every six months. Following
Search or assign them to any of the post=job-search activities -- work

experience, education or training, which could be Adult Basic Education, a
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provided either by the public school system or a community college; or an
activity funded by the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA). Other options
were also available:

Work experience in ESP combined elements of the CWEP approach with
those in WIN Work Experience, a similar dctivity in the regular WIN
Program. As in CWEP, ESP work hours were calculated by dividing the grant
by the minimum wage. As in WIN Work Experience; assignments were 1imited

to  1§ weeks (although registrants could be reassigned). Assignments were

DSS established participation goals for aii of the ESP activities. These
goals, later incorporatéd into letters of agreement between the state and
the 11 agencies, wéré based in part on plans the agencies had submitted

before program start-up.

III. Program Settings

The program settings were varied. As shown on the map (Figure 1.1),
one agency, Fairfax, is located in the northern region of the state; three
-~ Newport News, Hampton and Chesapeake -- are in the Tidewater area; and

the remaining seven == Henry, Martinsville, Carroli, Grayson, Galax,

representative of Virginia's welfare agénciés and because they met two
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other critieria: their data systems were appropriate, and they had all
expressed a strong interest in taking part in the study.9

The data in Table 1.1 establish two points. First, while there are
striking differences in the areas served by the participating agencies; as
a group they are fairly representative of the state as a whole. Second,
although some agencies do not fit neatly into eithér the "urban" or "rurai’
category, the differences between the two groups are large enough to
suggest that ESP posed different operating challenges and that program

outcomes could differ along urban/rural lines. (Two of the areas olassi-
fied "purai' -- @alax .éaa Martinsville == aré actually small cities
surrounded by large rural counties, and two classified "urban" are mixed —-
Fairfax County and Cﬁéééﬁééﬁé;)

To note one important difference, no public transportation was avail-~
ablé in thé rural areas, where residents often lived far from theé popula=~
tion centers. 4lso; as noted previously, the different benefit levels and
labor markets in the urban and rural areas, as reflected in the average
unemployment rates,; could influence employment and welfaré outcomes.
Lastly, the urban and rural populations differed; as shown by their differ=
ent levels of educational attainment, per capita income and types of

occupation.  All of these factors together suggest the importance of

agencies, with the Newport News staff largest of all. Staff composition
also differed, with the urban agencies simply expanding old WIN units to
operaté thé new programs. Rural ESP Workers; on the other hand, were much

more likely to lack previous WIN experience; they often had transferred
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TABLE 1.1 (continued)
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TABLE 1;2
VIRGINIA

ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE EMPLOYMENT SERVICES PROGRAM,
BY LOCAL AGENCY

o Nwmbsr of  Nimber of  Numbar of Staffing
Numbe r Buployment  Employmant Levels Batwaen
- _of Bervices Ssrvices ___ESP Supervisor.
Agency - Offices 10,-;(57,-757'7 Supervisors and Agency Director
yrban
Newport News 3 1g° 3 2
Hempt on 1 5 1 1
Chesa poake 1 6 1 3
Henry 1 1 1 0
Grayson 1 0
Gatex 1 Sharad Shared 0
_ o Worker Unit B
Carroll 1 0
Martinsvil le 1 1 1 0
Pitteylvania q 2 1 o
_ Campbelt 1 1 1 0

 SOURCE: Employment Services Program Statistical Reports, December 1983, and pérsonal
intervisws condoucted in 1984,

~_ NOTES:  ®In certain agancies, ESP Workere sre concurrently responsibie for serving e
portion of the Food Stamp caseload,

 PIn Newport News, there is one cntral of fice with 15 ESP Workers and two
watellite offices with two ESP Workers esach,
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from other divisions -- the Eligibility Division, for example == or from
non-WIiN-related units of the Services division. In Galax, Grayson and
Carroll (where ESP allocations did not aliow even one Ffull-time person),
the shared Workér had a business, rather than a social services, back=

ground. However, previous WIN eéxperience did not mean that urban staffs
were prepared to operate an employment program iike ESP: In the past,
these staffs had usually just provided social services and were in-
experienced in assigning and moving enrollees through a number of compo-

nents; as was required in ESP.

A.  The Hesearch Studies
The foliowing discussion and Tablé 1.3 Summarize the questions, method-
ology and data sources for the three parts of the ESP evaluation.

1:  Ihe Process Analysis. To examiné thé program as operated by

ESP services; analyzes patterns of participation, and discusses the
implementation factors that may have influencéd thé program's effects.

2. The Impact Analysis. The impact analysis, the principal
focus of this report; addresses a number of questions about program
effectiveness: Are there short- or longer-term impacts on thé eiployment
and earnings of enrollees? Do the levels of welfare receipt or the size of
the benefit checks deciine? Do the impacts vary by different subgroups of
the eligible poputation -- i.e:, betwesn applicants and récipients, or
between groups with more or fewer characteristics of welfare dependency?

To answer these questions, the impact study useés an experimental

-i3-
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design. All eligible applicants and recipients were randomly assigned to
one of three groups:

® An éxpérimental group eligibie for all ESP services; or

® An experimental group eligible for only job search and work

experience;10 op

e A control group not eligible for any ESP services.

As seen in Chapter 2, random assignment ensured that experimental and
control group members were similar in all measurable characteristics except
the receipt of ESP services. Thus, any statistically sigiificant differ-
ences in behavior after random assignment should result from differences in
program treatment. Impacts weré éstimated by comparing the outcomes of the
different groups.

3.

costs and benefits of ESP. In this analysis, net benefits will result
primarily from increaseés in earnings and reductions in welfare and other
transfer program payments -- benefits both observed in the study period and
estimated by extrapolation -- to cover a total period of five years:
Benefits and costs will be analyzed from Several points of view with the
budget:

B. The Research Sample

The interim .eport on ESP focuséd on the 1,402 individuais randomly
assigned to the program from August 1983 through February 1984. In
contrast, this final reéport analyzés the full research sample -- those

.
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experimentals assigned to the All ESP Services group and 1,046 members of
the control group.
Follow-up data on participation, employmént, earnings and welfare

receipt for all sample members wéré collécted through August 1985; per-
mitting the program activity and outcomes of thé latest sample members to
be tracked for a minimum of nine months after random assignment. Those

enrolled in the sample at the earliest point were followed for 23 months.

The first report made it clear that, by allowing local agencies a fair
degree of flexibility in operating ESP, the state preseéntéd thém with a
considerable challenge, one that was complicated by several factors.
First, only a few months were available for planning before program start-
up in January 1983, and consequently there was not enough time for agencies
to 1institute innovative features. Second, resources were limited,
particularly because of the federal WIN reductions nationwide in October
1982. Third, ESP was a complex model to operate, especially for staff who,
for the most part; lacked experience in running employment programs. The

agencies generally opted for simpiicity and management efficiency rather
than innovative programming. They also hesitate¢ to impose requirements.
While staff clearly regarded job search as mandatory and generally imple-
mented' the activity that way, noné of the agencies required participation
in other components.

The applicant job search requirement was also implemented as planned;

most womeén who were asked to provide proof of three employer contacts did



so.  The applications of those who failéd to meét the requirement were
usually denied. The searches did not, howéver, generally lead to
employment.

The interim report also found that substantial numbérs of women had

also participated in recipient job search -- close to half. Most of these

remaining 11 percent were involved in a group activity, usually workshops
offered in the urban agencies.
Participation in poSt-—job-search components, however, was low. The

interim rate for work experience was oniy 6 percent; although this overall
rate masked considerablée variation, ranging from a lcw of 1 percent in the
rural agencies to a high of 19 percent in Chesapeake: A primary constraint
in the rural agencies was public transportation, but the most important

factor in both rural and urban agencies; at ieast at the outset, was the
attitudes of Some staff toward unpaid work experience:. No clear consensus

had emerged about its value and, further; because staff did not want to
alienate employers, thé componént was generally operated on a voluntary
basis. Once participants reported that they iiked working in the assigned
jobs and supervisors registered satisfaction with their work; staff became
more comfortable about assignment procedires and more confident about the
component's usefulness for a wider range of people.

Participation rates in training and education were also low but fairly
consistent aefoss agencies. Unlike work experience, these activities were

always voluntary. According to staff, assignments depended primarily on

the interest of enrollees, their qualifications and their motivation to

participate. Although more accéss to training offered by JTPA-funded
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providers might have encouraged participation, staff usually did not have
timé to pursue the linkages needed to set up referral channels.

The interim report also described the contént of ESP activities.
Participants in group job search activitiés received substantial amounts of

guidance and instruction on job-seeking and émployability skiils: i.e.,

appropriate work habits and attitudes. Assistance was more limited in
individual job search: In particular; staffs with large caseloads were not
asually able to provide meaningful, individualized assistance when the
women were first assigned. In the smaller communities, where cassloads
were small and knowledge of the women often extended beyond the formal
a woman's search and to follow up promptly when the end of the participa-
tion périod was in sight.

A survey of 25 randomly selected participants in work experience
positions suggested that most iiked their jobs and felt it was fair to t
asked to work. While the jobs generally required few skills -- anc
supervisors reportéd that participants aiready possessed most of thei --
both participants and their superviébié regarded their work as important
and necessary to the sponsoring agenmcy:  Supervisors also judged the
majority of women to be as productive as, or more productive than, regular
new employees. In cases where participants were initially judged deficient
in skills, they had, according to their supervisors, improved to the point
of adequacy by the time of thé survey interview.

The interim report did not address the content of education and train-
ing programs. Since these were operated by a wide variety of organizations

and agencies within éach community, it was not possible within the scope of

~18-
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The important point about these two components is the availability of these
services to the residents of a community who qualify for them. This meant
that a member of any research group, including controls, could take part in
these activities if they wished to enroll on their own. This issue is

discussed in greater detail in Chapters 3; 4 and 5.

VI.

Using a larger sampte and a longer follow-up, this report updates the
interim ESP participation patterns in all components and examines the
program's success in mandating job search participation. In addition, the
report explores two new process issues: the participation patterns of

important subgroups, with emphasis on upplicants and recipiénts; and
participation based on the proportion of people who remained eligible
throughout the period studied: This second analysis more précisely dépicts
the program's ability to reach the target population and judge progran

éecompiishménts.

The impact and benefit-cost analyses form the ma::r focus ¢f thic
report. Short- and longer-term empioyment and welfare e fects snd estie
mates of benefits and coSts over five years are presented i'¢: both e full

sample and an early portion of the full sample, as well as :or appii.ants

and recipients and other subgroups based on degree of disa:d antag: as
will be discussed in Chapter 2, the fact that the existiiz Wivsn .~ .- .y
caseload is part of the sample makes this study onme of part;..ular . ..

in MDRC's Demonstration of State Work/Welfare Initiatives.

The report is organizéd as follows: Chapter 2 d-scusses the pes. ~ch

~19=



design, sample and data sources: Chapter 3 presents participation
Chapter 5 discusses findings on the benefits of the program relative to its

costs.




CHAPTER 2

This chapter describes the research désign, theé research sampié and
the data sources used in the evaluation. The sample will récéive parti-
c4lar attention since the early segment represents the WIN-mandatory
casejoadl in Virgiiia, which makes up about one-third of the total AFDC

state «adeloasd. A3 such, the sample includes a broader range of theé
\ielfare populstion than is usually under study in the state empl oyment
programs in MDRC's Work/Welfare Demonstration:

ESP was désigned to involve most of the WIN-mandatory caseload in
program ééhvieés, especially job search: WIN-mandatory applicants approved
for welfare, WIN-mandatory recipients currently in the caséload, and
recipients newly determined WIN-mandatory (usually because their youngest
~hild had become schooi-ééé)aé Individuals excluded from theé research
samplé == not only all of the men but aiso several groups of women =- are
discussed in Section iV.

All of the local agencies designated their existing caseloads for

random :ssignment as quickly as possible. Applicants and newly determined

WIN-mandatory recipients were randomly assigned at a more or less even rate
throughout the sample intake period. Thus, the wajority of peoplé entering
the sample between August 1983 and March 1984 (over two-thirds) were on-

board recipients, including many who had been on weifare for some time. In
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contrast; most of the women enrolled betwéen April and September 1981 were

either new applicants or recipients recently de*srmined WIN-mandatory. &s

experience, and education and training services. The evaluation of this
model used an experimental design in which members of the research sample
were randomly assigned to one of two experimental groups -- both of which
Wwere to receive a certain sequence of ESP services == or to a control
group; whose members could receive other services but were not eligiblé for
ESP. However, enrollees assigned to any of the research groups == ineclud-
since thesé wére not operated by ESP but were available on a communi ty-wide
basis.

The inclusion of a control group in the research design was critical
in asséssing program effects since outcomes (i.e:, job placements,
departures from welfare) might not ail have been due to the program. Other
research has shown that a significant proportion of AFDC recipients find

jobs and leave welfare on their own in any given period.3 Thus, what
happened to the control group is an indication of what would have happened

to enrollees without any ESP services.} The difference in outcomes between



The research plan called for gathering data on membérs of all research
groups on a series of outcome measures: proportion employed, average
earnings, proportion receiving welfare benefits and average welfare
payments.  Program impacts were calculated as a set of ordinary léast
squares regression equations.® The tables in this report indicaté wWhether
program effects on employment, earnings and weifare were statistically
significant at thé 1, 5 or 10 percent level, with esch level indicating how
small the probability was that a given experimental-control difference
would have occurred by charce.

The two experimental groups formed to examine the effects of differ=
ent combinations of ESP Services were:

) The Job Search-Work Experience group; which received indiv-

dual or group job search, followed sometimes by unpaid Wcrk

experience in a government agency or not-for-profit organiza
tion:

'] IneWAll ESP Services group, which als» rec~civea individual or

group job search. This could be followeua by work experience
and/or referrdl to an approved education or training program,

includiug Adult Basic Education; preparation for the GED,
vocational education or JTPA-funded activities.

Comparison of thé outcomes of each of the two ESP service sequences with
members of the control group was expéctéd to reveal the effects of each
combination separately. The validity of the results would depend on
whether members of the two experimental groups received the different
service components in sufficient numbers.

As will be discussed in Chapter 3, participation ievels in the
different activities did not in fact differ to the degree expected; with
members of the Job Search-Work Experience group apparently enrolling in

education and training services on théir own. AS a result, the levels of
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involvement of the t'wo.gr'"o'iib§ were too similar to justify separate analysis
of thé two sequences. (Services to controls are discussed in Chapters 4
and 5.) This final analysis thus combined data for members of the Job
Search-Work Experience and the All ESP Services groups So that thé outcomes
of one pooled experimental group were compared to those of the entire
control group. (Nevertheless, to ascertain if participation and impacts
differed by expérimental group, the original analysis was carried out. Its
fiﬁ&iﬁgé are briefly dascribed wheén relevant in sections of Chapters 3, 4

and 5:)

I11.

Figure 2.1 tracés thé process through which the three research groups

entered the sample.

categories to be excluded from the research sample. (See Section IV:) The

workers explained that ESP registration was a ocondition of receiving
welfare, described the program and thé MDRC evaluation. Applicants then
signed a statement which affirmed their understanding of the program and
the requi 'oment. Only after this registration process was the applicant

considersd an ESP enrcllee.?

Random assignment to one of the research groups occurred during this

initial interview. Staff members called MDRC for a computer~gzaeraied

research code:.® 1Intake workers informed those assigned to one of the two

experimental groups that, as a condition of welfare approval, théy had to
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first participate in an ESP activity known as "applicant job search™: that

1s, they had to submit proof of contact with three employers during the
period between application and welfare determination: (Potential employers
had to sign Applicant Job Search forms:) Appiicants did not and, in fact,
could not participate in any of the regular ESP components until their
applications were apprcved.

local agenci.'s within 45 days. After the decision, the files of the
approved applicants assignéd to oné of the two experimental froups were
transferred to an Employment Sérvice Worker on ESP staff, who contacted the

enrollee for service assessment.

B:

Recipients whose status was about to change from WIN-voluntary to
WIN-mandatory were interviewed first by an eligibility officer in what is
known as a redetermination interview and, then, as in the case of ail other
ESP enrollees; by an Employment Services Worker for service assessment.

(NéWiy determined WIN-mandatory recipients could be randomly assigned
during either interview, with the eligibility officer making the decision:)
During the redetermination interview, récipiénts were registered with ESP,
signed a consent form and received an explanation of the program.

Members of the experimental groups learned moré about the ESP
componznts in their assessment interviews with the ESP Workers. Those
assigned to individual job search were given forms on which to record their
employer contacts, while those going to group job search wére told the date
of their first class. Experimentals not assigned to these activities were

placed in a pénding category.

e o

-26- 70



On=board WIN-mandatory recipients eiigit  for the sample included

women who had not as yet been registered and assessed by an ESP Worker, as
well as those who had been registered and assessed between January and
August 1983 (some of whom had already u..ticipated in individual or group
Jjob search since the program's incept.. . in January). Women in the first
~-oup wWere randomly assignéd during their assessment interviews, while
women in the second group went to a reassessment interview for random
assignment. As in the case of other experimentals, those assigned to an
experimental group were giv: . either individual joo scarc. cuploy>» contact
forms, scheduled for group job search; or placed in the ;. uding category.
D. ZThe Schedule of Randjom Assignment

Random assignment was scheduled to begin in August 1983 and continue
through September 1984. (See Table 2.1.) While the process proceeded
smoothly, the .éééﬁéy start-up dates differeu, as did their timing in
assigning their current WIN-mandatory caseloads. Most agencies began in
Septémber but two of the urban agencies, Fairfax and Chesapeake, waited
until October. And; while all of the agencies phasecd in the caseload in a
relatively short period of time, Newport News aszigned nearly 40 percent of
its caseload in tka first two months:9 In fact; almost 90 percent of all

randonly assigned at one of tbz three Newport News offices.

The pace of random assignment in the other offices accelerated between
October and December. Thirty-five percent of alil enrollees (1,118) were
assigned during these months, with five of the rural agencies, along with

Newport News, compléting this process for a majority of their individuals
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VIRGINIA

DISTRIBUTION OF THE RESEARCH SAMPLE, BY MONTH OF
RANDOM ASSIGNMENT AND WELFARE STATUS

(AUGUST 1883 - SEPTEMBER 1884 SAMKPLE])

~ Applicants Recipients Total
Cumulstive , Cunulative Cumuletive
Month Number  Parcent | Numbsr  Péercent | Number Percent
August 1883 22 1.7 158 8.4 181 5.7
September 46 5.3 150 16.3 186 11.8
October 124 14.9 322 33.3 446 25.8
November 122 24:4 2gs 48,3 407 38.8
December 89 32.1 166 57.0 265 47.0
Jenuary 1884 126 21.9 183 66.7 309 56.7
February 106 50:1 185 75.a 291 65.8
Merch 100 57.8 i07 BZ.1 207 72.3
April 89 65.3 101 87.3 200 78.6
May . 82 7257 04 81.8 178 84.1
June 85 78.3 47 83.3 132 88.3
July 83 86.6 45 96.7 138 82.6
August 102 84,5 2z £9.3 152 86.8
September 71 100.0 51 100.3 102 100.0
Totsl 1287 1887 3184
SOURCE: Tebulations from MDRC Client Information Sheets.



by the end of the year. By January 1984, 1,495 or 47 percent of the
research sample had been randomly assigined.
The process slowed down from then on. By the end of March, an

most of the existing caseload had been assignéd. From April through the
end of random assignment iu September, most peoplé entering the sample
(another 28 percent) were applicants and newly determined WiN-mandatory

recipients.

The research sample formed by random assighment contained 1,287
applicants and 1,897 recipients; a total of 3,184 people or about 54
percent of the WiN-mandatory caseload in the 11 urbsn and rural agencies
included in the ESP demonstration.

As noted previously, some portions of the welfare caséload were

expected to differ significantly from that of women: (Their numbers were
also so small that it seemed unlikely that this group couid be analyzed
separztely. ) Certain groups of women were excluded because they were
i.€., thosSe who had previously taken part in ESP work experience, education
or training programS; those who were already enrolled inm full-time educa-
tion and training programs; and WIN-mandatory recipients with children
younger than six.10 Volunteéers were excluded partly because their

demographic characteristics, background and motivation were expected to
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differ :rom those of the rest of the sample mémbérs. In addition, agency
staff did not want to deny them ESP serviceés through possible random
assignment to the control group.

for entry into ESP were excluded from the research sample and placed into a
non-research group during interviews by ESP Workers. Tablé A.1 describes
the reasons for their exclusion:!l Nez::r 60 percént were parents of

full-time education or training 5?6&?&55;‘ About 9 percent were volunteers.

The demographic profile in Table A.2 shows that the non-research group

téndéd‘to be younger and better educated than the research samplé, and that
on average its members had lower earnings during the year prior to random
assignment.

A, Charactéristics of the Full Sample

Random assignment succeeded in generating three research groups whose
members wéré Similar in background characteristics and life exp"er'i'en'c:'es;‘ié
(See Table A.3.) By definition, they were single female heads of house-
hold; with blacks predominating in aii groups. As shown in Table 2.3, the
average sample member was in her eariy thirties and had two children. Typi-
cally, she faced significant barriers to employment, having not completed
high school or worked during the previous year. She also had been on
welfare for mor€ than two years. (Tabie 2.3 also describes the demographic
characteristies of the sampié hy agéncy.)

B.

Research findings based on thé full Sample may mask significant varia-

tion. Separate analysis of important subgroups helps to determine whether



TABLE 2.2
VIRGINIA
 BAMPLE ENROLLMENT BY RESEARCH STATUS,

LOCAL AGENCY, AND PE<IOD OF RANDOM ASSISNMENT
(AUGUST 18B3-SEPTE!SER 1684 BAMALE)

— | — [ B I
o __Ressarch Ssmple Nor~Resesrch Semple
“Job B - B
S Gsercm . ___ __Not  Percent Not
Agency and Psriod ) - Work ALl ESP RendomLy Rendomt y
of Randon Assignment |Experisnce  Bervices = Controls Totel | Assigned  Assigned
August 1683 — March 1884 142 145 122 430 350 44.8
April = September 1884 & B4 B0 245 250 50.4
Total 224 230 222 676 600 47:0
228 23 - 23D 882 851 48:5
April - August 1884 €5 eo 58 183 148 44,7
Total. 283 283 ees 875 788 47,7
Hampton S o o o i
August 1883 — March 1884 113 18 113 344 326 487
April - September 1884 43 45 33 1383 156 54.0
Total 156 164 157 477 az 50.3
August 1683 ~ Merch 1884 118 13 1134 351 357 50:4
Akpril = September 1884 45 L] 43 130 204 61.1
Total 163 160 158 481 561 53.8
August 1883 - March 1884 161 164 180 a8 211 30.3
April = September 1884 64 65 61 180 78 25.4
_ Total 225 228 221 65 |  emo 30.1
August 1983 — March 1884 762 781 768 2302 1895 4.2
April - Beptember 1884 £8g 296 £87 a2 837 48,7
_ Total 1061 1077 1046 3184 | 2782 462

SOURCE: Tebulstions from MDAC CLient Information Sheets snd random s&&fgrment telephone

Logs.
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TABLE 2.3

VIREINIA

_BELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESEARCH BAMPLE
AT THE TINE_OF RANOON ASSIGKMENT, BY LOCAL AGENCY

(AUBUST 1083 - BEPTEMBER 1884 SANPLE)

Cheractsristic o ___ | Feirrex____ Mewport News Heapton Ches Totel
AFOC Ststus (%) o - o
Appticant 11-39 40:7 8.4 23.9 40.7
Reoipfent 47.8 58.3 80.6 76.1 568.3
Age I3} . - o o
Less Then 18 Yasre 0.9 2.8 1.8 2.5 2.8 R.0°.
18~-24 Yaers 5.8 11.8 2.7 6.0 531 6.8oee
86-34 Yesrs go.8 48.7 49:7 480 46.8 9.0
35-44 Yssre 8e.2 £8.6 5. 83.3 83.0 S1.8%e0
45 Yeers or Nors 1047 9.8 11.2 1.2 12.3 10.9
Averags Ags (Yeers) 23.9 22.6 24:5 23.0 34.0 23.geee
Ethatcity (5] o o - o
Non-Hispanic 4e.8 168.8 et .4 £29:6 54.2
Bleok, Ron-Hispenic 45.8 82.3 78.5 66.6 4E .6
Hispenic 3.9 0.5 1.3 0.2 0.0
Other 7.8 0.7 0.8 0.4 0.1
Dsgres Reosived (%) o o o - o
Mone  _ 52.9 83.9 47.9 57.7 86.8 56.3%%e
Genarsl Equivslancy o o . , L
___Degres " _8.0 837 10.5 8.8 6.5 R
High 8chaol Dfplome 38.1 40.1 41.8 82.7 g4.7 35 500
Aver Higheet Grede L e o o o
Completed 10:8 10.8 0.7 10.4 9.6 10,5000
Currantly in Bohool (%) 8.2 9.2 3.4 3.1 R 5.6000
Masritel Stetue (X] o o L S
Naver Nerriod 80.7 36,1 82.3 30.4 26.2 3i.qvee
Merrisd, Living - - , o o
. _With Bpoues 8:0 4.7 8.8 3.3 16.4 7.1000
Merrieds Mot Living - o o o I .
Wits Epouss 24.7 85.1 37.1 42:3 31.5 gg.70%¢
Oivorosd/Widowed 8.7 £%5,0 g7.0 24,0 28 .8 £26.1
L T 0.11 0.24 0s02 0.03 0.1a
8 to 12 Ys 1:00 0.02 1.08 1.02
13 to 18 Yssrs 0.85 0.70 0.78 D.71
Prior AFOC Dependency (X) o B o o o L.
Maver bH AFDC 16.0 BB B.B 9.2 15.8 ’ 12.99°%»
Tec Ysars or Lsass 31.3 27.8 20.5 35.0 B5.6 2B.1°°
Hore Then Teo Yesrs 52.7 BR.4 70:8 55.8 5B.E 80.8%%e
Aversgs Months on AFDC
During Tao Yesre Prior to oo ) o
12.9 15.2 15.7 12.4 13,6 14,3008
1.8 1.7 2.1 2.5 1.5 1,800
i;oéopo iiﬁﬁii ln ;Eﬁﬁoi
or Treining During Two
Yeare Prior to Rendos Lo - o o R
Assignmant 1.6 2.0 1.8 1.4 0.8 __ 1.5%00

{continuad)
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TABLE 2.8 [continusd]

o [ - - -- o __1 —

Chersctarfetic .| Fetrfax  MNewport Ness Hsspton Chesspssks Rurel Agenciss|  Tatal

Avarags Woaths Looking

for Work Ouring Teo Yasrs o _

Prior to Rendos Assignesnt 4.3 5.5 6.1 5.3 5.3 5.1°°

Held Job st Ay Ties

Ouring Four Quertors Prior o

to Aendos Assignesnct (3)° 48.1 2.4 83.1 31.9 27.9 86,7%°°

Heid Job Ouring Quarter

Prior to Rendos R L T

Asstgasent (%)° 83.7 7.4 24.3 20.9 19.4 25,8900

Aversge Esrnings Quring

Four Quarters Prior tg o o L I

Randoa Assfigasent ([§) 1772.37 1088.59 " 1003.84 867.265 028.43 1187 .68

i;;;;ii E;;;i;i; Durlnn

Quertstr Prior €0 A - o o o o _ .

Rendom Assignssnt (8] 508 .45 R72.83 289.04 216:72 23B.680 308,759

Held Job st Any Tiame in

Yo Yessras Prior to o 7 7 , o ,

Rendos Assignesnt (X} c0.8 - 47.7 58.8 4€ .6 406 50,2999
Dvurugu Hourly !-g- o o

Rete (8) 4.53 8.86 a.72 3455 _3.87%ee

Aversge Weskiy Hours 30.8 8.2 £8.3 6.6 81.8 26,.00%e
Ourstion of Job (Months)| 17.8 . 16.4 10.4 17 .6 17.9

Totel Sempla® @76 876 477 a8 __ 825 | 31ga

SOURCES  Celculstions fros NDRC CLisnt Informetic GShests snd Unsaployssnt Insurence esrnings records frow

the Comsonweslth of Virgints.

0 peroent beceuss of rounding.

NOTES:  Dtatributions esy not add sxsctly €o 100

777For quuutionl conclrning longuut job' semple sizes ars b---d on thu nu-bur of -'puriuuntuiu sho
reported s longest job on the CLient Inforsstiod Ghsst, Ous to wissing dete Tor ssiected charscteristics, thees

lssple sizes very oo fOollowai 423-424 tor Feirfexy 4352-441 for Newport NHewe; 262-266 for Hespton, 228-229 for
ihaesspeske and 203-205 for the Rurel Agenciss.

®For aslected characteristics; Samples 3izees mey vary up to 27 sseple points dus to siseing dests.

Diff-runc -croll -nunclll gr- ututiutleully llnnlflcunt uulng [ ] tuo-tullud t-tast u. chi-sgquere
isst st the follosing Levels: * = 1D percentj *® = 65 parcantj *** = 1 pgrcant,
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othérs. This section discusses the principal subgroups analyzed and the
reasons for selecting these groups.

1. Applicants and Hecipients.  Throughout the Ffollowing
applicants and recipients separately. The reasons for a separate focus on
thesé subgroups are threefold: First, applicants and recipients entered
the research sample in different proportions at different times throughout

a year=long Study period so that, depending on the time period examined,

their méasires of participation or outcomes could differ:. For instance, a
sample enrolled in thé éarly months of the program was analyzed to deter~
mine longer-térm program impacts, and this sampie was largely composed of
recipients from the existing caseload: Their behavior was quite différent
from that of thé later sample.

Second, prior research suggests that the lator market behavior of
tional backgroiinds, prior work history and the extent of their welfare
dependency. As seen in Table 2.4, over a quarter of the applicants had
never bsen on welfare, and thosé who had received it previousiy had stayed
on the rolls a shorter time than recipients. The proportion of applicants
who had held a Jjob during thé year prior to random assignment (57.2
percent) was more than twice as large as that of recipients (22.9 percent);
and applicant earnings during this period ($2,291.22) far exceeded the
recipient average ($406:41). Applicants also were more 1iikely than

recipients to have received a high school degree or its equivalent (50.9
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TABLE 2.4
VIAGINIA

AT THE TIME OF RANDOM AGSIGNMENT, BY WELFARE STATUS
tAUGUST 1883 - SEPTEMBER 1884 SAMPLE)

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESEARCH SAMPLE

Cherectaristic | Applicents |  Recipients.
Local Agency (%) - o
Fairfax 27.4 17.0%%e
Newport e7.7 27.4
Hamptaon 14.8 15.2
Cheaapsake 8.8 19.3%»
Rural Agencies 21.4 21.1
Avarage Ags (Yesrs) 33:0 34.00%s
Ethnicity (%) -
White, Non-Hispenic 41,7 26,80
Black, Non~Hispenic 55.0 70.1%%#
Hispenic 1.5 1:0
Other 0.2 031
Degres Recaived (%) -
None ! 45:1 61.2%%»
General Equivelency Diplome 8.4 8.0
High Bchool Diploms 42,5 30,8
Prior AFDC Dapandency [%) -
Never on AFDC 26.2 2.6%s
Tro Yeers or Lecs 31.6 25,7 %%
Mare Then Two Yeérs a2;3 71,788
Held Job et Any Time During Four
Quarters Prior go Rendonm -
Assignments (%) 57.2 22,8%*»
Avorage Earnings During #autrégiitifé
Pricr to Random Assignment (8§) L 2281.22 406.41%%*
Total Sampte®  f 1287 1887

SOURCE: Cslculetions frow MDAC Client Information Shaets and UL earnings

records the Commonwealth of Virginie.
ﬁﬁiEé: Oistributions mey not add éxactly to 100.0 percent becsuss of

;obndinﬁ.

tcontinuadl
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TABLE 2.4 (continued)

. tangth of AFDC depandency is aelf-reported. Béhéuéé of
iniccuruté anewers or recording errors, percentsges displayed hare only
upproxinata actoat length of prior AFDC recei pt.

Gatcutatad from Un.nploynant Insurance earnings records from the
Commonweal th of Virginia.

Fér aotacted charactaristics. iihpié sizes may vary up to 8
sanptc pointe due to miseing dete.

o Chi-squere téast inappropriste due to Low expected cell
fraquencies.

Diffétenc@@ b§7nsen lalfare ctetuees are steatisticelly

eipnificant using s two-t aiied t-test or chi-iquara test at the following

levels: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.
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percent versus 38.8 percent). Many applicants thus possessed at least
minimum job market credentials, and this spell of welfare might have been
only temporary support.!3

Third, the different enrollmént proceédures for applicants and recipi-

ents might have influenced participation levels. Applicants went through
two extra steps before their assessmént and assigrnment to an ESP component:
completion of applicant job search and grant approval. At each point,
particularly the second, some applicants left the program, about 32 percent
because their grants had not been approved. In contrast, most recipients
were randomly assigned during their assessment interviews -~ a point much
closer to ESP p:rticipation:

2. Earlier and Later Enrollees. Enrollees were also subdivided
into two groups depending on when they entered thé research sample. The
first group was the early sample -- those enrolled from August 1983 throughl
the end of March 19é&§ the second, those randomly assigned from April to

recipients and 58 percent of all applicants: (See Table 2:1.) In contrast,
applicants made up the majority of the group that entered after April 1,

1984. The early sample, with its large proportion of on- recipients,
not only représents the WIN-mandatory caseioad, but also is an important
source of information on longer-term impacts:. Follow-up for this group was
quarters, or one year, for the full sampie.

Analysis of the separaté samples, in addition, aliowed the examJ nation

of any impact differences that could have been caused by a change in



program operations or the labor market; both of which could affect the tyjpe
of enrollees entering the research sample: For example, in August 1983,
Virginia's unemployment rate was 5.2 percent and in September 1984, it was
4.4 percent. (See Table A.6.) The passage of new welfare regulations or
changes in how local agencies screened the welfare caseload also might have

influenced participation and outcomes.

cr ——Azency. Differences hetween local

different impacts. Virginia has a strong tradition of local autonomy,
which 1s reflecied in the rélatively high aeéféé of operational discretion
given the separate agencies. Staffs could adopt different cdministrative
procedures and vary the content of servicés withia broad guidelines; as
well as the requirements of each. The quality of the services could also
differ, in addition to staff attitudes and qualifications, and politiecal
and economic climate . (See Chapter 3 for a discusSion of prog-am
imptementation: )

As noted in Chapter 1, the 11 agencies in the demopstration inciudad
large cities; smali towns and rural areas. Table 2.3 shows that the
majority of enrollees in rural areas were white, whilé the fcour urban areas
enrolled primarily biacks (although racial composition did vary Gonsider-
ably in the urban agencies). Higher propori‘ions of urban than pural
enrollees had held a job during the year prior to andom assighment and had
ficant variation characterized the urban agencies): Since individuals from
urban areas constituted nearly four-fifths of the résearch sample, sample

charactéristics as a whole largely reflect their experiences.



The demand for labor in a region may influence the ability of ¥&lfar
recipients to find jobs. Table A.6 demonstrates that unenyloyment rates,
which provide a strong indicator of the demand for labor, differed consider-
ably among the 11 areas studied. Average unemployment rates ranged from a

Tow of 2.7 parcent in Fairfax County tc a high of &.3 percent in Grayson

In Virginia, welfare regulations determining the maximum amount of

welfare grants accordir. to family sizé variéd by region. Payment

standards were based on calculations of the cost of basic necessities i
local areas, reflecting an effort to equalize the living standards of
welfare recipients throughout the state. TLus, differences in the

availability and amount of welfare payments could influence decisions about

whether to apply for wel’ -e, remain on welfare or . seek employment:
Taole 2:5 show: ‘2 three levels of payme #tardards within the

state. &8s of July 1984, a family of three in Fairfax and Ha -‘on counties

counties in Group I and $245 in Group I. The variation among payment
standards was greater for smaller than for larger families.

y, Additional Subzroups. One of the purposes of eva.uatiag an
employment program targeted to hard-to-employ persons is to determine
whether the program did in fact benefit those who faced serious barriers to
employment. Chapter 4 will address this i88ué by examining program impacts
for subgroups who differed in characteristics that art usually used to
define level of employability: prior work experienceé, extent of previous

welfare dependency, educationai level and family size.
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TABLE 2.5
VIRGINIA

VAKIATIONS OF DOLLAR AMOUNTS FOR PAYHENTS STANDARDS,
BY FAMILY SIZE, AGENCY AND YEAR

PAYMENT STANDARD

. - ’é I _ i _ _ 24
Group I Group IIb Bl Group IILF,
Femily Size July 1880 July 1984 [July 1980  July 1984[July 18980  Juiy 1984
One Fsrson :jé 121 38 145 iéé ééé
Two 181 191 203 214 258 272
Thr?e ! 223 245 255 268 310 327
Four 7 ! 2y 296 305 .21 360 378
Ma ximum 333 a3z 381 ac2 453 _ a7g
SOURCE: Celcutations fram the Commonwaalth of Virginie Grant Etigibility
and Procedures Manuatl:
NOTES: Peyment Standsru is defined 8s the amount of benefits a family of a

certain gize woutd raeceive if the family has no aerned of unasrned income and
there are no regquired edjustments refiecting prior underpayments, overpayments, or

pro-retions {i:r example, if a fanily wes not eligible for the entire month);

a . . . - S . : o . . .
Gepup I congirts of Campbell, Carroll, Galax; Greyson; Hanry; arnd
Pittsylvexnic,

b - - - .. - R - o L S
Groap II consistd of Chesapeake, Martineville, and Newport News.

cG;Bﬁb III consists of Fairfax and Hampton.

-4o- |
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The three analyses in this report -- process; impact and benefit-crst
=~ used somewhat different research samples and followsup periods. The
process sample inciuded 3,184 people -- the full rcsearc: sample == who
were followed for nine montbs. 4n early part wi this sample was tracked
for six additional months; for a total of 15 months of data:

The impact sample in Chapter 4 consisted of 3,182 peoplé: i.e., the
full research sample except for two controls who did not have Social
Securi.y nhumbers. This sample was followed fo:r 12 months after random
asslgimunt. An additional six months of data were available for the early
Por  .r . the full sample, as discussed previously, for a total of 18
months in foliow-up to determi- longer-erm trends.

The benefit~cost study (Chapter 5) is aisc based on the full sample,
but makes use of ill availablé follow-up. For exampie, in the case of
earnings data; thé earliest enrollees have cata for sever quar: .rs

subsequent to the quarter of random assigmment, while the latest enrollees

coSts; certain calculations in the benefit-cost analvsis were performed on
randomly selected subsamplés from thé group of 2,810 experimentuis and
controls who entered the research sample between August 1983 and June 193k
Subsample sizes ranged from 111 individuals for determining the cost of the
work experience ccaponent to .,758 individuals for calculating the cest of

support services. A total of 2,446 experimentals and ocontrois wepre
involved in at least one subsample. All data gathered from the subsamples

were weighted according to the distribition of :xperimentals and controls,



as well as to thé distribu ion of appiicants and recipients, within each

agency.

snalyses of part.cipa‘ion, welfare and employment outcomes, as
well as benefits and costs, drew on a variety of data sources.

), designed by MDRC, constituted the

primary source of demographic data about thé research sample. Appiicants
answered the CIS questions during €éligibility interviews by intake workers,
and recipients also did so during assessments with ESP staff.

ZThe Virginia Client Information System (VACIS) maintained by ail but
one of the 11 agencies provided data used to .rack program activities and
monthly AFL: grants' untii the end of data collection in September 198¢
VACIS was modified for the evaluation to jnciude data on both assigrment - .
crogram activities and participation. However, since ESP? staf. tended to
report assignments more ancurately than participation, the decision was

Wt ~~' ail people assigned to an activity actually participate, quality
c ' checks revealed that assignment ratés were SoméWhat under-reported

in VACIS and therefore approximated quite closely the participation rates

reported in individual case files. Howevér, because Néwport News had very

the case files of those asaigned to the clubs to look for actual
participation:
A11 local agencies except Fairfax Count) untfr~g program tracking data

and AFDC Program records into the VACIS system. iairfax County submitted

TR
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AFDC data from its own system to MDRC.15 For tracking data in this agency,
experimental groups (183 of the 454 experimentals) and entered them into
the computerized analysis filé used for this report:16

contains

i R

data on earnings and UI benefits.'? MpRC collected data on earnings from &
year prior to random assigmment until the end of June 1985. Records of UI
senefits covered the period from January 1982 through August 1985.

For ali of the sources described above, Table 2.6 shows the iength of
follow-up data available for participation, .iFDC payments, earnings and I
benefits according to the period of random assigmment. Other ‘sources of

analvsis. To calculate costs; MDRC consulted fiscal records from iceai
agr~ncies; enrollment records from schools and community colleges, the
V2 - .nia JTPA information system, and statc 2. on thé administrative
costs o. trar:fer programs suth as -_Jicaid, Food étamps, AFDC and
Unemployment Insurarces

MDRC aiso conaucied interviews (between March 1984 and February 1985)
with a random subsample of 47 participants in work expériénceé and their 47
supervisors. The survey instrument was the same one used in other states
in MDRC's Demonstration of 5tate Work/Welfare Initiativ.s wheré the
programs included Structured work experience: Interviews with participants
lasted about 45 minutes and covered taeir understanding of the mandatory
charactsr of the program, their level of satisfactic: with the assignments,
théir assessment of the usefulness of the experience, and their judgment of

the equity of the work-for-benefits approach. Hour-long interviews with
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TABLE 2.6

VIRGINIA

LENGTH OF AVAILABLE FOLLOW-UP; BY
RANDOM ASSIGNMENT PERIDO AND DATA SQURCE

i Monthe ‘Zuarters] of Aveilabte Dsts On: }
Period of AFoC Program,  Querters Semple
Random Asaignment Payment s Trackiag Earnings® UI Banefits® Size
August-Septembar 1883 25 - 26 21 - a2 8 24 - 25 377
bczbbér—uécémbéf 1983 22 - 24 18 - 20 7 21 - 23 1118
Januarv-karch 1984 i8 - 24 15 - 17 6 18 - 20 BO7
April~June 1884 16 - 18 12 - 14 5 15 - 17 £08
July-Septembar 1084 13 - 15 9 - 11 4 12 - 1¢
Months (Quartérs) of
Aveilable Follow-Up 12 g 3 12 ‘J

NOT C: agbh UI Bene®ite and AFDC Peymants, month 1 is defined 86 the

mcnth 171 whi¢:: random assi ghment occurs.

PEsr Pragran Trackings mc.uth 1 begins oh tha day of randonm
éccigimant; month 2 begins 31 days Laters

C_ . ., .. _ R . . - A Lo - S - .
, , Earnings data is referred to in calaendar quarters; quarter 1 ,s
the querter in which rendom assignment occurs.

o ) dﬁbnthé of available follow—up refers to the maximum amount of
follow—up dete availabl~ for ell enrollees.
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supervisors provided information about productivity of - gz .clpauts,

the importance of the assigmmént to thé operation of the v.ris io. as well

as their assessment of the Employment Services Program and i-s -.aff.
Oualitative research sources also informed the analysis. MDRC

conlucted interviews with staté and local agency staffs, examined program
documents; and observed implementation of thé program during site visits:
For information about the background of ESP, MDRC interviewed state

buted to the development of ESP and also examined operating guidelines and

legislative documents.

Ciarification of the different ways in which AFDC payments and UI
earnings are recorded and the consequencis of these differences fop

program impacts in Chapter 4. As stated previously, AFDC payments are
reported monthly, but earnings are reported by calendar gquarters (for
example, January throagh March):  ihe month of random assigmmént could

therefore be any one within the three-month period, with the gGuarter of
random assignment sometizes inciuding up to two months of data prior to
sample eatry. Thus; the quarter of random assigmment throughout this
report 18 not a true follow-up quarter for employment and earnings impacts.

In contrast, since welfare data are reported monthly and aggregated into
first follow-up quarteér is a true impact quarter for wWelfare outcomes. As

a resuit of thésé reporting -differences, quarterly data for welfare and

—45.



employmsnt outcomes do not usually cover the same timeé periods.
Another issue is that, in some instances, the use of the UI data

System underestimates total earnings because of unréported earnings and
reporiing lags. UI earnings records do nct include off-the-books earnings,
or earnings for people who have moved or who work out of the state. In
addition, &i.loyeérs may not report carnings for some workers, particularly
domestic workers. Despite these issues; thore should not bé any major
biases since experimentals and controls should have been affected to the
sane extent.

Lastly, because of the typical lags in employers reporting wages to
the UI systsm, data for thé full sample were availablie through only four
quarters of follow-up, although a follow-up of six quarters Was possible

for the earliest sample members.

TN
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CHAPTER 3

I. Introduction

This chapter discusses the naturé of acti - «: in Virginia's
Employment Services Program and the extent to whi ’ ogram enrollees
Participated in them. As noted previouvsly, PSS had expected that most of
those eligible for the program would par::cipate in the mandated job search
cbhpbhént; in fact, the model called for job search participation not only
initially but also on an ongoing basis if enrollees were still unemployed

In contrast, the state model did rot mandate participation levels in
work experience; education or training, leaving that to the discretion of
the local agencies. DSS planners; nonetheless; anticipated substantial
participation in all ESP components; envisioning the program as one in
which enrollees would take part in a variety of employment-related
activities, with job search functioning as the touchstone as enrollees
compiétéd other components.

According to the design; en~ollees were to start with job search and,
if still unerployed after its comp.etion; progress to a second activity --
work sxperience, 'tr’ﬂih’ih’g or education,! Following the second activity,
component or another one. A% minimum; enrollees wer * to remain accive by
~eturaing to a job search 2ntivity every six months. Over time; they .ould

r-=gumally huild up new skills to market to employers as a result of
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participating in one or more post-job-search services.
The in’ciim report indicated that these broad objectives formulated at

the state '~ =1 were accepted by the local agencies and were at least

job searnh. Participation in other ESP components was more limited,
although the rates, particularly for work experience; varied widely by
agency.

This final analysis differs from the ‘nterim one iu several ways.
First, the interim report excmined the participation patterns of enrcllees
who were randomly assigned to two experimental groups (see Crapter 2)
during 'i:h'e early months of the study, from August 1963 through the end of
February 1984. In contrast, this analysis loolks at the program involvement
of the en'-r~¢ sample, thoSe randomly assigned t> the experimental groups
{rra Augusi 1¢83 through September 1984.

Second, the fuil sample has a longer follow-up than thz earliew one:
In the interim report, only six months of follow-up data Were svzilabie:
In this analysis, the full Sample was tracked for nine months after random
assignment, and a largé share -- 73 percent —- was followed for 15 months.
This longer follow-up is important given the pulti-component nature of the
ESP design and the. duration of some of its ac .vities, particularly
education and training.

This analysis is alSo more comprehensive. It not only ufda.es the
interim fiudings using the full sample, it looks separately at the
participation patterns of applicants and recipients, as well as oiher

subgroups; It also seeks to arswer new quésticns., After describing




cumalative participation patterns, the chaptér analyzes participation by
the ninth month sfter random assignment, taking welfare and employment
status into account. This new analysis reveals that many experimentals
could not be served by staff because they had leéft welfare or the program
shortly after entering it either because of employment or for other
reasons. Many of the nonparticipants had not been subject to the program's
participation requirement for very long:

The chapter is divided into several sections. Section IT ana’yzes the
cumulative participation patterns and also presents the mor< detziled

assessment of the program's success in reaching its targets® caseload,

discussed above. The next section describes the activitie. in which
enrollees took p--t  Section IV iooks at the participation i important
subgroups within ths target population, while the fifth examines participa-

tion patterns over .'ne.

Thé questiois add:.sied in this sect’<n are the most basic:

® What oroportion of the full sample of enrollees
participated in ESP?

How did participation patterns vary by component?

© Wi.t proportion of applicants and recipients ever
participated in ESP and its components?

An ESP enrollee's experience with the program began in an in-depth

assessment inteérviéw with an ESP Worker:2 Appiicants were only assigned to
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approved. As Chaptér 1 explained, these individuals had to first take part
in an Applicant Job Séarch, which required them to show proof of three
contacts with potentiai employers as a condition of grant approval.

The purposé of thé asséssmént interview was to determine the
enrollee's strengths and weaknessés and what, if any, barriers she might
have to participation and, hence, employment. Test® u:.3lly were not
administered during this interview.3 The ES = ker 'sed his or her own

Job search activity or to an inactive status.

Two points are important in the following discussion of overall
participation rates. First; the overall volume of program activity was
larger than that sugzested by observation of the experimental sample.
Members of the non-research group (see Chapter 2) were eiigibie for

services, ar. some were assigned to components.
Second; overall rates mask the variation in participation rates among
the 11 agencies in the study. In general, the variztion was greatest in

of transportation and the remote residences of many recipients were fant~r:
to be considered before making every assigmnmen.. Tile two most
reasons for agency variation, howevs», were ones cormon to all age..z .

staff attitudes toward the value of work experience as part of an employ-
abllity development strategy, and the degree of emphasis on implementing a
cohesive assignment policy. Appendix D presents more information on agency

pérformance and the fa:tors that influenced patterns of local ESP activity.



. ~cgéarch group and local agency.) In this analysis, assignment rates serve
&s a proxy for participation; which is therefore defined as "being assigned

to a given activity." As seen in the table, 80 percent of enroliecs were

initially assessed or reassessed in interviews with an ESP Worker within
nine months of random assignment. The majority -- 58 percent -- were
assigned to an ESP component within thiz period. There were no significant
¢..ferences between the two eéxpérimental groups in the degree to which they
were assessed or participated in ESP.

As intended in the model, enrollees first participated in job search,
“he only mandatory component for all enrollees: Somewhat risre than half
participated -- 40 percent in individual job search and 15 percent in a
group activify.n Again, there were nv differences between the rates for
the two research groups.

Enrollees wére 1éss active in the post-job-search activities; as
indicated earlier. Appendix Table C.2 shows that together, only 20 percent
of all enrollees entered work éxpériénce, education or training; either as
the only activity after random assigriment or following participation in job
search;  Component by componént, Tablé 3.1 shows that approximately 10
percent participated in work experiénce, and a similar proportion, about 12
essigned to education as to training. (On average, thosé assigned to work
experience participated for 194 hours.) The table also reveals that when
the two research groups are compared, the research design did, to some

extent, affect the allocation of services. Members cf the all ESP Services

e)
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TABLE 3.1

VIRGINIA

ALL AFDC: NINE-MONTH PERFURMANCE INDICATDRS FOR EXPERIMENTALS,

BY RESEARCH GROUP

(AUGUST 1983 - 5. >TEMBER 1984 SAMPLE)

— 1 |

e ~ Job Search- ALl ESP
Performance Indicator _ |work Experisnce ~ _Bervices Totel
e ...__®8 S . o
Asesssed B0 .6 7B8.8 78.7
Ever Active 58.2 57.3 58.3
Perticipated in Job Seerch 51:8 50.3 51.0
Individuat 9997§aarch 40.7 40.1 40.4
Group Job Seerch o L S
Activitiss 14.1 15.3 14.7
Perticipeted in Work o o
Experience 13.5 5.5 g,5%es

Perticipated in Treining

or Educetion 8:1 14.1 11,549
Treining 8.5 5.0 3.3
Education 5.7 8.1 7.4%%x

DéFSEiEEBEéH ¢ 38:8 45.8 42.3%%
Due to Sanctioning 3.8 3.8 3.8

~ d o o L

Placement Rete - 13.8 14:.4 13

Total Number of - - -

Experimentals 1061 1077 o 2138

SDURCE: Cslculations from tha Virginia Automsted Client Informetion System

snd from program ectivity dates cottected from cesa file racords of e random

subsample of experimentels in Feirfax County.
NOTES: Performence indicaetors ere defined es ever assigned to a perticular

component OF Etatus;

{continoea)
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TABLE 3:1 (continoed)

Performence indicators ars calcultatad a5 & percentage of tha totel
persons in the indicatad research. group 1n alt egencies but Fairfax. In Fairfax

County, performance indicators urgigltcutited @ae 8 porcantage ‘of 8 random

subeample of 183 experimentelts whose case filee were reviewed. The reeults from
Fairfex County are yeighted to equal the total number of Fairfax experimantals

in the reseerch eample, .
@ . .-

racipiente 8e contsct with an Employmant Services Worker affar random

assignment. For thoea recipisnts who ware WIN- -aﬂdutlry before tha start of the
research, assecement is8 defined se reassessment at the point of random

aecsignmant.

Deregistration ie defined es being deregistared accord1ng to ESP
program recorde or fesiling to receiva AFDC paymants at any tims dUring the nins
months following random ass8ignment,

“Senctioning ratee are definad as referral For 6anctions.

Program placement information 1& based on employnant that is reported

to program staff,. Program placement date will not be used to measure 1mpaéts;

) A chi-square teet wes appliad to differencgs between reseﬁrch groups.,
Stetistical efignificence Levels ere indiceted es: * = 10 percan.- ** = 5
percant; sex = 9 percant.
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Experience group participated in education and training (14.1 percent
versus 9.1 percent) should not obscure the magnitude of the Job Search/Work
Experience sample enrolled in these programs. Some may have been referred
to these services by ESP staff; but most probably took part on their own.
This last factor highlights an important point about the ESP model.
tunities® be availabie to enrollees, funding constraints dictated that
local programs rely on existing programs elsewhere in the community, which
were available to all l;'e'sident'si who qualified for them. Hence, many of
those assigned not only to the Job Search/Work Experience group but also to
the control group took advantage of these services on their own, as is
discussed in Chapter &, Although control participation had serious

research 1implications, as explained in Chapter 4, the participation of

agencies to use these sServices in making referrals. However, the
similarity of the experimental-control rates suggests that ESP, on the
whole, was unable to significantly increase the receipt of such services by
expérimentals beyond that which they would have found on their own.
Overall, 42 percert of all enrollees were doregistered from the pro-
gram by the ninth month after random assignment; the rate was significantly

higheér for thé Ail ESP Services group:. Only a small proportion (4 percent)



Wwere referred for sanctioning because they were not it compliance with the

program's requirements;> There were no differences between the éiié

Placement rates, as presented in the tablés in this chapter, are
frequently used by employment programs to measure Success. However, these
rates refiect only employment reported to program staff and recorded in the
DSS client information system. The rates presented in Chapter 4, based on
Unemployment Insurance records; are a more reliable source of employment
data.

An assessment of these performance measures led to an important
decision in the ESP evaluation: It was clear from the service receipt of
the two experimental groups that the treatment of the two groups was quite
similar and that any differences were not sufficient to justify analyzing
the treatment groups éébéiéf:éii; Data for the two experimental groups were
thus subsequentiy pooled: The rest of the participation analysis, as well
as the 1impact and benefit-cost analyses; will use data from the two
experimental groups combined:

B. Participation Patterns of Applicants and Recipient

Chapter 2 indicated that applicants and recipients had different
demographic characteristics;, as weil as different backgrounds in prior
employment and welfare receipt. Table 3.2 shows that the two groups also

had very differént participation patterns: In general, far fewer appli-
cants participatéd in the ESP components than recipients, but significantiy
more applicants were deregistered from, or ieft; the program (54.8 percent
compared to 34.0 percent).

By program activity, 60.2 percent of recipients took part in some job



TABLE 3.2

VIRGINIA
ALL AFDC: NINE-MONTH PERFURMANCE INDICATORS FOR EXPERIMENTALS;
, BY WELFARE STATUS
[AUGUST 1883 - SEPTEMBER 1884 SAMPLE]

— - B 1 —
Parformance Indicator Applicente Recipients {1 Total
Aeseagad’ 62.8 81.0 79.7%%
Ever Active a1.7 68:4 58:3%%
Paerticipatad in Job Saarch 37.2 60.2 51.0%%s
Individusl Job Seerch 29.8 47 .4 a0.48%
Group Job Saarch ) o
Activities 8.8 18.0 14.7%%x
Perticipated in Work o -
Experiance 3.2 13.6 §,5%%%
Participated in Treining
or Education 8.8 13.5 11.6%%=
Treining 3.1 5.0 4a:3%*
Education 5.7 8.6 7.4
Deregisterad’ . 54.8 34.0 42,38
Due to Senctioning 3.4 4.1 3:¢e
Placement Raca® - 8.8 17.7 14,905
lotat Number of -
Exporimental s o 857 1281 2138

SOURCE: Calculations from tha Virginie Autometad Clisnt Information Systen
and from program ectivity dete collected from cease file records of & rendom
svbeample of experimentels in Fairfex County,

Vﬁﬁfﬁéir Péifﬁrﬂiénca irdicators are defined e evar assigned to e particuler
component or stetue.

(continued]
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TABLE 3.2 [continuad)

persons in the indiceted research group in sll agencies but Feirfexe In Feirfax
County, performence indicetors are catculeted a6 & parcentege of a random
eubcemple of 183 oxperimentels whose case filec ware reviewed. Tha results From
Fairfex County ere weighted to equel the totsl numbar of Fairfax axperimentets
in the reseerch sampla.
Experimentets are comprised of both Job Seerch=Work Experiance and

ALl ESP Barvices resaarch groups:

o ®Acessement is dafined for epplicents &nd redatsrminad WIN-mandatory
reécipients es contact with en Employment Bervices Worker &fter random
asesignment. For those recipients who were WIN-mendatory before the stert of the
research, eccesement i8 defined ec reessessment et the point of rendom
assignment.

bDéiEﬁistiétibﬁ ie defined e being deragistered according to ESP
progrem records or feiling to receive AFDC peymants at any tima during the nine
monthe following random essignment:

€ il o -

Senctioning retes are dafined es referral for eanctions.
YProgram placement irformetion is besed on employment thet i&
reported to progrem steff. Progrem plecement dats will not be used to mescure
impacts.

A chi-squere test was applied to differances between welfare
Etatusas. Stetisticel significence Levels are indiceted as: * = 10 parcant; *%*
= 5 percent; *** = 1 pgrcent.
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search activity compared to 37:2 percent of appiicants: (Aimost twice the

search compared to applicants.) In work experience; reciplents predominat-
ed, with a 13.6 percent 1&vel compared to just 3:2 percent of appiicants:
percent of recipients participated compared to 8.8 percent of the
appticants.

These participation patterns, as well as the higher applicant
aéiégiééiééiaﬁé; are explained in part by program regulations specifying
that appiicants could not participate in ESP services until their requests
for aid had been approved. In fact; as discussed in Chapter 2, almost one-
third of the appiicant experimentals had not received any welfare payments
within a year after random assignment. In this analysis, these individuals
were recorded as having been Pderegistered:® However; Appendix Table C.3
indicates that, even when participation rates were caloculated on a base
excluding those who were not assessed -- e.g.,; applicants whose grants were
not approved wore not referred for assessment —- applicants still had lower
participation rates than recipients.

c. participation and Continuin igibilit

Thus far in this éhapter; participation has been defined as the per-

centage of enrollees who were ever assigned to a given activity; that is,
those who "ever particifated™ during nine months. Several problems are
inherent in this definition. For one; this weasurement makes no distinc=
tion between those who participated for a day and those who participated

for a much ionger period, and therefore gives no indication of the duration

or intensity of participation:



A second problem 1is that these rates may understate the program's
achievements. W"EVer participated® rates take a static view of participa=
tion, suggesting that all people remained eligible throughout the study
period, but that many somehow avoided program participation: Actually, a
fairly large number of enrollees oniy remained in the program for a short
period of timé, léaving welfare or being deregistered from the program for
a number of reasons (i.e., remarriage, the birth of a child, more than 30

caseload 1s more evident. Figure 3.1 shows that by the ninth month after
random asstgnment; only 6.5 percent of the applicants and 11.4 percent of
the recipients had remained enrolled throughout the study period, but had
failed to participate and did not have jobs. This is the group that the
program failed to reach. To state it another way, 93.5 percent of the

requirement; either by participating or findink employment, or had been
deregistered because they had left the program or were no longer eligible

for welfare. (See Appendix Table C.4 for additional data o7 enrolleées’
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FIGURE 3.1
o VIRGINIA 7 ]
- AFDC 'APPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS: PROGRAM.
EMPLOYMENT, AND WELFARE STATUS IN THE NINTE
MONTH AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT
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On Welfare
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e
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o
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AFDC RECIPIENTS

SO0UREE: See Table €:4:
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participation, employment and weifare status at the ninth month after

random assignment.)

failed to participate in job search: #s seen in Chapter 2, the recipient
group exhibited greater prior welfare dependency; staff may have found them
harder to work with.  While T4 percent of all applicants had also
previously received welfare, on the whole they were more likely than the

reciplents to have had recént employment. The important point is that,
among both applicants and récipiénts, the proportions of both groups who

had not participated or workéd wére very small, indicating that ESP had

succeeded in implementing thé job Seéarch participation requirement:

It should be noted that, in addition to the initiai Jjob search
requirement, enrollees were expected to return to that activity as long as

they were unemployed and still registered with the program: Unfortunately;

the data do not exist to determineé if this ongoing job search requirement
was in fact satisfied, as was the initial one; discussed above. Long-term
follow-up data cover only a portion of thé necessary sample, znd some of
the sample members were not continucusly subjéct to this requirement
because they had left the program or welfars. However, the avaiiable data
show that at least 25 percent of thé éxperiméntal sample participated two
or more times in job search within an 18=month follow=up period;6 so it is
clear that a reasonable level of ongoing participation in job search was

taking piace.
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III. D egcfi Qii[:ﬁ of ESP Services

agencies discretion, within broad guidelines, to determine somé of the
content and requirements of aii components, including job search. Appendix
offered, as well as the different requirements. Group activities, as well
as individual search, were offered in some form in ail of the urban
agencies and, for a period of ohe year; on a rotating basis in three rural
agencies.

two=week workshop,! in which participants were heiped to identify their

assets and skills, to undérstand the basic quaiities that employers seek in
employees, and to develop appropriate employment goals. Under the guldance

enrollees learned how to approach employers and to set up interviews; and

how to present themselves positively during these appointments. Teiephone
covered by the evaluation, télephonés were not available; or their use was
timited, in some agencies. Not all participants therefore could cail
employers under staff supervision, a common feature of job search
workshops,

Individval job search, ir contrast, was not as étﬁﬁétﬁﬁéd.s Enroilees
were required to make a specific number of personal contacts with potential
employers and record the results on a form provided by the agency. ESP

staff prepared enrollees for their search during the assessment interview



in which they received their assignments. In most instances, there was no
further contact with the enrollees until the reassessment interview after
the search had been completed: Given the limited timé of the interviews,
many aspects of job-hunting could not be discussed, and staff success in
the person:. In some rural agencies; this was possible and proved helpful,
but, as a rule; enrollees in this component recéived far less assistance
than those participating in group services.

B. Work Experience

This ESP component was structured in part to conform to the OBRA CWEP
régulations; work hours were calcuiated by dividing the welfare grant by
the minimum wagé. In contrast to what OBRA allowed, however, assignments
to public or private nonprofit agencies were not ongoing, but limited to 13
weeks, although the state model specified that enroliees could be
reassigned to the activity. In Ffact, 23.7 percent of those assigned to
work experience (66 people out of 578) were assigned more than once.

In Virginia, as in five other states in the MDRC Work/Welfare
Demonstration offering structured work expericnce, a survey was conducted
with a random sample of work experience participants and their supervisors.
The total number in Virginia was 47 of each: While a preliminary analysis
of the first 25 worksite interviews was presented In the interim report,
this report éxamines responses from the total sample: In general, the
sample.

First, most participants (38 of the 47 interviewed) believed that the

work requirement was fair; more than half said they felt better aubout

. 63~ o
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receiving welfare now that they were working for it. Second, the jobs, for
many reasons, were not seen as "make-work." Almost all partieipants liked
them; with most beiieving that they had learned something by doing their
work. Almost 80 percent of both the participants and supervisors said that
their work was necessary to the agency, and all expressed the opinion that

the work was important.

C.

With one exception, local agencies did not have sufficient funds to
operate training or education programs themselves.9 Generally, as
recommended in the program design, they referred enrollees who needed and
were interested in such activities to community resources. These inciuded
community colleges, the public school system; training programs run by JTPA
service providers, and privately operated training facilities: Interviews
with Staff suggest that Adult Basic Education classes and short-term skiils
training programs offering clerical and health-care instruction were

popular with enrollees.

services, especially ones that interested enrollees. Initially, the state
had intended that local agencies would develop new referral relationships

with the appropriate schools, institutions and JTPA-funded programs. It



was hoped that a wide choice of activities would encourage ESP enrollees to
participate.

ESP staff in all agencies had iittie difficulty in making arrangements
for Adult Basic Education classes; GED preparation courses and vocational
chools and community colleges. They had established working relationships
with these service providers and had come to understand the entry
requirements. They also knew the specific people to whom enrollees should
be referred for help in registering for classes and, if necessary,
obtaining financial assistance for tuition payments.

For a number of reasons, working relationships were slower to develop
with personnel in the JTPA Service Delivery Areas (SDA) and the service

providers themselves, although staff in all agencies reported having made

primarily in the area of timely communication. Information was needed on
such issues as what courses were offered; how referrals were to be made,
and how enrollees' progress should be monitored after referral. While JTPA
service providers frequently expected ESP Workers to be involvad in

did not receive data about attendance quickly enough. Enrollees sometimes
established patterns that resulted in termination before the ESP Worker was
aware that a problem existed.

It is worth noting that JTPA replaced the Comprehensive Employment and
Training Act (CETA) system as the major publicly-funded employment and

training program for the disadvantaged at about the same time as ESP



replaced the WIN Program in Virginta: Therefore, both ESP and JTPA staff
were facing pressure and difficuities in implementing their new programs.

working relationships were not always in place during the period covered by

this evaluation.

and the principal subsamples of applicants and recipients. This section

looks at the patterns for important subgroups within both the fuli sampie
and the applicant and recipient Subgroups to see if some segments of the
targeted population participated at higher rates than others: Analysis of
these data, together with qualitative data from staff interviews, suggest
how registrants were assigried to RSP components.

A. Particij

Data on the urban and rural areas presented in Chapter 1 laid the
foundation for the discussion in this chapter of the possible influence of
environmental factors in shaping the delivéry of program services; parti-

cularly in the ruvical areas. Several such factors might affect participa-

tion levels: First, as noted previously, public transportation was non-
existent in the rural areas (and sometimes limited in the urban regions)
and the population was widely dispersed. Second, only somé of the rural
agencies were able to offer group job search services, and then only for

part of the period covered by the study. Third, community resources for

education arnd trajuing were in more limited supply in the rural areas than

-66~

110



urban areas, and worksites were not always in locations that enrollées
could conveniently reach.

Table 3:3 reveals that, as expected, applicants and recipients in
these different environments exhibited different participation patterns,

although not always the ones anticipated: The envirommental problems noted

== showing clear urban/rural differences in education and past employment

=- had suggested that urban participation levels might be higher than rural

ones. 1In contrast, Table 3.3 points out that rural women were often more
active than their urban counterparts.

Both applicants and recipients participated in individual job search
at significantly higher rates in the rural areas, but participation in

group services did not always exist: The higher overall rural rates in job

search activities (61 percent) compared to urban areas (48 percent) is the
most notable and somewhat surprising finding.

Work experience rates exhibited a different trend, although the

applicant rates were not as much different as iow in both urban and rurail

2.5 percent), ani they were just as 1ikely to have taken part in an
education program (6.4 versus 5.5 percent, respectively). As was the case

for the applicants, more recipients in the rural versus urban areas took

;5?: o
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VIRGINIA

 BY WELFARE STATUS 20D AREA
|AUGUST 1983 - SEPTEIBER 1984 SHALE|

ALL A0 NINE-KONTH PEGFORBANCE NDLCATORS OF EXPEALIENTALS

Parfarmance Lidicator
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28.9
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1.0
69,44e¢
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34,00
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1

5
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4.3
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Total Nmber of Exparinentale

669
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266
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1684
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SOURCE AND NOTES:  See Table 3.2;




part in training activities;, again despite the 1limited supply and

transportation constraints: #4s discussed in Appendix D, staff in three of
the rural ogencies were particularly successful in obtaining training
assignment: for their enroliees. In one instance, the ESP Worker had a
longstanding working relationship with the local JTPA service provider; in
anothér, the Worker was a member of the Private Industry Council. It
should be noted, however, that such relationships were rare, and that
forging new linkages with JTPA training providers took considerable time --
time staff needed to implement other components for which they bore direct
responsibility.

contrast to applicants, recipients in the urban areas were almost twice as
likely to have participated in educational programs than rural recipients
(9.5 versus 5.3 parcent). Several factors in the urban environments may
have influénced these levels -- enrollees there appeared to want to attend
school, particularly community colleges; Adult Basic Education, GED and
community college courses were avaiilable in a great many locations; and
enrollees (at least according to staff perccptions) seemed to realize the

néed for a better education in a» urban economys

é.
subgroups within the éppiiééﬁt and recipient categories. The genera
pattern that emérges, at l1east for job search; showed that the potentially
more difficult-to-employ among both groups -- those with the largest
familiés, oldeér wcmen, those with greater prior weifare dependency and with

little reécént employmént =-- were active in ESP to the same or to a

=69= i
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TAL: 34

VIRGINTA

AP LTS, NN FEARRHICE LIS

FOR SELECTED GURGRQUPS OF EXPERTMENTALS
[AUGUST 1983 - SEPTEMBER 1984 SAMPLE)

Fotfomance Indicator

Niber of Children

High
Diplon

i |
Employed in Year|
Prior to Rgndom
Assi grmant

School
8 or GED

oy
AFDC History

g

s

Two or Fore

Threa

Yos Mo Yeg
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or tess 2 Years
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than 30

30 or
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g
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i s b
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|
Duraglsterrgq;m -
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TABLE 3.4 [continuad)

SWAE:  Calcilations Prm WAL Chisnt Information Shestey the Virginta Autmatad CLient Infarmstion System and fron progrn
activity data collected fron cash filo ecords of o randon subsample of experimentate in Fai rfax Cotity,

- Fefumees fdfetirsaro lciliad a8 & parcarape of e abl g 1o 5 fihcotad e grous 7 ol
agencies but FaiMax, In Fairfox County, perfomence indicatc). are calculated as percentags of & randon subsanple of 163
experirantale whom caee F1Ls were raviewad, The results frow Faf fax Comty Bre welghted to aqual the totel mister of Foirfin
expsrimantals in tha research samp.e,
Esgardntals a6 conpei i of both b Saarch-Nork Expatience and ALL 57 Seivicis arch groie
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Deiegi ration 15 datinad o befng daregistered according to ESP progran records or falting to recaive AFDC payments
ot any ties during the nioe months fol Loving rendom sss! poments
"Sanctiontng rates ora efined a6 rofarral for sanctione,
enploynent that 15 reported to progren steff, Prgran placsmant data il

v e fawation s fowd o0
not be usad to measure impacts,

A chiaquare test was applied tu difforencen botween cubgroups. Statistical elgnificanca Levels are indicated ag

10 parcant; ** = 5 pacent; *** = 1 1 srcant,
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TALE 3:5

VIRGINIA

. PN s PR
FOR SELECTED SUBGRRIPS OF EXPERTIENTALS

(AUGUST 1983 - SEPTEMBER 1984 SARPLE)

Performence Incicator
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significantly greater extent than the more employuble subgroups.

Aiong applicants (see Tabie 3.4), there was a clear tendency for women
with charactéristics that appeared to be barriers to employment to have
sarticipated in job search at Jeast as much as; if not more than, those who
appeared more employable. There were no differences among applicant
subgroups in measures of participation in work experience, but the picture
subgroups with thé greater barriers to employment had simiiar or lower
participation levels thau the mors employzble ones, except for the
applicant group who had been dependent on welfare for two years or more in
the past. These women were significantly more likely to participate in
training than women with 1éss prior welfare history.

Participation among recipient subgroups (as seen in Table 3.5)
followed the general applicant pattern: the less employable recipients
were more likely than, or as likely as, the more employable groups to be
active in job search, but as was the case for applicants, this pattern was
less evident for work experience and education and training. In

were 30 years or older were significantly less likely to be enrolled in
education or training programs than thoseé who had completed high school:
While these overall patterns suggest that staff tried to encourage the
subgroups that potentially faced greater barriérs to participate in program
activities as much as the more employable groups, Tables 3.4 and 3.5 show
that they were most successful in job search. This 1s not surprising

because ESP staff as a whole were convinced that job search was an

appropriate mandatory activity for almost all people on welfare.



Staff had mixed views, however, about encouraging the most hard-to-
employ groups to take part in education and training, believing that many
had not yet built up the confidence to handle thesé activitiss. In
addition, some enrollees lacked the educational or skills backgrounds to
some of these enrollees simply could not méet the requirement of the
services to which they were referred. The more disadvantaged groups 21so

Wwere more likely to fail to foilow through on the referrals by ESP staff.

Figure 3.2 sShows the cumulative participation rate for all ESP
enrollees, as well as the rates for enrollees randomly assigned in the

early and later months of the year-long sample enrollment period.
(Information on the participation patterns of early and later applicant and
recipient subgroups is presented in Table 3.6.) As seen in the figure,
women randomly assigned through March 1984 were tracked for a 15-month
follow-up perjod, while the group entering the sample from April through
September 1984 had at least nine months of follow-up:

TWo conclusions émerge from Figure 3.2 and Table 3.6: First, for the

through the ninth month after random assignment. This is because staff
initially deferred some enrollees from job search but reassessed them
periodically; as their situations changed, the enroliees were often
assigned to the components to begin their search.

The othér notable finding is the somewhat lower participation level of

the later group of experimentals, perhaps caused by the different

=TY=
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FIGURE 3.2
| S VeI |
ALL AFDC: CLNULATIVE PARTICIPATION RATES FOR
EXPERINENTALS, BY PERIOD OF RANDOM ASSIGHHENT

(AUGUST 1983 = SEPTEMBER 1984 SAMPLE)
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collected from casc fite records of 4 randon subsanple of expérinntals in Faixfak County. o
174




—of—

TABLE 3,8
VIRGINIA
ALL AFDG: NINE-HONTH _?;ﬁFdM@;__;Np;tmﬁg_Fdi‘tk?tﬁihémé
BY PERIOD OF RANDOW ASSIGNMENT
(AUGUST 1883-SEPTEMBER 1984 SAMPLE]

Applicents ' Racipients

April- April-
) August 1983=  September August 1983~ Septembar
Perfarmance Indicator Harch 1984 1884 Totsl March 1984 1980 Total

TN 52,1 53,8 52,8 91,4 89,5 8.0
BV BGtiis 0.9 1.8 M. 70,4 64,7 63,4

Participatad in Jab o o o o o o
Search 3. 9,9 - 3. 61,6 53,5 60,2
Indfvidual dob Search 28:9 ;3 20.9 48;5 42:6 4734
Group Job Search Activities 8.6 1.5 9,8 18,7 5.0 18.0
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Exparience 3.8 2,3 3.2 14,4 1.3 13.8

Participated in Training o B o i
or Education 10.7 6.0 B.gse 12,3 §
Traf afng 3.1 3.2 .| 8 3.
Education 7.6 2.9 ALL 9.1 8,

Deregistered . §5.5 53,8 54.8 33,6 35,7 34,0
Dus to Sanctioning 4.2 2.3 3.4 4.4 2.8 4,1

T o o - o :
Plecement Rate 8_;_@_ 8.7 8.8 BRLE 14,1 I

Totsl Numbor of _
Experinantale | 11 3% B7 | 1085 226 1281

©  SOURCE AND HOTES: See Table 3.2,
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composition of the two samples. As notnd in Chapter 2, the agencies had
randomly assigned their existing recipient caseloads by the erd of March
1984. Recipients randomly assigned after that timé Were thoSé who had just
had become school-age. Thus, the earlier group of womén -- a group
containing primarily the existing WIN-mandatory caseload but also a mix of
other eligibles -- may be in fact more typical of the enrollee pool in an
ongoing program than the later sample dominated by applicants and the newly
determined mandatory recipients: The two groups had many different
background and demographic characteristics -- differences that could have
influenced their participation levels.

To determine if the behavior of applicants or recipients unduly
influenced these overaii rates, the data in Table 3.6 were compiled to
analyze their separate performance indicators in the early and later
periods during a uniform nine-month follow-up period: As seen in this
table, the applicants randomly assigned after March 1984 were as likely as
the earlier group to participate in job search and work experience,
although less likely to take part in education or training programs. 1In
contrast; the later recipients were less 1likely than the early recipient
Thus, the later recipients' performance largely accounts for the overall

lower éctivity levels of the later group.



CHAPTER 4

I. Introduction

T™Wwo questions are basic to answer in determining the effects of any
program. First; what happened to those enrolled in the program? In other
words, given the outcomes of interest -- in this case, employment and

welfare -- what were the average outcomes among enrollees? Second, what

would have happened to the enrollees if the program had not existed? The

first question is answered by examining the behavior of all program

ZEnﬁOIiéés, or the experimental group. The second is answered by following
the behavior of a control group, which is similar in background and demogra-
phic characteristics to the experimental group but not eligible for program
services. The éfféété, or impacts, are the differences between the average
outcomés for the two groups.

This chapter presents the results of the experimental design imple-
merted to evaluate the Virginia Employment Services Program. Chapter 2
random to either the experimental or control group. Data were collected
that measured the employmént rates and earnings, as well as welfare receipt
and payments, of the two groups to determine if ESP improved the employment
prospects of members of the experimental group and reduced their welfare
receipt, compared to those outcomes among controls.
background and demographic characteristics were siight; and that the

average outcomeés for controls should reveal what would have happened to
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experimentals had program assistance not been available. This is extremely

important sincé, évén without program services; many individuals find

employment on their own or leave the welfare rolls for other reasons in a

employment or lower rates of welfare receipt.

Overall, this chapter will show that, for the full impact sample of
3,182 applicants and recipients;! there were modest gains in émploymént for
the experimental group in the short run. Cumulatively, over nine months,
or three quarters, experimentals were 3.3 percentage points more likely to
have been employed at some time than controls:. While this increase was
statistically significant, a small earnings increase was not. Welfare
amount during a one-year period, with the largest reduction oceurring in
the third quarter. However, the proportion receiving welfare remained
unchanged by the program in this first year.

cants at random assignment and the 1,897 who were already recipisnts were
analyzed separately, as were other distinct subgroups. These subgroup
analyses show the importance of disaggregating the results for the full
sample. In the short term, employment impacts for the full sample came
almost entirely from the program's stronger gains for applicants, not

recipients. (Earnings impacts were not statistically significant for
either applicants or recipients.) 4nd, while the program produced short=

term welfare savings for the recipient group, the savings were not
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sustained in tre longer run. i

Particularly among applicants, longer-=term program effects for an
early group, followed for six quarters, continued the story of the full
sample's short-term gains. The two additional quarters of follow-up showed
continued employment impacts that were statistically significant in the
fourth, fifth and sixth quarters, as well as modest but significant welfare
savings over the 18 months. Welfare savings for recipients, on the other
hand, declined markedly in the fourth and fifth quarters, and employmant

gains remained minimal.

Chapter 3 described the survices available to the 2,138 experimentals
in the research sample. It also made clear that not everyone assigned to
the experimental group actually participated in ESP, although everyone
assigned to experimental status was included in the calculation of average
outcomes.  Table 3.2 shows that 58:3 percent of all experimentzls —-
including 41.7 percent of applicant experimentals and 69.4 percent of

recipient experimentals -- were counted as having participated in a program

component. To the extent that nonparticipants were not affected by the
program, the inclusion of these experimentals may have diluted the impacts
attributable to participating experimentais.2

very few of the 1,044 controls were served by the Employment Services
Program; by design, none were supposed to be. However, on their own, sub-—
stantial numbers of controls did enter and receive education and training

serviceés, many of the same types of services to which experimentals were
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community meeting the various eligibility requirements == and that anyore
could enroll -- the number of controls doing So was not expected to be
large. However, according to a special study involving a small subsample
of controls; 15 percent of control recipients and 9 percent of oontrol
applicants did take part in training and education activities without
referral assistancé from ESP staff.3 (See Tablé 4,i.) These leveis were

only 3.3 and 2.6 percentage points below the participation rates of
/

experimentals.  Thus, the expected experimental-control differential in
education and traininé did not materialize, partly because of the iack of
additional resources for agencies to providé Such services, as weil as
their inabiiity to forgé difficult iinkageé quiekiy with outside education
and training providers.

An important finding 1s that ESP was thus not able to Substantiaily

population beyond that which théy would have found on their own, and that
the program effects discussed in this impact analysis could not have
resulted from education and training services alone. While these services
may well be effective for welfaré groups and léad to promising outcomes,

this study cannot address this issue.

A look at the average characteriscics of the full sampic reveals its
potential employment barriers. (See Table 2.3:) Approximately 60 percent
had spent more than two years on welfare in the past. Some 63 percent had

not been employed during the previous vear, and more than half had not
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TBLE 4.4
VIRGINIA

FIPERBHTA-CONHL. DIFERBIES M FEGELPT OF ECATIN D TALLIG ATIITE
BY TYPE OF ACTIVITY AND WELFARE STATS

Full Smple Aopldcants | Rt gl ant

Ty of Acttvity  |Exporinontals Contrals Differonco |Exparinentols Controls  Differency Experinentels  Controls  Offferance

P Reidylty’ 5.5 Mo a) 43 Y REY 5.9 0 41

Publfc School or
Consity (oLog

Courass X 79 1.8 6.t X 1. 6.1 10,4 ~43
Unpeclog
Edvoation o : N - . ) 7 - N
Treining Activity 42 0.0 #,2 1.0 0.0 30 6.3 0.0 #.3

N Ay Educﬂtinn or B o o , . o

" Thating 158 27 W 9 9 R4 18, G
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County ware wed ghted to equal the total muntsr of Foi rfax experinentals in the ressanc snple) 133

Any education or training i5 @ conbined, wduplicated count of the sbove thge G tagon e,




received high school dipiomas or GED certificates. On the other hand,
about 40 percent of the full sample consisted of new applicants or re=
applicants for welfare. More than hall of this group had held a job at
some time in the year prior to this ocurrent welfare application. (See
Table 2.4.)

It 18 thus important to reaiize that dependency is not a permanent or
even a long-teérm Situation for many families: Within a short period of
time, substantial numbers of welfare recipients find employment or leave
the welfare rolls for othér réasons. This pattern is exempiified by the
typical behavior of controls: the applicants and recipients who were not
eligible for the ESP array of services.

Three points stand out in an examination of control behavior. First;
almost one-third of the control applicants never received welfare during

"the year after enrollment, many of them because théir welfare applications
were denied. Second, over this one-year period, the proportion of appli-
cants who did receive welfare declined from 61.3 percent to 40.1 percent;
and that of recipients from 97.6 percent to 73.3 peicent.n Thus; even in
the absence of the program, a substantial number of both applicants and
recipients were never on or had left the rolls. Third; while some propor-
tion of any welfare population will find jobs without the assistance of
program services, not all people leave welfare because they have found
jobs. During the fourth quarter, 29.5 percent of control applicants were
employed and not on welfare. However, a similar proportion (28.5 percent)
were not receiving welfare but did not have jobs. The rest were still
receiving welfare, and a small proportion (about 10 percent) wére holding a

job from which the income was So low that they still qualified for
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tenefits. (See Appendix Table F.1.)

The control recipient story is quite différent. For example, recipi-
ents were much legs 1likely than applicants to be off welfare and/or
employed:  Only 12.3 percent weré both off wélfare and employed; 13.0
Percent were off welfare but not holding a job. Almost three-quarters were
still on welfare one year after random assignment. (See Table F.1.)

C. Combined Experimental Gr

It should be restated here that, as discussed in Chapter 2, the
research design was developed to evaluate not only the full array of ESP
services but also a specific sequence of job search followed by work
experience: The intended difference between the seguencés was to bé the

availability of training and education for the All ESP Services group. AS

‘groups' participation in education or training programs was small; there
was, consequently, no reason to expect that the impacts for the two program
sequences would differ substantially. The conclusion reached in Chapter 3
was that, except in a few local agencies, both experimental groups received
fairly similar program services, and any differences were not large enough
to justify separate evaluation of each sequence. (In fact, impacts were
estimated according to the original design and, with one exception, there
were no statistically significant differences between the two experimental
groups.)>

ources

D. Organization of Data
Chapter 2 pointed out that the basic data sources for the impact ana=

lysis are records data: state and county AFDC welfare records of benefits

paid to recipients, and earnings data that employers report to the state
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Unemployment Insurance system. While AFDC records areé kept on a monthly
basis, UI data are recorded on a calendar quarter basis: that is, in
three-month periods beginning in January, April, July and October.

Thus; calendar quarters are the point of referencé in the discussion
of empioyment and earnings, but for AFDC receipt and payment levels, the
first quarter of follow-up begins in the montk of random assignment. Thus,

except where indicated, the quarters covered by the two sets of data do not

exactly correspond.b

Table 4.2 presents the short-term impacts’! of ESP on the ful: sample
of applicants and recipients. Major outcomes examined are employment
rates, averagé earnings; the propourtion receiving welfare; and the level of
welfare payments. One point is important to note before considering the
following sections. Follow=up iS nine months for employment and earnings;
one year for welfare outcomes, in accordance with the data organization
mentioned above. In addition, becausé the first quarter of employment carn
include job activity and earnings changes prior to a person's entry into
the sample, first-quarter employment and sarnings impacts are not consider-
ed true follow-up impacts. Impact juarters for these two measures are
quarters two, three and fdur, and cumi.ztive impacts are based only on
quarters two through four.

Overall, the ESP program produced a modest 3.3 percentage point

increase in the proportion of experimentals employed at any time during the

second, third or fourth quarters. This impact was statistically signifi-
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TABLE 4.2

VIRGINIA 4

ALL RFDC.

IMPRCTS OF THE EﬂPLUYMENT SERVICES PROGRAM

(AUGUST 1883 ~ SEPTEMBER 1984 IMPACT SAMPLE]}

o o T
Gutcome &nd Follow-Up Period | Experimentels Controls Difference
Ever Emptoyed; Quesrters 2 - 4 (%)° 43.8 40.5 + 3.3%
Avaru;giygmbar of ﬂﬁertars With
Eoptoyment; Quartérs 2 - 4 0.94 0.85 + D.,09%*
Evariggygnyed [S] - L
Quarter of Random Assignment 27.2 25.7 + 1.5
Quarter 2 28.3 26.3 1.8
Querter § 31.2 27.8 + 3.3%*
Querter 4 1 sa&a,a 30.5 + 3.0+
Averege Totat Earnings; Quarters 2~4 (8)° 1119.05 1036.16 ¥80.89
Avergggijﬁféi Eernings (&) - o ,
Quarter of Random ASEignment 221.23 223.22 - 2.83
Querter 2 284.71 284.64 + 0.08
Quarter 3 380.65 346.14 +34.51
Querter 4 - - ~ 458.70 407.38  +46.32
Ever Received Any AFOE Payments o o i}
Quarters 1 - 4 (%) 86.0 86.1 - 0.1
Average Number nfﬁ!gnths Receiving o -
AFDC Payments, Quarters 1 - 4 7.75 7.90 - 0.14
Ever Rocgivad AggifFﬂc Peyments (%) L o o
Quarter of Random Assignment B2.8 B2.9 - 0.2
Quarter 2 76.3 . 76.4 - 0.0
Quarter 3 65.9 67.5 - 1.6
Quarter 4 _ o 589, 7747 58,8 . — 0.1 .
Average Tntatigfgg Peyments S R o
Received; Quarters 1 - 4 (§) 1923.28 2006.87 -83.58%*
Avernga AFDC Peyments _Received (8! - - o
Quarter of Random AsGignment 542.23 551.47 - 9.24
Quarter 2 522,52 54671 -24:18%
Quarter 3 447.85 478.31 -30.36%¢
Quarter 4 ~ 410.58 430.38 -19.80
Sample Size - 2138 1044
(continued)
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TABLE 4.2 (continued)

MDRC calculations fro CnmmnnuaaLth of Virginia Unamployment Inauranca

SOURCE: cul

esrnings records; welfare records from the Virginis Autometed Client Informetion

Syestem, and Feirfax Cnunty AFDC case files.

NDTES: Thaaa dafa 1ncluda zero valuaa fnr sample members not employed and for
aanptn nuubata not. receiving. -atfara.

777777 These dete ere ragraasinn-adJustad using

ordinary Least squares; controlling for pre-random a&signment charecteristics of
there way be some discrepancias in ca[culating sums

esmpte members: Due to rounding,;

and differences;

____The qusrter of random scEignment refers to the celender quarter during
which en individust entered the semplte for empltoyment end earnings dana. For AFDC
puylanta. tha quirtér of random uasignmant refers to the three nonths beginning -ifh

the month of random essignment:

®Guarter 1; the quarter of random usaignmant. may contair some earnings

from the paribd prior to ranznmiggsqu@gnt &nd 16 tharafora excLuded frnm meesures nf

totet follow-up for employment and earnings;

A twn—tattad t-test wes apptied to diffarsncas Bet-aan experimental aﬁd
L R J

cnntrnl grnupa. §tutisticat significence levels sre indicated as: * = 10 percent;

= 5 percent; *** = 1 parcent.
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cant.® When the data are examined quarter by quartér, the impacts can be
seen to increase slightly, reaching statistical significance in the third
and fourth quarters. 1In quarter three, the expérimental employment rate
was 3.3 percentage points higher than the rate for controls, 27.9 percent.

In quarter four; the experimental rate had risen to 34.1 percent; the
impact of the program had risen to 3.9 percentage points, which represents
a 12.8 percent gain over the control mean of 30.5 percént. Théré wWeré no
statistically significant earnings differences between the two groups,
although average earnings for experimentals rose above the control mean of
$1,038 by $81 during the follow-up period:

There were also no significant changes in the proportion of experi-
mentals receiving AFDC income, either cumulatively or by quarter. Over the
four quarters, 86.0 percent of experimentals versus 86.1 percent of
controls ever received welfare payments. This suggests that the program
did not deter individuals from continuing with their welfare applications,
or from receiving benefits:

In contrast, cumulative welfare payments to experimentals ($1,923.28)

averaged about 484 less than cumulative payments to controls ($2,006.87).
Reductions were statistically significant in quarters two and three; with
welfare savings of $24 and $30, respectively. This trend toward increased
savings was reversed in quarter four, where the difference of only $20 was
not statistically significant.

Generally, hbﬁévéﬁ, it can be concluded that the smail gains in
employment for eéxperiméntalS wére accompanied by modest reductions in
welfare grants, although, in thé short term, the program did not succeed in

reducing the caseload.
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IV. Impacts Among Applicants

important subgroups of the full sample -- people who were either new
applicants for welfare (or re-applyirz for aid), and those who were

recipients; whether ailready mandatory or newly determined mandatory
(usually because their youngest child had become school-age) when they were
randomly assigned. (See Appendix Tabies F.7 and ?;é;) Differences in

demographic and background characteristics of the two groups and their

somewhat different babtiéibétiéh rates in the various ES components had
suggested that separate analysis could reveal much about the effectiveness
of the ESP strategy for different groups of the welfare population,
particularly for the existing longér-term recipient caselocad: This group
has not been studied in other programs as yet evaluated in the MDRC
demonstration.

This analysis of 1,285 applicants and 1,897 recipients focuses first
on the impacts of each group during the short-term and then foilows the
trends through an additional two quarters using the early portion of either
assigned between August 1983 and the end of March 1984. The early sample

is described in more detail below, in Section B.

A.
Table 4.3 shows that, among applicant experimentals, employment had
increased to a greater degrée than for the full sample of experimentals:
Cumulatively, 59.5 percent of the experimentals were employed over the

nine=month follow-up period compared to 54.1 percent of controls, for a

-89~
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TABLE 4.3
VIRGINIA

AFDC APPLICANTS: IMPACTS OF THE EMPLUYMENT SERVICES PROG RAM
(AUGUST 1983 -~ SEPTEMBER 1984 IMPACT SAMPLE)

Outcome &nd Follow-Up Period | Experimentels Controls 0ifference
Ever Employed, OQuarters 2 -~ 4 (%)° 58.5 54.1 +5.4%
Aga?ige Number of Quartera with o
Emplryment, Quarters 2 - 4° 1.32 1.7 +0.,15%%
Ever Employed (%) o .
Quarter of Rerdom A&signment 45.7 37.1 -1.4
Quarter 2 41,3 38.3 +2.0 .
Quarter 3 44:0 37.8 +E,1%%
ﬂuartér 4 ) 46.8 38.6 +7.2%%.
Averege Totsl Earnings, Quarters 2-4 (§)° 1631.87 1504.57 +127.30
Averggg Totel Earnings ($) o o
Querter of Rendom Assignment 383:13 443,33 -50.20
Quarter 2 ' 42322 452 .59 -28.37
Querter 3 561.83 482,70 +68.18
Quarter 4 - 646,786 ~ bbg.28 +87.47
Eypf Racaivad Any AFDC Payments. o o 7
Quartsrs 1 - 4 (%) 69.3 68.2 +0.1
Average Number of Hontha Raceiving o - o
AFDC Psyments, Quarters 1 - 4 4.886 5.10 -D.14
Ever Received Any AFDC Peyments (%) - - o
ﬂugggar of Rendom Assignment 61:8 61.3 +0.3
Quartsr 2 58:6 56.2 +2.4
Quarter 3 , 44.7 45.7 -1.0
Quarter 4 B i 37:8 40.2 _-2.4
Avoruua Totsl AFDC Paymenta B o o
Received; Quarters 1 - 4 (§) 12D2.46 1277 .68 ~75.22
AQE?éjé AFDC Payments Received (§) B - -
Quarter of Random A&signment 315.78 314.51 + 1.28
Quarter 2 368.74 384.68 -14.85
Quarter 3 274.91 307.77 -32.88
Quarter 4 - 242.02 270.70 -28.68
Sample Size - | 87 az8

BDURCE AND NOTES: See Teble 4.2.
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statistically significant 5.4 percentage point impact. The average number
of quarters experimentals were employed increased by almost 13 percent,
from 1.17 to 1.32 months. Quarter by guarter, experimental employment rose
from a level close to that of controls in the first two quarters so that,
percent of controls; for a statistically significant impact of 7.2
percentage points. (See Figure 4.1.)

Earnings reflected the almost equal experimentai-control employment
ratés in the first two quarters, with experimentals initially earning
somewhat 1eéss than controls. Impacts went from negative to positive,
turning upward and increasing: the cumulative nine-month impact.of $127.30
was an 8.5 percent increasé relative to the control mean of $1,504.57. The
highest gain was r‘égisfér‘éd in quarter four; but none of the earnings
differences were statistically significant,; perhaps because this measure
varies to a greater degrée person by person than othér outcome measures,
thus making it difficult to détéct differerices that are meaningful -- that
is, statistically significant -- and not due to chance.

ESP did not result in statistically significant reductions in the
proportions of applicants réceiving welfare during thé one-year follow-up
nor in significantly lower levéls of welfare benefits. More than two-
during this time, with both groups spending on average about two-fifths of
the year on welfare, Controls received about $1,280 in welfare paymerits
over the 12 molths, and welfare savings for experimentals averaged only

$75.  Nevertheless, while noné of the differencés was statistically



FIGURE 4.1

VIRGINIA

AFDE APP&IEANTS TRENBS IN QUARTERLY EMPLOYMENT

- RATES AND AVERAGE AFDC PAYMENTS
(AUGUST 1883 - SEPTEMBER 1884 IMPACT SAMPLE)
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cignificant, welfare reductions wereé somewhat larger during the last

quarters of follow-up. (See Figure 4.1.)

B: Composition of the Early Sample
Of the 3,182 members in the full sample, é,ébi were randomly assigned
before April 1984 and thus made up an early samplé for whom six quarters of
follow-up data were collected. Within this sample, T4} were applicants; the
rest (1,557) recipients. Composition of this early sample differed from
ths later one because, as discussed in Chapter 3, the local agencies had

enrolled their existing recipiert caseloads into the sample first; along
with any current applicants and newly determined mandatory recipients.
Thus, while the applicant portion of the early sample is representative of
the later appiicant sample, tne characteristics of the early recipient
Later recipients were more frequently those newly determined mandatory, not
ones drawn from the existing caseload.

The imporiance of the longer follow-up should be noted again. Because
thé Employment Services Program was to be a muiti-component sequence of
more than one component to do so. AReassessment after each component could
further deluy the process. In addition, educational programs and training
courses are not short-term activities, and, even though this evaluation
cannot addréss their relative effectiveness, the extended follow-up allows

the maximum amount of study.

AS shown in Table 4.4 and Figure 4.2; employment increased among early

éppiicént éxpériméntéis over the longer-term (i;e;, 18 months or six



TABLE 4.4
VIRGINIA

E

O

AFDC APPLICANTS: LONGER-TERM IMPACTS DF THE EMPLOYMENT SERVICES PROGRAM
(AUGUST 1983 ~ MARCH 1884 IMPACT SAMPLE)
Dutcome and Follow-Up Period Experimentals Controls Diffarsnce
Ever Employed; Quarters 2 — 6 (%)° 66.7 62..8 +3.8
é????ﬁE,ﬂhﬁbif,ét,ﬂﬁifiéﬁiaiiiﬁ ~ o o
Employment; Quarterg 2 - 6 2.21 1.93 +0.26%
Ever Employed (%] S -
Quorter of Random Agssignment 43.5 44.5 -1.1
Quarter 2 37.3 38.5 -13
Quarter 3 44.5 38.7 +5.8:
Guarter 4 47.:7 40.8 +6.8%
Guarter 5 46.1 37.5 +g.6%%
_Querter 6 _ 44.9 _ . 37.4___ __ +7.;5%%
Aversge Totel Eernings,; Quartérs 2-6 (8] 2884.88 2483.29 +401.489
Averoge Total Earnfngs (%) L Sl _ =
Quarter of Random Assignment 358B.689 428:;20 - 70.52
Qusrter 2 888.08 400.05 - 11.87
Quarter 3 535.22 48B2.31 + 52.91
Quarter 4 630.38 540.65 +.B98:73
Quarter S 640.20p 635:38 +104.81
Quarter 6 : o 1 681:10_ 525.10 +166.01%*
Ever Received Any AFOC Payments; o o oo
Quarters 1 - € (%) 72.2 75:1 -2.9
éi??EQENEQEDEF of _Months_Receiving _ 7 7
AFDC Payments; Querters 1 - 6 6.96 7.74 -0:.77
Evar ﬁ-cowed}iny lFQCPEY[ﬂBntB (%) LoC o o
Quarter of Random Assignment 63.1 64.7 -1.6
Quarter 2 60.1 61.5 -1:8
Buarter 3 47.7 50.0 -2.3
Quarter 24 39.4 43.2 -3.8
Guarter 5 37.3 42.0 =4.6__
Quarter 6 . 32.2 40.8 -8.4%*
Average Totel AFDC Payments o I )
Received, Uuartere 1 - 6 (%) 1677 .03 1808.59 -231.56*
Avi;iaé AFDC éaiﬁéniﬁ ﬁiééiVéd (ii R oo o
Guarter of Random Aseignment 316.12 3z24.00 - 7.88
OQuarter 2 a76:25 406.88 -30.63
Quarter 3 283.01 327.32 -44.31.
Quarter 4 250.44 297,07 -46 .64*
guarter 5 241,51 278,26 -36.75
QGuarter 6 o 41 208.68 275.086 ~-65.36%*
Bample Size 482 _&s1

SOURCE AND NOTES: Gee Table 4.2.
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FIGURE 4.2
VIRGINIA

AFOC APPLICANTS: TRENDS IN QUARTERLY EMPLOYMENT
~_ RATES AND AVERAGE AFDC PAYMENTS
(AUGUST 1983 - MARCH 1984 IMPACT SAMPLE)
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quarters of follow-up), basically following the four-quarter trend (Table
4.3). In the last three quarters of the six-quarter follow-up, employment
these impacts statistically significant. Essentially, employment rates for
both applicant experimental ard control groups had taken similar paths over

the 18-month period. From a low in quarter two, the rates of both groups,

then dropped lower in the last two quarters. As Table 4.4 shows, the
experimentals stayed ahead of controls after quarter two: At a not stat-
istically significant 3.J percentage points, the cumulative impact was
similar to that for the full sample, but lower than the significant 5.1
percentage point gain of the full applicant sample.

Quarter-by-guarter earnings impacts closSely paralleled employment
impacts, with the difference negative in the second ¢uarter but then
turning positive and continuing to increase slightly. The earnings gain in
the sixth quarter was $166.01, a statistically significant amount that was
32 percent higher than the control group mean of $525.

Also, in the 18-month period, the program reduced the ocumulative
ficant $231.56, a 12 percent difference from the control mean of $1,908.59.
The impacts were fairly similar quarter by quarter (except for quarter one)

$275.06. The difference in the proportion receiving welfare both cumula-
tively and by quarter remained relatively unchanged by the program until

the sixth quarter. At that point, the 8.4 percentage point difference in



the percentage of people receiving any payments was statistically

significant and showed that, for the first time, ESP had had an effect on

the size of the caseload.

recipients when they were randomly assigned -- both those who were already
mandatory as well as those newly determined mandatory during the period of
random assignment. Short-term impacts over four quarters are presented
first in Table ﬁ.é, whilé Table 4.6 and a discussion of longer-term impacts
for the early sample of recipients follows.

A. Short=Tery

As seen in Table 4.5, the program produced a small employment gain for
recipient experimentals, amounting to 2.2 percentage points. This gain,
based on a control group mean of 31.1 percent; was not statistically
significant. Quartér by quartér, thé size of the impact declined from a
statistically significant 3.1 percentage points in the quarter of random
assignment to a nonsigrnificant 1.8 point difference at the end of the
follow-up. (See Figure 4.3.) The first-quarter gain in this case is worth
noting. While quarter one is not usually considered a true impact quarter
for employment -- and should not be so construed for the applicant sample
-- there was so little prior employment among récipiénts that thé first
quarter may in fact reflect an immediate program impact << oné that
deteriorated rapidly.

While the absolute average earnings of both experimentals and controls

improved over the four-quarter period, there were no statistically signifi-



AFOC RECIPIENTS: IRPACTS

TABLE 4.5
VIRGINIA

OF THE EMPLOYMENT SERVICES PROGRAM

(AUGUST 1983 - SEPTEMBER 18Ba IMPACT SAMPLE]

Outcome end Follow-Up Period Experimentals Controls Differsnce
Ever Employed; Quarters 2 - 4 (%)° 33.4 31.1 +2.2
Averags Wumber of Guerters With o
Employment; Qusrters 2 - 4 0.68 .62 +0.06
Ever Employed [X) ) , o
Quarter of Random Assignment 14.7 11:3 +3:4%*
Qusrter 2 19.7 17 .4 +2.3
Quarter-3 22.8 20.9 +1.9
OQuarter 4 B S 26.0 242 +1.8
el L - — - - - - -8 I o .
Averags Total Earnings, Querters 2-4 (%) 776.12 713.82 +62,30
Average Totat Eernings (§) )
Quarter of Aendom Assignment 103.66 77.51 +26.15
Quarter 2 181 .82 168.41 +23.:41
Querter 3 260.58 241.86 +18.72
Querter 4 B B 323.72 303.55 +20.18
Ever Received Any AFDC Payments, )
Querters 1 - 4 (%) 97.2 87.8 -0.5
Aversge Number of Months Recaiving B
AFOC Peyments, Quarters 1 - & 9.64 9.81 -0.18
Ever Received Any AFDC Payments (%)
Quarter of Rendom Assfgnment 96.9 97.6 -9.7
ﬁu}{‘;gi‘ 2 8.2 90.3 -2.1
ﬁharggr 3 80.1 82.4 -2.3
Quarter 4 o o 74.4 73.2 +1.2
Averege Total AFDC Payments o
Received; Querters 1 - 4 (§) 2307 .80 250B.789 -100.99%*
Aversge AFDC Peyments Received ($) o -
Quarter of Random AGEignment 685.30 712.83 17.53
Quarter 2 625.18 658.36 -33;18%*
Quarter 3 563.95 586.32 -32.37s
Quarter & - 523,36 541.28 =17.82
Sempie Sizs 1281 616 -
[continued)
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TABLE 4.5 (continusd)

SOURCE: MDRC celculetions from Commonwealth of Virginie Unemployment Insurance

earnings records, welfare records from the Virginie Automated Client Informetion

System; end Feirfax County AFDC cese fitess

NOTES: These deta include zaro veluss for eemple members not employed end far

ssmple members not receiving welifare. These dats ere regression-edjusted using
ordinary least sguerés, controiling for pra-rendom assignment cheracteristics of
éampte membars. Dué to rounding, there mey be some discrepancies in celcuteting sams

and differencss,

. The quartér of random sseighment refers to ths celander quarter during

which en individual entersd the sampie for éiﬁibyngntrphd eernings data. For AFDC
peyments, the guarter of random essignment Feferc to the three months beginning with
the month of random essignment.

Beceuso of underreporting or immediete termination of walfare benefits,

the percentage of recipients receiving AFDC payments in the guerter of randon

.. Cousrter 1, the querter of random assignment, may contain some earnings
from the period prior to rendom a&eisunent and i6 therefore excluded from meesures of
totel fotlow-up for employment and wv:iaings.

A two-teiled t-test wes eppiied to differences between experimental and
control groups: Stetistical significence Levels are indicated es: * = 10 percent; %%

= 5 percent; *** = 1 parcant.

v
O
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TABLE 4.6
VIRGINIA
AFDC RECIPIENTS: LONGER-TERM IFMPACTS OF THE EMPLOYMENT SEAVICES PROGRAMN
(AUGUST 1883 - MARCH 1884 IMPACT SAMPLE)

Outcome and Follow-Up Period ] Experimentets __ _Controls Oifference
Ever Employed, OUuarters 2 - 6 (%)° 40.9 az.2 +3.6
Aversge Number of Quartars,With o o
Employmant, Quarters 2 - 6 1.20 1.08 +0.12
Evar Emptoyed_ (%) o - Lo
Quarter of Random Assignment 14:3 10.2 +3.6%%
Guarter 2 18.8 15.8 +3.1
Quarter 3 22.5 18.8 +2.5
Quarter 4 25.8 23.4 +2:5
Quarter S 26.8 26.2 +0.5
Quarter 6 .1 __25.8_ _ _22.83 +3.4
Average Total Eernings, Quarters 2-6 [(§)° 1486,79 1310.22 +176.56
Aversgs Totel Esrnings (8] o o o
Quarter of Random Assignment 989,55 -70.13 +29.42
Quarter 2 187.40 152.51 +34,88
Quarter 3 262.84 225.07 +37:27
Quarter 4 320.09 284.33 +35.76
Querter 6 361.33 341.89 +19.434
_ Quarter 6 . 355.14 306.43 +4B.70
Ever Rcceived Any AFDC Payments; o o o
Guarters 1 - B [%] 87.5 87.8 -0.3
Average Number of Months Receiving o L o
AFOC Payments, Quarters 1 - 13:48 13.586 -0.07
Ever Received An:. AFOE Peyments (%) - B o
Guarter of Rendom AE6ignment 97 .1 87.. -0:5
Quarter 2 B8:7 81.0 -2.
Quarter 3 80.4 82.8 -2.3
Quarter 4 74,4 72.8 +1.5
Querter § 68,5 66.3 +3.2
Quarter 6 _ B6.0_ __B4;1  _____+2.0
Average Totel AFDC Peymants._ 3319.45 3401 .80 ~B2.35
Received, Quartars 1 — 6 (§)
Average AFDC Peyments Received (%] ERE o
Querter of Rendom Assignment 681.16 705,68 -14.52
Qoarter 2 621.67 650.23 -28.56*
Quarter 3 560.18 589:38 -28,20*
Querter 4 518:61 530.06 -10.45
Quarter 5 476.81 470,58 + 6.23
__pusrter 6 450.03 455,88 _ - 5,85
Sample Size S | 1@se sp7

SOURCE AND NOTES: GSee Table 4.5.
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FIGURE 4.3

VIRGINIA

AFDC RECIPIENTS: TRENDS IN QUARTERLY EMPLOYMENT
____RATES AND AVERAGE AFDC PAYMENTS

(AUGUST 1983 - SEPTEMBER 1984 IMPACT SAMPLE)
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cant impacts for experimentals in any quarter. The cumulative earnings
impact over quarters two through four was $62.30, a difference that was
also not Statistically significant.

In contrast, recipients were paid lower benefits over the short term,
with significant welfaré savings over one year of $100.99. Quarter by
quarter, however, thé data show that most of the savings came in the second
and third quartérs. By thé fourth quarter; the experimental-control
difference had dropped to the not significant level of quarter one. Thus,
welfare savings that recipients realized in the short run did not seem to

endure. The proportion récéiving welfare remained essentially the same for

both groups.

recipient caseloads of the agencies. Like the full sample, the early
recipient sample experienced immediate employmént gains in quarters o=z and
two, although these declined until quartér six, when thé impact again
reached the over 3 percentage point level of the first two quarters. (See
Figure U4.4.) Only the first quarter impact was statistically significant,
however.

The cumulative employment impact of 3.6 percentage points was not
significaat for recipients, nor was the cumulative earnings impact. The
cumulative earnings advantage for experimentals was in excess of $175 ==
more than 13 percent of the average for controls (at about $1,300).
However, none of the earnings impacts -- either glarterly or cumulative —-

was statistically significant.
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FIGURE 4.4
VIRGINIA

AFDC RECIPIENTS: TRENDS IN QUARTERLY EMPLOYMENT
. RATES AND AVERAGE AFDC PAYMENTS

(AUGUST 1983 - MARCH 1984 IMPACT SAMPLE)
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In line with these early small employment and earnings gains, welfare
payments for experimentals declined in the second and third quarters, with
the impacts in those quarters statistically significant. By quarters five

and six, however, there were no longer any impacts at all. This pattern
mirrors that of the full recipient sample; except that the early recipi-
ents' quarterly welfare savings were somewhat smaller. The proportion
recéiving welfare in this early sample did not change significantly:

In light of these findings; it seems reasonable to conclude that ESP
exerted little enduring influence on the employment and welfare behavior of
recipients; particularly those who had been on the caseload for some time:
Early favorable signs of reduced welfare dependency did not hold up over
the longer term. Given the stronger findings for the applicant sample;
both in thé Short- and longer-term, the program's significant impacts on
the full sample appear to stem almost exclusively from the larger impacts
on applicants. Howéver, it will be important to examine other subgroups of
the full sample, as well as the benefit-cost analysis in Chapter 5, which

takes a broader view of the subgroup findings.:

Somé 2,507 sample members, or 78.8 percent of the total sample, came
from one of thé four agenciés in the urban areas of northern Virginia. In
contrast, 675, or 21.2 percent of the full sample, were randomly assigned
from one of the seven agencies located in the predominantly rural counties
of southwestern and south central ifirgih’ié. Because local labor‘ market
conditions varied, as did state payment standards and Sample members'

demographic and béckground c’haracteristics, the urban and rural samples
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were examined separately over the short term to see if ESP worked
différently in different environments.

Tables 4.7 and 4.8 Show the results of separate impact estimates for
the two Samplés. Table 4,7 shows that employment impacts for the urban
sample were soméwhat largér than thosé for the total sampie:. The cumu-

lative employment impact for urban experimentals was a statistically

significant 3.8 percentage points, with quartérly employmént gains
increasing from 3.3 percentage points in the second quarter to a signi-
rate of 31.9 percent f@r controls.

Welfare savings were alsoc statistically significant in quarters two
through four and for the four quarters cUﬁuiétngiy. Over thé one-year
period, urban experimentals, compared to urban controls, received $111 less
in welfare payments, going down from a control average of $2,085.71. This
may reflect the earnings impacts in the last two quarters, which were,
however, not statistically significant.

It appears that ESP was not as effective in the rural agencies,

results, Table 4.8 reveals no statistically significant impacts on any
outcome measures and no clear trends. When the sample was further sub-
divided into rural applicants and rural recipients (as seen in Table 4.9
and %.10), not surprisingly, orly one of the impacts was significantly
different from zero.

In contrast, there were notable impacts for the urban applicants in
employment (Table 4.9): While there was no significant cumulative impact,

the employment effects rose significantly in quarters three and four to
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TABLE 4.7
VIRGINIA

URBAN APPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS: IMPACTS OF THE

EMPLOYMENT SERVICES PROGRAM

(AUGUST 1883 - SEPTEMBER 1984 IMPACT SAMPLE]

T

Outcome and Follow-Up Pericd __| Experimentals Controls Difference
Ever Empioyed; Quarters 2 -~ 4 (%)° 46.8 43.0 +3.8%
Average Number of dbifiar;aiiih
Employment; Quanrters 2 - & 1.00 0.98 +0,129%»
Ever Employed (X) | .
Quarter of Random Assignment 28.3 27 .5 +1.8
Quarter 2 30:5 27.2 +3.3%
Quarter 3 33.3 29.4 ¥4 ,0%%
Quarter 4 - | 3s:.a 31.8 +4.5%%
Average Total Earnings, Quarters 2-4 (§)° 1188.88 1088 .81 +100.07
Average Total Earnings (§) ) S o
Quarter of Random Assignment 236.22 231,71 - 5.48
Quarter 2 307.25 307.08 + 0.7
Quarter 3 405.6% 356.70 +48.85
Quarter 4 ) - {  a7e:89 426.04 +50.85
Ever Received Any AFDC Payments, g5.2 86 .2 Z1.0
Quarters 1 - 4 [%X)
Average Number of Months Receiving i
AFDC Payments; Quarters 1 - 4 7.67 7.88 -0.21
Ever Recsived Any AFDC Paymants (%) o
Quarter of Random As&ignment g2.0 B2.6 0.5
Quarter 2 75.7 78.4 -0.86
Quarter 3 65.5 67.5 -2.1
Querter 4 1 5.0 60.0 -1.0
Average Total AFDC Payments o R N
Received; Quarters 1 - 4 (§) 1974.71 2085.71 ~111.00%+
Average AFDC Peyments Received (§) e o ,
Querter of Random Assignment 558.10 572.49 -13.30
Quarter 2 536.15 668.86 -32.81%*
Quarzer 3 460,08 487.52 ~37.83%*
Guarter 4 420.40 446,74 -26.35*
Ssmple Size 1684 823

SOURCE AND

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

NOTES: See Table 4.2.
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TABLE 4:8

VIRGINIA

RURAL APPLICANTS ANO RECIPIENTS: IMPACTS OF THE
, EMPLOYMENT SERVICES PROGRAM
(AUGUST 1983 - SEPTEMBER 1884 IMPACT SAMPLE]

Outcoms and Follow=Up Perfod

Experimentetls

Controls  Differsnce

Ever Employed, Guerters 2 - 4 (%)° 32.8 31.5 +1:4
Average Number of OQuarters With
Employment, Ouaerters 2 - 4 0.71 0:71 -0;00
Ever Employed (%)
Quarter of Random Ag&signment 18,7 18.7 +1.0
gusrter 2 20.4 22.8 -2.5
Qusrtar 3 23.4 22.5 +0.89
~ Qusrter 4 26.9 25.3 +1:6
Aversgs Totel Earnings, Ouerters 2-4 ($)° 850.25 858.35 - 8:10

Avéragé Totdél Earnings (§)
Quarter of Random Assignment
Quarter 2
Quartsr 3

_ Quarter 4

167 .28
200.36
286.30
363.60

156 .20
202.58
31023
345.53

+11.08
- 2.29
-23:84

+18:06

Ever Received Any AFDC Peymente, 88.8 86.0 +2.6
Quarters 1 ~ 4 (%]
Aversge Number of.Months Recaiving
AFOC Peyments, Auartars 1 - 4 B.09 7.85 +0.14
Ever Recaived Any AFDC Paymants [%)
Quarter of Rendom Agsignment 85.3 B4.5 +0.7
Querter 2 78.5 76.3 +2:2
Quarter 3 67.6 67:1 +0;:5
_ Quarter 4 62.4 5B.6 +3:48
Average Total AFDC Payments o
Received, Quartars 1 ~ & (§) 1733.31 1711.66 +21:65

Average AFDC Payments Received ($)

Quarter of Random Assignment 4g1.84 476.15 + 5.78

ausrtér 2 471.91 464.08 + 7.83

Querter 3 404.11 404.44 - 0:33

Quarter 4 375:.35 366.88 _+ B:37
Sample Size 454 221

SOURCE AND NOTES: See Table 4.2.
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TABLE 4.9
VIRGINIA

URBAN AND RURAL APPLICANTS: IMPACTS OF THE EMPLOYMENT SERVICES S0GRAM

(AWGUST 1883 - SEPTEMBER 1984 IMPACT SAMPLE)

Outcome snd Follov—Up Quarter

Urban Applicents

Rurel Applicants

Expsrimentel

Ever Emplgyed, OQuarters
2 -4 (%)
Averege Nimber of Quartars

gishaﬁnpt oyment; Quarters

Ever Employed (X) ==
Quarter of Rendom Assignment
Quartsr 2
Quartar 3

62.1

421

W W N W
(SR VR N
»
woma

+8:1

Quartar 4
Averege Total Earnings;
Quarters 2 -~ 4 (§)
Average Total Esrnings (§]
Quartar of Random Assignment
Guarter 2 :
Querter 3

. _Quarter 4 o

-]

1712.18 1

416,62
453.58
583.52
Sss ;ﬁ;777 -

- 573,94

2
&
o
w
40000
w
~N
0]
H

1347:14

312.53
315:33
450 .65
581.16

1282.28

316.37
2B81:50
47v.04
502.74

-~ 3.83
+33.83
~27,.39
+78.42

Ever Received Any AFDC
Payments, Ouartars 1 - 4 (%)
Average Number cf Maonths
Receiving AFDC Payments,
Quarters 1 - 4

Ever Recaived Any AFDC

68.7

75.8

71.9

5.31

+3.9

Payment (%) L L o o o -
CQuarter of Random Assignment 60.1 55.8 +0.4 67.6 67.7 -0.1
Quarter 2 57.86 §6.2 +1.4 3.0 56,8 +5,3
Quarter 3 44.6 45.0 -1.4 44,8 25,8 -1.0
Quarter 4 38.0 38,9 _=1.8 F 358 .20 <51

Averege Totel AFDC Payments .
Raceived; Quartars 1 - 4 (§)
Averags AFOC Pasyments
Received (8] = = =
Quarter of Random Assignment
Qﬁiifih g
Quarter 3

Quartar 4 _ )

1234:11 1

251.68 282,86 = -

335.37  -101.26

- 5.42
403,70 = 27.07
- 37:49
31.28

298.47

231.3%
205.01

262,48
321.00
249,54
220.31

-

Sample Size

§
l' 340,22
|

NOTES: These date include zero valuss for smmpte membars rot employsd &3 for . ‘o
These data ere regression-adjusted using ordinary lesct aque:e2- ..ot -
Due to rounding, ti“cs .a, be uncs

receiving wel fare,

pre-randam assei grment characteristics of sample members.

in calculating sums and differences:

ERIC
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TABLE 4.2 ‘continued)

__________The quarter of rendmm aesigmment refers to tne g;ii].ihijéj'j@i‘,téij,,dhi‘iﬁéiﬁiEh an individust
entered the sample for employment snd earnings data. For AFDC peyments; the quarter of rendom aseigrment

refers to the three monthe beginning with the month of random ssefgrment.

Regressions were run on separate subsamples of (e) urban epplicants (b) rurel epplicants (c) urban

spplicants [d] rural recipiente:

%uarter 1, the qurter of random asel gnment; may contain some esrnings fron the period prior to

rendon assi grment and is therefore excluded fron meseures of totel follca~up for employment and earnings.
I A two-tailed t-test wes epplisd to experimentsi-control differences. Statisticsl significance
levels are indicated as: ® = 10 percant; ** = § percent; *** = 1 pgrcent.

- Differences between ares impacts ware not significant st the 10 percent Level using a two-teiled
t-test.
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URBAN AND RURAL RECIPIENTS: IMPACTS OF THE EMPLOYMENT SERVICES FROGRAM
(AUGUST 1983 - SEPTEMBER 1884 IMPACT SAMPLE)

Outcome and Follow—Up Quarter

___Urban Recipients

Rural Rsci pients

_Experimentel

Controle Oifference

Experimentel s

Ever Emplgyed, U.arters
e-a ko

Average Nusber of Querterc
giﬂ’iz—ﬁﬁhllﬂiiﬁt; Querters

Ever Employad (X)

Avnragn Total Earrings (F)

_Ouarter 4 - _
Avseoge Total Earngnges
Qarters 2 - 2 {§)

Qusrtsr of Random Aseignment
OQuartar 2

Quarter 3

36.6

12.4
1/7.3
22:.4
25.2

0.53

o731
12.8
15.2
18,9

Quarta, oF Rorduw: Assigrsant
Quarse: &
Querter 3
Quartar 4

846.20

114.75
208:41
283.36
353.43

75185

_82:73
176.22
255.08
320.55

+84.35

+32:01

+33.19

+28.28
_+32.87

499,55

_61:18
121.78

168.92
2086.84

Ever Receivecd Any AFDC _ .
Payments, Quarters 1 - 4 (%]
Average Nunber of Months
Receiving AFDC Payments,
Quarters 1 - 4

Ever Received Any ARDC
Payment [X)_ _

Qusrter of Random Assignment
OQusrtar 2
Quarter 3

97.2

"1»1

- 0.28

1.3
2.3
2.8
0.6

97.5

10.08

N D 0 oI
mmm\'
. w
T3 0 i

8.78

JR8Y
® 8 8 @
NS EAPEY

+0.30

Average Totsl AFOC Payments
Received, Quartere 1 - 4 (§)
Average AFDC Payments
Received (%)

Quarter of Random Aseigmment
Quarter 2
Quarter 3

Quarter 4

-134,30%*

- 24:04%
40.45%*
42,13
27.68

2189.29

2137.92

609:26
563.20
524.44

482,38

605:15
560.51
508.59

483,87

Sample Size e

266

134

wel fare records fram tha Virginie Automated Client Informetion System, and Fairfex County AFOC case Files.

receiving wel fere.
pre-random aBei grment characterietics of eanple membars.

SWRCE: MDAC catculations from Comnorweslth of Virginie Unanptoyment Insurance earnings.racords;

NOTES: Thase date include zero velu.s for emuple members not employed and for eample members not

in calculating suns and differences.

Q
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TABLE 4:10 [continoed)

- Because of underraporting of immediate témimation of wetfare benefitss the parcentage of

recipients receiving AFDC payments in the qusrter of random assignment does not equal 100.
The quarter of randon aesi gmient réfers to tha celender quarter during which an individuel

entered_the sample for amployment and sarnings data. _For AFDC peyments; the quarter of random essignment
refere to the three months beginning with the month of rendom aesignment.

. Regreesions were run on separata subsamples of (a) urban applicante (b) rurel applicants
{c) urban recipisnts (d) rurel recipiente.

: “Guarter 1, the quartsr of randon sssignment, may contdin eome 8arnings from the period prior to
random ageigmment and 16 therefore excluded from meesuree of total follow-up for employment end aernings.
. A wmotailed t-test wes applied to experimental—control differances. Statistical eignificance
levels ere indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.

B _ Diffarences between eres impacts were not significant et the 10 percent Level using e
two-tailed t-teet.
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become 6.4 and 6.8 percentage roints higher for urban :xperimentals than
for urban controls. There were, however, no other statistically
significant impacts:

Table 4:10 shows the impacts for urban and rural sample members who

were recipients at random assignment. Of the total of 1,897 recipients,

only 400 came from the rural agencies. Given this small sample, none of
the differences between rural experimentals and controls were statistically
significant, with the exception of a significant increase in the proportion
of experimentals receiving weifare in the fourth quarter.

For urban recipient experimentals, the story was somewhat different,
but not as positive as for urban applicants. There were early, significant
employment impacts of 3.5 and 4.3 percentzge points in the first and second
quartérs. These dipped in the third quarter; but the gain came back in the
fourth quarter, although it was not statistically significant at* that
point. Small earnings gains were als? no' sisnificant.

Welfare savings were more pronounced for the urban recipients.
Because of the program, urban recipient experimentals received $134.30 less
in welfare payments over 12 months than their urban control counterparts.
The 4impacts were for the most part statistically significant and
conceéntrated mostly in the second and third quarters.

Finally, it is interesting to look at the absolute levels of employ-
ment and welfareé payménts to seéé <omé of the consegiences of payment
standards and labor market conditions in the two dirférent areéas. For
example, 57.1 percent of urban applicant controls but only 42 percent of
rural applicant controls workéd at somé point during guartérs two through

four. On average, urban applicants réceivéd considerab.y more in wélfare
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paymeiits over the course of a year than rural applicants.9

VII.

derived by subdividing the full sample according to certain characteristics
usually denoting level of employability: prior employment, length of prior
welfare receipt, educational level and number of children. Behavior of the

Those with a high school diploma had higher employment rates than those
without. However, the impacts, particularly for applicants, reveal how
these relationships could change, given some rprogram assistance. In this

impacts fror program services than those more employable, as discussed
below. For example, those without high school degrees made bigger gains

than those with diplomas. It should be noted, however, that, for both
applicants and recipients, absolute levels of employment were always higher
for the more employable persons, even though the harder-to-employ
individuals sometimes gained more from the program.

A Prior Work Experience

The program had relatively 1large and statistically significant

employment impacts for applicants without prior employment, but not for

those with prior employment (or for recipients in either group). The
advantage for applicant experimentals without prior empioyment over appli-
cant controls in that situation was 8.2 percentage points, an impact tnat

was statistically significant. Welfare savings for the group without prior




TABLE 4:11
VIRGINIA
AFOC APRLICANTS: IMPACTS OF THE EMPLOYMENT SERVICES PROGRAM,
... ---BY SELECTED SUBGROIUPS
(AUGUST 1883 ~ SEPTEMBER 1884 IMPACT SAMPLE)

. _Employed Ouring Average AFOC Fryments Receivad
Percent Quarters 2-4 [%] Duriny Guartsrs 1-4 (&) .

- __of S — - - —

Characteristic Sample | Exparimentals Controls Difference | Experimentalé Controls Différence

EmpLoyed During Year

Prior %o Agndom

Aasi gnment o B o B B
Yes 57.2 70.5 67.:3 +3.2 1188.85 1208.69 - 18.66
No 7 42.8 43,7 36.5 +8.2% 1020,91 1369.13  ~148:22

High School Diploms’ o - o o o ,
Yes 61.0 65.7 61.0 +4.6 1133.97 4170.7; - 30.20
No 49.0 53.0 26.9 6.1 1267.47 138¢,34 -~1Z1.88

Length of Prior Wel fere

History = | = - - - o T
Never on AFDC 26.3 58.3 58.2 + 0.2 -834.75 _B78.55 ~44 .80
Two Years or Less 31.5 62.7 62.3 +10.4%* 1147 L4 1208.25 -61.21
More Than Tmo Years 4.2 57:9 52.5 + 5.4 7417 .80 1801.47  <83.66

Nunber of Own Children® o o o o o
Ons 48.7 58.4 54.5 +3.9 1028:18 1208.11 -978.93%*
More Than One 50.3 60.5 : +6,9%* 1380.83 1332.51 + 48.32

Age at Random Assigrment . o o - L R
Younger than 35 60.5 62.6 57.6 +5.0 1212:43 1324:81 -112:38
35 or Older 33.5 |  83.4 = 47,5 _ +5.9 ] 1180.13 1201.27 - 21.13

Sample Size 1285 857 428 867 48 ___ _

. BOURCE: MDRC celculations from Commorweal th of Virginis Unanployment Insurence sarningé records,
wel fare records from tha Virginia Autamated Client Informetion System, and Fairfax County AFDC case files.
__NOTES: Thes data include zero valuss for ssmple menbers not employed end for sample mambers not
receiving wel fare. These data are regressi or—adj ustad using ordinary least squares, controlling for

pre-randon.assi gnment cherscteri stics of sample members. One set of treatment-subgroup interactions was

entered into the regression st e tims, rether then sll simultaneously. Oue to rounding, there mey be some

discrepancies in celculating sume and differences:

! Persons were Considered employed during the year prior to rsndom essignment if they hed UI
earnings for any of the four prior querters.
B oo o S -
The "yes" cetegory includas individuals with 2 General Equivelancy Oiplamne.
c- T S
.- _UOifferentials for femily size were calculeted from a Lineer interaction term: Esti i1ates are
shown only for one or more_then one vhild. _A few individusts reporting zero for number of childrén were

clessified in the more than one child category,

A mo-teiled t-test was applied to impacts within each subproup category. Statisticsl
signit icance Levele are indicated s8: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 parcent:
. Differences batwsen subgroup impacts were not significent at the 10 percent Level using &
two-tail ed t-test.
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TABLE 8.12
VIRGINIA
AFDC RECIPIBNTS: IMPACTS OF THE EMPLOYMENT SERVICES PROGRAM,

- By SAECTED SUBGRUPS.. = . .
TAUSUST 1883 - SEPTEMBER 1884 IMPACT SAMPLE)
_ Employed During J Average AFDC Payments Recsived
Percent Quarters 2-4 {%] |} _ Doring Quarters 1-4 [§)

Charecteristic | Sempte | Experimentsis Controls Difference | Experimentels Controls Difference

Employed During Yeer
Prior to Rgndom

Aesi gnment o S - o
Yes 22.8 64.7 59.9 +4.8 2063,72 2248.47 -184.75*%
Ko ) 77 .1 24.D 22.6 +1.4 2510.41 2584 .90 - 74,49

High Sciasl DipLane’ L o o o S
Yas 38.7 40.3 1.6 -1.3 2385.34  2329.29 + 66.05
Nz 61.3 28.0 24.5 +4,5 2414.32 2624.87 —210.55%**

Length of Prior Welfere

History - - - L o o
Never on AFDC -2.6 25.5 34.9 -9,3%ss 1816.20 2243.52 ~—427.32
Two_Years or Less 25.7 40.8 38.7 +1.1 2161.12 2140.73 + 20.39
More Then Two Years 71.7 31.0 27.9 +3.0 2517 .32 2650.14 -132.82%*

Nuuber of Own Chitdren® o o o
One - 57.9 33.8 32.0 +1.8 1827.07 2370,52 =543 ,46%*%
More Then One 42,1 32.9 30.7 +2.2 2823.35 2621.98 +201.42%%

Age st Random Assignment o o I I e
Younger than 35 55.6 37.1 35.4 +1:8 2357.80 2506.83 -1D8.D3
35 or Older 444 | 97,3 245 @ _+2.8 2422.91 2513.10 = 90.19

Sampte Size 1897 1281 616 B R F-:; R - |-

SQURCE: MDAC calcutations fram Commorweslth of Virginie Unsmployment Insurance earnings records, welfere
records fran the Virginie Autansted Client Infomet ~p System, end Feirfex County AFDC case files:
NOTES: These data include zero velues for sample mambers not employed and for sample mambers not

receiving welfare. These date ere regression-adjusted using ordinary Least aquares, - controlling for
pre-random 8581 gnment characteristics of esmple mambers. Dne cet of treetment-subgroup interactions was
entered into_the regression at a time; rather than all simultancously. Due to rounding, there may be some
discrepancies in calculeting suns and differences:
- Because of underreporting or ismedists temination of welfere bensfits, the percentage of

recipients receiving ARDC payments in the quartar of rendom eseignment does not egual 100.

a___~_~ o . oo - .- - - - L .
I _ Pereans were considered employed during the yeer prior to random assi gnment if they hed UI
eernings for any of the four prior quarters.

< S o
The "yes" category includes individuets with a General Equivatency DiplLane.

[ S - - - [ [
. - - ihfferentisle for fauily size were calculated fran a Lineer interaction term. Estimetes sre
shown only for ors or more then one child. A few individuels reporting zero for nunber of children were
classified in the more than one child category.
A A two-tefled t-test was applied to impacts within each subgroup category. Statisticel
Fignificance Levele are indicated as: * = 10 parcant; ** = 5 parcent; *** = 1 parcant:
_ _ . . _ _ Differsnces between subgroup impacts were not ignificent et the 10 percent Level using e
two-teiLed t-test,
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FIGURF 4:§
VIRGINTA
PO APPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS: CUMULATIVE
cHPLOINENT RATE, 3Y PRIOR YEAR ENPLOYMENT STATUS
(AUGUST 1983 - SEPTEMBER 1984 IMPACT SAMPLE)
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FICURE 4:7
VIRGINIA
AFDC APPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS: CUNULATIVE
- EMPLOYMENT RATES, BY HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA STATUS
(AUGUST 1983 - SEPTEMBER 1884 IMPACT SAMPLE)
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FIGURE 4.3
VVIRGINIA | |
AFOC APPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS: ClmuATIVE

AFOC PAYNENTS, BY HIGH SCHOOL DIPLO STATUS
(AUGUST 1983 - SEPTEMBER 1934 IMPACT SiMPLE)
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rapluyment came to $148 compared to only $20 for their more employable
counterparts. These savings, however, wéré not statistically significant.
(See Figures 4.5 and 4.6.)

B. Prior Welfare Dependency

Program impacts were stronger for applicants who had some prior

welfare receipt. Among applicants who had previously had their own case,

the welfare savings ranged from $61 to $84. While these amounts were not
significant, they were somewhat larger than the impacts for applicants who
had not bzen on weilfare before ($45). Time on welfare alsc influénced
employment impacts, ﬁhiéﬁlhéré higher for those on welfare previously. At
a statistically significant level of 10.4 percentage points, the employment
iﬁpact:féﬁ applicants receiving welfare for two years or less far exceeded
that for applicants who had never had their own case (0.2 percentage
points);
C. Fducation Level

associated with greater subsequent empioyment and lowor welfare payments.
However; program-induced employment and weifare impacts were concentrated
insteéad among both appiicants and recipients without high school degrees.

récéi.:1 lower welfare payments than controis, a $211 amount that was

statistically significant compared to an increase in average welfare
payments of $66 for those with diplomas. While payment impacts were not
significant for applicant experimentals (see Tabie 4.11), the welfare
savings of $122 among those without diplomas were four times larger than

the savings from those with diplomas; (See Figures 4.7 and 4.8:)
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A large family is usually seen as a potential employment barrier; but
both applicant and recipient subgroups overcame this barrier as a result of
program Services. Among é'p'piiééhté, the employment impact was a statistic-
ally significant 6.9 percentage points (compared to a nonsignficant 3.9
points for women with only one child). Among récipiénts, impacts were not
statistically significant for either large or small families, but the
employment gain was slightly larger for recipients with more than one
chiid;

In contrast, welfare payment reductions seemed to be concentrated
among both applicants and recipients with one child. For recipients, the
reductions were statisticall; significant at $543, a level 23 percent down
from the control mean of $2;371. For applicants with one child, the
reductions were a.so significant; at $179, average payments were down 15
percent from the control group average of $1,208. For both applicants and
recipients with more than one child, impacts were in the direction of

somewhat greater welfare receipt for experimentals.

VIII. Impacts During the Base Period for Proiections

The main focus of this chapter has been the program's impacts for the

the impacts for the early enrollees in the full sample, followed over six
follow-up quarters: Since the six-quarter impacts consistently carry on
the story begun in the short term; it is plausible to expect that the
program impacts found at the end of this follow-up may continue or even

increase beyond that point. These future progr: are important,
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because they are used to compare t:. program's venefits to its costs over
timé -- thé purposé of the iosllowing chapter: A longer-term focus of five
years is used and considéred necessary since most costs of the program are
incurred in the short-run, whén experimentals are still active in the

program, while benefits may accrué over a longer period of time as peopls
continue to work and reducé their useé of welfare and other transfer
programs.

As will be seen in Chapter 5, future program effects are estimated by
extending, or extrapolating, the impacts observed during the last twc
quarters of follow=up, using a numbér cf assumptions about theé direction

and rate at which these impacts will change. The last two follow-up

comparison to earlier impacts, they are more 1likely to provide a more
accurate indication of future patterns.

For all sample members, the projection base period covers the months
of January through June 1985 for earnings data, and April through September
1985 for AFDC welfare payments data. Since sample members entered the
study on different dates, these base periods represent different lengths of
follow-up relative to a ﬁéfééﬁ'é date of random assignment. For example,
for sample members randomly assigned during August »~' September 1983, the

period is their third and fourth follow~-up quai‘ters.
Table 4.13 summarizes the impacts during the base period. Although

these impacts are not statistically significant, there is a fairly

consistent pattern of earnings gains and welfare payment reductions. The
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TRSLE 4,13

VIRGINIA
ALL AFDC: IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AMD AEDC PAYHENTS

IN PROJECTION BASE PERIOD, BY PERIOD OF RANDOH ASSIGNHENT
(AUGUST 1883 - SEPTEMBER 1984 IMPACT SAMPLE]

- Perfod of Random Assignment )

Aogust - QGtobér - January - Aprit - gaty - |
Outcomes for Last Two September  Dacember March June September | Full
Follox~up Quarters 1883 1983 1984 1884 1984 | Sample
Average Eernings (s] | 14816 199,250 187,33 87:70 119:85  |165.57
AVBP&QG AFDC o o R .
Payments ($) -84.74 -28,10 -36,80 -41,46 9,85  [-35,07
Sample Size 377 1118 806 508 373 | ate2

SOURCE: MDRC celcutations from Commonwaslth of Virginie welfare und Unemptoyment Insurance
edrnings rocords;

. T - - - e }

NOTES: Projection Besqugrjo§ refers to the lest two quarters o AFDC payments and Unemployment
Insurance earnings dats eveilsble for each {ndividual, Thia rofers to Querters 7 end B for sernings
end 8 and 9 for AFDC payments for thoss randomly aceigned betweon Auguat and Septamber 1983; Quarters

6 and 7 for earnings and 7 and B for AFDC paymaits for thoss randonly cicigned betwesn October and
December 1983; Quarters 5 and 6 for esrnings and 6 and 7 for AFGC payments for thoss rendomly sseignad
between Januery and March 1984; Querters 4 and 5 for sarnings and 5 and § for AFDC payments for those

randonly sssignod batween April ~d Juno 1984; snd Oiartsrs 3 and 4 for asrnings and 4 and 5 for AFDC

peyments for those randomly assigned betwean July snd Septembar 1984,

Thééé date include zero &atageffor sgmp@armémbéré not employed end for sample ﬁéﬁsa;éiﬁét

raceiviﬁg welfare, These dats are FE@Eéséjpnfadjuéped ueing ordinery lesst squares, controlling for
pre-random essignment cheracteristice of cample mewbors,
A two-tefled t-test was sppliod to diffarences between experimentel nd control groups,

Statistical significance Levels are indicated as: * = 1p percent; ** = 5 parcent; *** = 1 parcent,
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estimates of future effacts computed in Chapter 5 will be most strongly
influenced by the base period effects for persons randomly assigne ~ing

earnings gains were close to $200 during the base period, whilz welfare
payments were reduced by $29 to $37 respectively. (See Appendix Tables F.5

and F.6 for base period impacts for applicants and recipients separately:)
Chapter 5 will discuss in detail the assumptions used abonut the

continuation of future effects So that, for each sample member, a total o
five years of data exists, consisting both of data collected during the

study period and eéstimates of future bénéfité, using base period impacts.
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CHAPTER 5
o

I. Introduction and Summary of Findings

This chapter weighs the esconomic benefits and costs of ESP to present
an overall assessment of the value of the program; It draws on the find=
ings of previous chapters and also utilizes data gathered specifically for
the benefit-cost analysis: Applying techniques deveioped in other evaluz-

tions of social programs;! the benefit-cost :nalysis asseqses ESP from
several distinet viewpoints, particulariy that of the peopie toward whom it

was directeu -~ AFDC applicants and recipients .- and of the government
budget: Thus, within the constraints of the available data, the analysis
exami.nes whether or not the program achieved its central objectives of

improving the economic .:tanding of people dependent on welfare and reduzing
the burden of welfare o. the government. The analysis also considers the
effects of the program eor society in general and on taxpayers. (As
explainsa later; the effect on taxpayers is similar but not identical to
that 5 the government budget.)

This analysis e¢stimates benefits and costs over a five-year period;
although most costs were incurred when enrollees were still in the program,
benefits may accrue over a longer time as people formerly dependent on
welfare continue to work and pay taxes: Therefore, the analysis estimates
effécts and costs after data colléction, using alternative assumptions
abolt thé way in which effects calculatéd for thé observation period might

chéngé after it ended. (Séction iII.E explains the procedure by which
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effects were extrapolated beyond the observation period.)

estimates), ESP énrollees, and applicants in particular, were better off as
a rasult of thé program because their increased earnings exceedecd their
increased tax payments as well as their losses in welfare and in payme:ts
from othér transfer programs. Thé government budget also benefited. Over
the same five-year pericd, the estimated increase in tax revenués and
savings from welfare and other programs exceeded the costs of ESP services
for applicants. For recipients, budget savings and program costs were
about equal.

1I. “ue Analytic Approach

the value of the program's effects on key outcomes, and the cost of the
resotrzes used in producing those effects: The main outzome va ~ables for
which MDRC collected data include the earnings and AFDC payment: discussed
in the impact analysis in Chazpter 4, and Unemployment Insurance benefits.
In addition, the benefit-cost analysis considers a variety of outcomes not
dir>ctly measured but for which values could be imputed: the fringe

benefits of regular jobs, tax payments, Medicaid, Food S -mps, transfer

program administrative costs; and the value of output produced by enrollees
in ESP work experience Jjobs: The analysis weighs experirantal-control
differences in these outcomes against costs which include: the expense of
operating ESP; expenditures for support services such as child care and

community colleges which provided education and training services used by
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membe.'s of the experimental and cor"rol Eroups.

The analysis examiné3 differences between experimentals and controls
in order to address the question: What are the average benefits and costs
of ISP per experimental above and beyond what would have happened in the
. of tie program? It is important to emphasize that these estimates
ar. -veraged both over members of the experimental group who participated
in program activities and those who did not. One reason for including
nonparticipants is that ESP's mandatory participation requirement mzy have

influenced the behavior of this group -- for example, by deterring some

recipients to leave the rolls to avoid the requirement. Moreover,  ome

costs are associated with nonparticipants; inciuding those of enforcing the
mandatory participation requirement; as well as of program reporting and
administratior required for thes: activities:

The period for which dnta were gathered (referred to as the observa-
tion period) varies by data source and date of random assignment for =ach
sample member. Random assignment began in August 983 and extended until
S-~tamber 1984 (see Table 2.1); and dat~ coliection for some variables
¢ .t 4 through November 1985.2 The period of observation Fanges from

eariiest enrollees. Benefits and costs accruing after the end of the
observation period (e:g:; June 1985 for earnings data and September 1985
for AFDC data) up to a point five years from the date of random assignment

have been estimated for each sample member on the basis of observed data
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and a series of assumptions. All benefits and costs have been valued in
1984 dollars,

While the available data permit estimation of a wide array of benefits
and costs, some potentially useful information was not included in this
study, such as General Relief payments as well as the earnings or other
income of family members of individuals in the research sample. Moreover,

as explained more fully later in the chapter, potential intangible effects
their family 1ife;, could not be determined. Interpretations of the
benefit-cost analysis presented below should recognize the scope of the

anatysis.

III: Economic Value of Program Effects

A. Increased Earnings and Fringe Benefits

As éééﬁ in Chapter 4, ESP yielded ar ‘ease in the level of earnings
 f experimentals over the conti - (It is important to underscore that

ihis calculaiion is based on ail experimentals ~- those who became employed
and those who did not.) Table 5.1 shows these earnings gains during the
observation period. The experimental-control difference was $250 fcr the
full researcn sample; with the gain amony, applicants ($343) exceeding the
gain among recipients ($199): The table also presents the valu~ of fringe
benefits: $45 for the full sample; with appiicants again receivi ig a higher
amount then recipients ($62 ve-sus $36): (Fringe benefits were estimated
to be 18 percent of earnings; a rate hased on national employment compensa-

tion data for the types of low-wage jobs held by most experimentals ~d

centrols, )3
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TABLE 5.1
VIRGINIA
ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL ~ CONTROL DIFFERENCES IN EARNINGS,
_ FRINGE BENEFIT! AND TAXES PER EXPERIMENTAL
DURING THE OBSERVATION PERIOD, BY WELFARE STATUS

'FRINGE BENEFITS,

Component of Ansiysis ) l Fil L Sample iptlfzanté R-zipients
Earnings $250 5347 $199
Fringe Basnafits 45 52 36
Taxes
Federal Income Tax 15 15 16
State Income Tax 2 a 2
Sorisl Security Tex 17 23 13
State Sales and Excise Taxes 1 2 1
Total Toxes | ss a3 az

SOURCE: MDRC calculetions from Unemptoyment Insorsnce records and from

NOTES: Tha rasults are based on a semple of 2138 experimentals and 1044
controls [1285 applicants; 1837 recipienis); and are expressed in 19884 dollars,
The divferences are regrassion-adjusted using ordinary teast squeres,

contro.iing for pre-random essignment characteristice of semplte members;
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The éstimates in Table 5.1 present esrsi:s. Ko i inclide those
that occurred beyond the follow-up period common to ~1! sample méubevs --
that is, beyond the fourth quarter of follow-up == #7+ individuals on whom
such data were available.? Consequently, these estimates differ from the
earnings impacts for the full sample presented in Chcpter 4, which instead
cover the follow=-up shared by all sample members. Data for the entire
follow=up period weré used in the benefit-cost analysis in order to
minizize the length of time over which observed effects had to be extra=

shapter requires attention to the issue of statistical significance: As

noted in Chapter 4; employment imp: :ts were sometimes statistically signi=
t'icant, particularly near the end of follow-up for applicants and the full
Eéﬁﬁié; but the corresponding earnings gains were rot and “herefore are
subject to some uncertainty: (That these earnings gains were not stat-

istically significant is due in large part tc the wide variance typical of

earnings in any population.) However, the impact analysis did reveal a

suggesting that the measu~=d earnings gains were not simply due to chance:
B: Increased Tax Payments

and state sazies and excise taxes: Using the relevant tax rates, this
evaluation imputed these taxes from ééiﬁiﬁéé (total earnings in the case of
payroll and sales taxes, and earnings over a base amount for income taxes);

other income (for sales taxes), marital status, and number of dependents.
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The estimation of federal taxes i-nl.ded a deduction for the Earned Income
Tax Credit, and the computation of sales taxes took accourt of average
consumption patterns, The results in Table 5.1 show that the total taxes
paid by experimentals during the observation period increased by $35 per

C: Ir:reased Qutput in Work Expecience Jobs

ESP participants who took part in the program's work experience compo-
nent not only gained job experience, but aiso provided services in various

clerical, maintenance and food service nositions. The benefit-cost

benefits from the increase in services.

Thé valué of the work performed in these jobs was estimated by detsr=
minifig the compensation that employers wouid have had to pay for other
workers to provids the same services.’ The first step in this estimation
was to determine the relative productivity of partiiuants ccmpared to that
of regular workers in comparable jobs. Evaluations by partizipants' supe -
visors gathered for the worksite survey provided s »atio comraring the
output of participants with that of regular workers.! For es:n participant
evaluated, this productivity ratio was multiplied by the average hourly
wage rate (marked up for fringe benefits) of regular workers to yield an
estimate of the value of the perticipant's cutput per hour of work.8  The
everage hourly value of cutput was then multiplied by the average Jength of
stay in work experience jobs {available from program records) to obtain the
average value nf participants! work.

Supervisors fadged that the frodustirity of work sxperience parti-

cirants was 38 percers th.t of rogular worke-s in similar types -f jobs.
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As indicated in Chapter 3, ESP enrollees who ern‘sred work experience

positions spent an average of 194 hours in those jobs. Following the

777777777 1 1.
1=

approach explained above, the average value of output was determined to
$826 per work experience participant and $104 per experimental. The vl L
of output was considerably higher for recipients ($145) than for anplicants

($41), reflecting differences in the proporti .- applicant and recipien:
experimentals assigned to work experience.?
D. Reduced Dependence on Transfur Programs

their use of Medicaid; Food Stamps; and Unemployment Insurance; although
not always in the same way.

For the benefit-cost analysis; experimental-controi differences in the
receipt of AFDC and Unemployment Insurance were estimat:d from AFDC and UT

récords during thé entire obsarvation period (in contrast to the follow-up
period comimon to all sample members used in the aualysis of AFDC impacts).
Differences in othér transfér payments were not directly measured but were
estimated from a variety of sources, Differences in Food Stamps were
imputed on the basis of household income (including earnings; AFDC and UI);
takiing 1into consideration theé earnings disregard as well as medical
Jeductions == all of wWu. n are used to determine eligibility for Food
Stamps and the amount of permitted benefits.19 Difference: in Medicaid use
were imputed i.om observed differenc€s in AFDC receipt and the rules
covering Med<caid el'gibility. A person who is on AFDC i- automatically
entitled to receive Medicaid, and remains eligible for a s. .ified period

Jf time after leavim the rolls.’! Thus, the average change in the value



of Medicaid was determined by multiplying the experimental=control

differenc: in the months of statutory Medicaid eligibility by the aver:gze

monthiy -ic:.cald payments to AFDC recipients in Virginia during 1984.12

~.:.e 5.z presents the results. Overall, the program prcliced a net
redustior of §i3& in the average value of transfer payments receivedi by
experimentals compared to controls: About 96 percent of this reductiun was

for the full sample.
The reduction in transier payments brought about a small dec. ease ($i3

per experimental) in the overall cost of administering those payments.
Changes in administrative costs were estimated in several steps. First,
for AFDC and Medicaid, the experimental-control differences in months on

AFDC abr wonthS eligible for Medicaid were determined from AFDC records.

mhese u. Terences were then multiplied by the pertinent average monthly
.diididStrative cost per AFDC adult recipienc; or former recipiert in the
case of Medicaid (since eligibility for Medicaid is not lost immediately
after leaving the welfare rolls).' For Food Stamps and UI, the change in
administrative costs was obtained by multiplying the average experimental-
control difference in transfer payments by an estimated average cost per
dollar of trai.fer,15

The effects discussed thus far pertain only to the perisd of observa=
tion. Yet, program effects may endure beyond that point. In order to
account for the full effects of the prograt, it is therefor: hecessiry to

project beyond the end of the observation period.
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TABLE 5.2

VIRG"NIA

ESTIMATED €XPERIMENTAL - CONTROL DIFFEBﬁNEES IN TRANSFER PAYMENTS

ANOD ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS PER EXPERIMENTAL
DURING THE OBSERVATION PERIOD; BY WELFARE STATUS

Typs of Paymént or Cost Full Semple Applicants  Racipiants

fraﬁifﬁr Payments

AFDC $-128 $-145 s-128 '
R o o 8
Madiceid - 6 -21 i]

Food SEaknz P 11 -2

Unemptoymant

CompensBation -3 5 -9

TatlEﬁ@Eéﬁé )

Pe;mants -434 -4 50 -138
Trensfer Admiriczus-tive Costs

AFDC -13 =224 -5

o . &

Mediceid -1 -2 (1]

Food Stamps 1 2 0®

Unemployment o

Compensation 0® 1 = 9

Totel Transfer o

Administretive Costs | -13 -23 - 6

SOURCE: MDRC catcutationa from AFDC snd Unamployment Insurence earningé end

payments reccrds; cnd from pnb[IBth and unpublishad date on adminiStretive

costs for AFO2s Mediceid; Food Stamps and Unemployment Insurance.

NOTES: The results are based on_a. sampte of 2138 nxparimentals and 1041

controls [128B5 spplicants; 1887 recipiants’ .and @are axpressed in 1884 dol'ars.

Tha differences are regreesion-adjusted wasiig nrdin!ry least equeres,

controlling for p~e-rendom assignment cherscteristice of sample members,

®Estimeted value Less then $C:50.
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assignment: Five years was chosen as the timespan since it is approxi-
mately the average iength of time AFDE appiicants remain on the rolls
nationally; 16 therefore, in the absence of ESP, the avw: -7 experimental
would léavé thé weélfaré rolls in about this :+: = of tiie. Ektrapolation
over a longer time period than requireé¢ for this five-year timespan would
involve more Speculation. Becausé the amount of obseérved data on sample
members varies according to the date they entered the research sample, the
length of extrapolation required tc éstimate results over five years also
varies by sample mem™er. For example, about two years of earnings data
(which were collected through June 1985) are available on persons entering

the sawple +n August 1983, leaving ahout three years for extrapolation. 1In

1984, requiring extrapolaticn over four years.

Extrapolation of program effeuis requires deciding on the base period
frem which extrapolztion is made, making assumptions about the rate at
which experimental-control differences decay over time, and choosing in
appropriate discount rate. The most recent available data o
effects were considered most appropriute for predirting future e. .t
Therefore, the base period selected for extiapolaticn was the last two
quarters of follow-up available for each sample member. Section VIII of

Chapter 4 has already shown the experimental-control differences in

77777777 an occurred For the

benefit-cost analysis, program effects during this base period were also

Q.
e}
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estimated for fringe benefits, tax payments; non-AFDC transfers, and
transfer progran administrative cosi:si using the same procédurés uséd to
measure or impute values for the observation period.17

The decay rate is the rate at which %he base period estimate is
assumed to change over time. Because of this study's i ‘atively short
follow-up; it is difficult to predict long-term trends from the available
data: Different assumptions hzve therefore been used to compute a range of
estimates. One assumption is that the magnitude of the experimental-
during the extr:polation period. This assumption is supported by the
finding that the overall employment and welfare impacts for the early
sanple followed over the longer term were sustainred or increzsed in the
final follow-up mcnths: Moreover; similar trends have been observed in
other studies of employment programs for welfare recipients:18 Yet; other
studies suggest that impaects do deciine with time. For example; a national

22 percent annusily for female sample members:'9 On this basis, an anmual
decay rate of 22 percent was appiied as an aiternative assumpticn: (A more
extreme assumption -- that there are no futuse effects -- is considered in
Section V of this chapter in assessing the sensitivity of the overall

avoided by making all projections in 1984 dollars from a base period that
falls within that year. However, all extrapolzted results were discounted
to their 1984 dollar values to adjust for the vaiue of foregone investment.

(A benefit received later in the follow-up period 2s worth less than the
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same benefit received earlier due to the lost opportunity to invest:) &
real discount rate -- that is, a rate adjusteéd for inflation -- of 5
percent per year was used in this analysis.20

Table 5.3 presents, for the full résearch Sample, the observed; extra-
polated and total estimates of program effects covering the five-year time

period: (Appendix Tables G.1 and G.2 show estimates for applicants and

one through four for AFDC payments). Since the impact analysis in Chapter

are the same ones reported in Tabie §.8. The column headed Additional

Follow-up provides estimates of program effects during the subsequent

early enough to have more than the follow-up available for all sample
members: (However,; these effects are averaged over all experimentals.) The
values in the two columns under the observation period sum to the total
observed values presented in Tables 5.1 and 5.2.

The column in Table 5.3 headed Extrapolation Period presents a range
of values with the first number caiculated assuming a 22 percent annual

effects during this period. The final column, which is simply the sum of

the other columns; indicates the estimated program effects at five years
after random assignment: Again; the range of results presented refiects
the alternative decay assumptions:

As seen in Table 5.3, the extrapolated estimates are much larger than

£
gl
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TABLE 5.3
VIRGINIA
EXPERIMENTAL - CONTROL DIFFERENCES IN PROGRAM EFFECTS
_ PER EXPERIMENTAL DURING THE OBSERVATION PERIOD,
EXTRAPOLATION PERIOD, AND AT FIVE YEARS AFTER RANOOM ASSICNMENT

ESTIMATES FOR THE FULL SAMPLE

— = T
| _Observation Period

o I Common Additiona Extrepolation Five Yogr
Outcome Variable _Follow-up Follow-up Period Total
Esrnings 81 $168 $748 to $1080 | $888 to $1340
Frings Benefits i5 30 135 t& 18B 180 to 241
Tax Payments 11 24 114 to 166 145 to 201
AFDC Payhents ~Ba - -45 -116 to =230 | =280 to -359
Other Transfer N o
Payments 19 -23 -95 to -135 | -100 to -140
Transfer Progranm B
Adeinistration -5 -8 -37 to -53 -50 to -66

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from Unemployment Insurence earnings and payments
records; AFDC payments recordsj and publighed and unpublished deta on tex rates;

employes fringe benefits; and administretive costs for AFDC, Medicaid, Food Stemps
and Unemploymsnt Insurance,

NOTES: The resulté &rs based on s sample of 2138 axperimentsis end 1044
controls (1285 applicante; 1887 recipients), and are oxpresasd in 1984 dotlars: The

differences are regression-adjusted using ordinary laast squsres, controlling for

pre-random ssgignment cherscteristics of Sempls memberE;

B Wﬁfﬂfﬁf?ha common follow-up paricd covers quarters 2 through 4 for sarnings,
fringe benefits and tex payments, and querters 1 through 4 for AEDC peyments;

Mediceid, Food Stamps, Unemployment Insurance payméents 8nd administrative costs,

b _ o . T B e S S

777777 The aedditionel follow-up period covers slLL the aveilable follow-up

quarters aftar querter 4, The number of sdditional follow-up quarters depsndé on
t

each esmple member's date of random assignment,

- ) “Estimotes raflect stternative sssumptions sbout the changs in impects
aftér deta coliecton snded, The first number of sach range essumes thet program
effects decline by 22 percent per year during the extrepoiation period; the sscond
number essumes rc decay or increase.

T - o ,
) The five year totals ere the sum of the estimated affects during the
observation and extrapolation periodr,

®Includes Medicaid, Food Stamps &nd Unemployment Insurence:

fiﬁéih&ié edministretive ccsts for AFDC, Medicetd, Food Stemps end

Unemployment Insursnce;
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the observation period values for all outcomes and account for a larger
proportion of the estimated five-year effects. For example, the extra-
polated estimates for earnings account for 75 percent or more of the
five-year totals, while the extrapolated values for AFDC payments account
for 40 percent or more of the five-year totals: As will be seen in Ssction
V of this chapter; the extrapolated effects are critical to the overall
benefit-cost results. (Section V also discusses the conclusions reached
when extrapolatéd effects are not inciuded in the benefit-cost analysis.)
Table 5.3 also shows how the program's estimated effects over five
years vary according to the different assumptions about decay. For
example, the experimental-control difference in earnings after five years
is estimated at $999 assuming a 22 percent annual decay rate; and at $1,3L0
assuming no decay or increaseé. Thé change in AFDC payments over the same
period of time ranges from $-290 to $-359. Given the uncertainty about the
true value of ﬁrogrém effects after the observation period, both sets of

Experimental-control differences in costs were estimated for several
types of expenditures including: ESP operating costs, payments for support
services such as child care and transportation, and the operating costs of
education and training providers. These costs were estimated separately
for applicants and recipients as well as for thz sample as a whole.
Average costs were calculated per experimental as in the case of program
effects; All estimates exclude expenditures made only for research

purposes (such as for random assignment and special data collection), since
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these z~tivities did not contribute to program impacts.

A. ESP Operating Costs

several subsamples drawn from the main research sample. (See Chapter 2 for
more detail on these data sources.) 1In addition, in order to determine the
cost of program components; interviews with program staff investigated how
they apportioned their time over the program functions for which they were

responsible.22

This time Etuay considered six program components: initial assessment,
reassessment, individual job search, group job search; work experience, and

education and training. However, staff members could not determine the
time Spent on separate activities precisely. Distinguishing the cost of
reassessment intérviéws from the cost of other activities was particularly
difficult dué to thé broad range of concerns addressed during reassessment.
For example, staff would typically use these sessions to review a parti-
cipant's experience in individual job search, and to discuss assignments to
work experience positions or education and training options: Reassessment
interviews were also used to provide counseling that might not be specific
to any particular program activity. Thus, the costs reported separately
for job search, work experience, and education and training actually refer
to the costs of these componénts above and beyond the resources spent on
them during reassessment interviews.

The cost of each componént was estimatéd in several steps. The first

step was to determiné thé Munit cost," that is, the average cost of provid-
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ing the activity to onme individual.2® (In calculating this unit cost, ESP
enrollees not in the research samplé were considered. As explained in
Moreover; some agencies enrolled recipients of General Relief and Food
Stamps into ESP:)

The next step was to multiply the average unit cost of a component by

training programs in the community.) These assignment rates were estimated

from the same data used in the participation analysis in Chapter 3;
however, in estimating costs over a five-year timespan, the benefit=cost
analysis used all follow-up data available for the early enrollees (that is
data from beyond the nine-month period common to all sample members used in
Chapter 55. Moreover; the assignment rates were regressicn-adjusted
experimental=control differences, in part to assure consistency with the
approrich to estimating program effects.2¥

This evaluation understates the true costs of serving experimentals to

the extent that the estimated assignment rates do not capture assignment of

individuals who entered program activities after data collection ended.
later enrollees since they had a shorter follow-up period than earlier
enrollées. (See Figure 3.2 in Chapter 3.) &s a partial correction for
this problem, assignment rates for later enrollees were extrapolated based
on the experiences of the earlier group.25 However, since most individuals

who became active in the progran did so early in their program tenure, the
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extrapolated results increased the estimated participation rates only

slightly.

component, is $388 for the full sample. The higher estimate for recipients
($479) than opplicants ($251) reflécts thé fact that a greater proportion
of recipients than applicants participated in each program component.

Assessment and reassessment functions togethér account for over half of

these operating costs. Individual and group job search activities that

somewhat less than a Fifth:  About 5 percent was spent on referring
participants to education and training programs in the community, for the
most part to pay for the time ESP staff spent assigning participants to
educational and training services, and monitoring their progress. (Only
the Chesapeake agency, which operated an on-site GED program, provided
education or training itself.)

B: Support Services

To enhance opportunities to take part in ESP activities or to ease the

transition to employment; ESP staff offered financial assistance for
various support services, such as child care and transportation. Title XX
funds covered over 90 percent of these expenditures, while ESP funds paid
for the remainder: The estimated value of these expenditures was deter=
mined primarily from DSS payment records for a repres:ntative subsamplé of
applicants and recipients:Z26

For members of the research sampie who actually received assistance
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TASLE 5.4
VIRGINIA

ESTIMATED NET LOSTS OF ESP PER EXPERIMENTAL,
BY WELFARE STATUS

Eﬁffggfjifﬁ}f l uf?{};ééﬁéié,, Applicants Recipients
ESP Operating Coste®
Assescmant $113 $ 88 $129
Reassessment 102 73 121
Tndivideat B
Job Sesrch as 24 33
Group Job Search ag a2 61
Work Experience 68 27 8s
Educetion and Training 21 7 ao
Total 388 251 .479
Support Services
child care 11 10 12
Transportation 12 8 1s
Other i 2 0
Totat 24 20 27
Community Education ) - )
end Treining Services 18 -18 32
Total Costs R B a3o 253 548

SOURCE: MDAC calculations from VACIS and other program ectivity data; JTPA

informetion systems data and fiscal records; 8ttendance and fiscal dete from
Llocal public schools &nd commiunt ty colleges; ESP and Department of Social

Services fiscal records; and MDAC study of ESP staff time sttocation,

NOTES: The r@g?if?;fbf operating costs are bgégd on a sample of 2138
experimantals end 1044 controls (128F epplicants, 1897 recipients].

Experinental-control differences n the participation retes on which these costs

are based were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, Ebntro[[iﬁg for
pre-random essignment Choracteristics of semple membars: [In Fairfex County,

COST estimations were based on cese file data for o subsempla of 183

éxperimeﬁtﬁ}éiliéjghtédfrb equal the totsl nomber of Fairfax é}periﬁénggﬁs in
the research aample.} Tte results for support services and community education

and training are baced on repressntative subsamples of axperimentals and
controls, All costs ere expressed in 1984 gallars,

a - . .. . ] . e
) Bacause the proportion of staff time Epent On reassessment pften
overlapped with time spent on other activities, the distinctitns in costs
between ESP activities sre not precisa,
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for child care; the average value of payments during the observation period
was $563 for experimentals, and $429 for contruls: (Controls could receive
these and othér support services without being enrolied in ESP.) However,
since only a small proportion of the sampie received this ohild care assis=
tance, the average cost per experimental was only $11 above the $10 mean
for controls. (See Tablé 5.4.) For all support services, the difference
net operating cost of the program.

C. [Education and Training Costs

As noted in prior chapters, ESP staff reéferred experimentais to educa-
tion and training programs in the community. Moreover, both experimentais
and controls could enroll in such programs on theéir own initiative. The

types of programs used included those sponsored by JTPA; community college
vocational and technical schools.

To estimate the extént to which meémbers of the research sampie entered
these services, a special study was conducted with a representative sub-
sample of experimentals and controls. As shown in Chapter 4 (see Table
4:1); this study found that a roughly similar proportion of experimentals
and controis (16 percent and 13 percent respectively) entered education and
training programs during the observation period.2T However, the experi-
Fairfax activity records provided assignment data for experimentals only.

Since the actual unit costs of the specific education and training

services used by the research sample could not bé obtained, rough
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approximations (in 1984 dollars) were computed from statewide data. The

estimated unit costs were $1,462 per participant in programs sponsored by
JTPA; $114 per Student in GED and other public school courses; and $858 per
student in community college programs.2®  Determination of the costs of

services involved were not specified. However, interviews with ESP staff

suggest that these were mostly public school and community college courses.

Therefore, a unit cost for education and training services identified in
costs for the public schools and community colleges; yielding an estimate
of $486 per person assigned.

The next step in estimating thé average net cost of education and
training per experimental was to multiply thése unit costs by the differ-
ence in the percentages of experiméntals and controls entering the relevant
activity. These estimates for different types of programs were then summed
to produce an overall estimate of $18 per experimental, as shown in Table
5:4: (This low value reflects the fact that these services wéré not widely
used by .he research sample, and that the experimental-control difference
in use wus small.) For applicants, the estimate of a net cost of $~18 per
experimental means that the average cost per applicant control was higher
than the average cost per applicant experimental, which is dus to the
greater use of some education and training services by applicant controls.
For recipients; in contrast, the estimated cost of these activities was
higher for experimentals than controls, by an average of $42 per experiment-

al. Given uncertainty about the accuracy of thé information on which these

=1i5=
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estimates are based, these estimates are mot p”re'c’ise;éé

When thLese costs for education and training programs nct operated by
ESP are added to ESP operating costs and expenditures for support services,
the resulting estimaté of the cost of serving experimentals -- above the
costs of serving controls =- 18 éMSO per experimental ($253 for applicants
and $548 for recipients).

While it is necessary to estimate costs on a per experimental basis ==
to permit comparison with program effects peasured in this way —- it is
important to remember that not all experimentils received substantial
amounts of program services. Indeéeéd, if only the enroilees active in the
program at some time are considered, theé average cost per person would be
higher. ESP operating costs were re-éstimated for the experimentais who
were ever assigned to the program's activities. (The costs of support
services and community education and training services are not included:)
For the full sample, the average gross cost per person increased to
approximitely $603. For applicants it rose to $536, while for recipients

it increased to $629.

V. Distribution of Results

This section considers the benefits and coStS of the program from
several perspectives, first that of the welfare samplé -- the AFDC appli-
cants and recipients included in this study. For this group; thé benefits
generated by ESP include increased earnings and frings benéfits from employ-
ment as well as increased support services (e.g., child care and transporta-
tion): However, these gains are offset by an increase in taxes owed on

earned income, and a reduction in transfer payments. Table 5.5 presents
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TABLE 5.5
VIRGINIA
FROM THE PERSPECTIVE DF THE WELFARE SAMPLE

ESTIMATED BENEFITS AND LDS SES PER EXPERIMENTAL

AFTER FIVE YEARS, BY WELFARE STATUS
Component of Anslysis _| Full Semple Appticente  Recipients
Benafits
Increased Earnings $898 to 81340 $1363 to $184D $006 to $4075
Increesed Fringe Benefits 180 to 241 246 to 331 145 to 184
Increesed Support Services 24 20 27
Losses
Increesed Tax Payments -148 to -201 -180 to -244 -133 to -178
Reduced AFDC Payments -280 to -35§ =338 to -423 -378 to -342
Reduction in Dther Trensfers | -100 to -140 -153 to =215 =-82 to -113
Net Gein or Loss® 664 to 805 858 to 1310 485 to 663

SOURCE: MDBE catcututiuna from vnc:s and other progrem activity dete; JTPA

information systems date and fiﬁcat records; attendance and fiscel date from

Local public gschoote and community cottages~ MDRC worksite survey; Unemployment

Insuranca esrnings _ana. pgymants recordag AFDC paymants records; ESP and
Department of Sociel Services fiscal records; MDRC study of ESP staff time

sllocetion; end pubtifbgg snd unpubtishéd dets on tax rates, employee fringe

benefits and sdministrative costs for AFDC. Medicaid, Food Stamps, and
Unemployment Ineurance:

NDTES: CDBtS were sctimated for thE s8me five yeéer period as benefits
although most costs were incurred in the first yeéer sfter random ass

signmert,

Reaults era uxprassad in 1884 dollars. The full sample includes
2138 experimantuls end 1044 controls (4285 applicants, 1897 recipients]),

For Béﬁi?iié. estimatec reflect alternative aasimptions about the

chsnge in impects after dats collection ended. The first number of each range

sssumes that program effects dacline by 22 percent per yesr during the extre-
poletion period; the second number BsBUMEes no dacey or incressse,

®ihe net gein or Loss 15 the sum of ell benefits end losses,
-147-
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the benefits and losses estimated for the five-year time period and on the
bottom line shows the overall resultS of adding them together: (The esti-
mates are calculated on a base that included nonparticipants as weil as
participants;)  Experimentals enjoyed a net gain as their increased
earnings clearly outweighed their increased taxes and reduced transfer
payments: For the full sample, estimates of this gain range in value from
$664 to $905 per experimental over five years; depending on which
assumption about the rate of decay in program effects is used. (Ths lower

ments, These greater losses are outweighed by applicants' increasec
earnings and fringe benefits.
The government Biidééﬁﬁ perspective is of critical concern to policy-

makers interested in budget savings. According to this perspective,

iricreased tax paymeiits; reduced transfer payments, and reductions in the

costs of administering transfer payments constitute benefits. 30 In

the program on applicants -- a het gain from the budgetary perspective of
$506 to $746 per appiicant: For recipients; estimates ranged from & net

loss of $29 per experimental to a net gain of $119, depending on
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TABLE 5.6
VIRGINIA

FROM THE GOVERNMENT BUDGET AND TAXPAYER PERSPECTIVES

ESTIMATED BENEFITS AND LOSSES PER EXPERIMENTAL
AFTER FIVE YEARS; BY WELFARE STATUS

mentals end 1044 controls {1285 appticﬁn:s.r1897 recipiénts). For benefits

other then in-program output, estimates refleact alternstive sssumptions about

the change in impacts after data collection ended:; The first number of each

rangs assumes that program effects decline by 22 percen: per year dUring the

extrapolatfon period; ths second number sssumes no dacay or incrasse,
®The not gsin or loaa fron the Sﬂdgit parspective is the sum of

ell benefits and tosaus, axcluding the velue of in-program output,
b T oL . e
The net gein or toss from ths texpayer perspective is obtained

adding the value of in-progrem outpot to the net gein or lLoss from the budget

perspective.
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Componsnt of Analyais Futl Ssmpte Appticents Recipients
Benefits
Increased Tex Payments $149 to $201 $180 to $244 $133 to $178
Reduced AFDC Payments 280 to 359 338 to 422 278 to 342
Reduction in Other Tranafars 100 to 140 153 to 215 B2 to 113
Reduced Tiénafer Program
Administration S0 to 66 88 to 118 26 to 34
Loeses
ESP Dpersting Costs -388 -251 -478
Support Service Costs -24 -2p -27
Community Educetion and ] -
Treining Costs ) -18 18 -42
Net Gain or Loss from the 7
Budget Perspective® | 159 to 338 506 to 746 -29 to 119
In-Progrem Output {Benefit) 103 44 145
Net Gain or Loss from the o - - :
Texpsyer Parspective 263 to 440 537 to 787 116 to 2864
SOURCE: Sse ?ablé 5.5.
Nﬁfééfii Coata were aafimatad for the same five yesr period as Béﬁé?iié
elthough mOSt coBtE were incurred in tha _first yesr sfter rendom essignment:
Resul ts are expressed in 1984 dollars:. Ths full sample includes 2138 experi-

by



assumptions about decay. Given this range of estimates and the various
decisions made 1in calculating them; these results are probably best
interpreted to mean that; for recipients; the government budget essentially
"breaks even" after five years:

The effect of ESP on the government budget is quite close to its
effect on taxpayers:31 The two perspectives are not identical since
taxpayers benefit not only from the net savings to the government budget;

but also from the value of output produced by ESP participants in work
experience assigmnments. Taxpayers benefit from the services performed by
participants assigned to work experience without having to pay for them:

Kdding the value of services performed in work experience to the estimated
budget savings yields the overall gain to taxpayers: 5263 to $440 per
experimental, with a positive value for recipients as well as for appii-
cants. (See Table 5.6.)

i final perspective considered here is that of society at large, which
includes both the welfare sample participating in this study and taxpayers:
From the perspectivé of society as a whole, program effects that are a gain
to one of thése groups but an equivalent ioss to the other group yieid no
net benefits; they are simply transfers between groups: For example; the
reduction in AFDC payments is a 10ss to the welfare sampie that is offset
by equal savings for taxpayers. In contrast, the reduction in the admin-
istrative costs of the AFDC program is a net benefit to society as a whole
since taxpayers save money and the welfare sample 1s not directly affected.
Similarly, increased earnings of the welfare sample are not fully offset by
losses to taxpayers.32 (See Appendix Table G.3 for further detail on the

distribution of specific categories of benefits and costs:.) For the full
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while estimated costs totaled $406, yielding a net societal gain of $927 to
$1,345 per experimental after five years. The estimated net gain for
applicants ($1,505 to $2,097) exceeded the net gain for recipients ($601 to
$927). |

The overall gain or 1oss generated by ESP from each of the four

generated. The one exception is for recipients from the government budget
perspective. For that group, whether or not ESP resulted ir net budgetary
savings depends on assumptions about the decay rate.

As noted throughout this chapter, the results of the benefit-cost

to occur aftér the observation period -- either unchanged or at a decay

major

[Vl

rate of 22 percent. BecauSe the extrapolated effects constituted
share of the total effects estimated for the five-year time period (see
Section III.E), it is uséful to consider how the overall benefit-cost
results would change if program effects are assumed to be zero after the
end of data collection. Such an assumption would yield Ilower-bound
estimates of the program's results.

To test the sersitivity of the benefit-cost results tc this assump-
tion, all benefits and losses were re-estimated without including the
extrapolated effects. The overall results, which are presented in Appendix

Table G.4, reveal that the welfare samplé's gains from the program still
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TABLE 5.7
VIRGINIA

ESTIMATED NET GAIN OR LOSS PER EXPERIMENTAL AFTER FIVE YEAHS.

BY WELFARE STATUS AND PERSPECTIVE

Perspactive
S Wel fare o ) _ _
Wel fere Stetus 1 SEmpLE _ Budget Texpeyer Society
Full Sample 664 to 805 159 to 336 263 to 440 827 to 1345
Applicents 858 to 1310 506 to 746 547 to 787 1505 to 2097
Recipients 485 to 663 -29 to 118 116 to 264 601 to 927

SOURCE: MDRC cetcutetions from VACIS and uthar program activity data: aTPA

information systems dete end fiscel records; attendance and f1sc§l data from Llocel

ublic schools and community cottegas, MDRC . worksita Burvey, Unamploymant Insurance

rarnings and peyments records AFDC payments. racords; ESP. and Dapartmant of Social

5arvices fiscal records; MDRC study of ESP staff time. allocation and pﬁblished and

inpubtished dete on tex rates, asmptoyee fringa banefits. and administrative costs fo

\FDC; Mediceid; Food Stemps; and Unamptoyment Insurenca,

NOTES: Within eech perspective; positive numbers indicete geins to thaet groaop
'nd negetive numbers indicete lLosses;

Results ere esxpressad in 1984 dollers, The full sampta inctudes 2138

xperimentels and 1044 controls {1285 epplticents; 1897 recipients).

Estimetes reflect elternative essumptions sbout the changa in progrem
ffects efter deta collection ended; The first number of eech reng: assumes that
rogrem effects decline by 22 percent per year during the extrepotetion period; the

econd number assumes no decey or incresse.
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exceed its losses. In contrast, for the government budget; the losses
outweigh the benefits. From the taxpayer and societal perspectives, a net
gain was estimated for applicants while a net loss was estimated for
recipients. Overall, thésé findings support the oconciusion that ESP is
beneficial for applicants and récipients. However, the program cannot be
viewed as cost-effective for the governmént budget or taxpayers unless

éééuméd not to décay

future program effects are considered and ar
substantially.

This benefit-cost analysis has not taken into account several
iﬁﬁBFEéﬂE‘ factors worth underscoring. The highér employment rate of
experimentals could result in some displacement of other workers, yet this

evaluation assumed no displacement occurred. The analysis also did not

as a result of working. 1In addition, the evaluation did not consider the
implications of welfare mothers spending more time working and less time
with their children: Nor did it take account of the degree to which
soctety values working over receiving welfare. The factors not weighed in

this analysis should be considered in interpreting its results.
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TABLE A:1
VIRGINIA
DISTRIBUTION OF APPLICANTS AND nec;g;eurs
NOT RANDOMLY ASSIGNED, BY REASON FOR EXCLUSION FRGM RANOOM ASSIGNMENT
(AUGUST 19B3-SEPTEMBER 1984 SAMPLE]

 Applicants
Reason and Recipiante

Currently Active in ESP® 4.3
Currently Schadulad to fegin
Selected ESP Componente 6.9

Prior Participation in Selscted )

ESP Components 3.9

In Fult-Time Non-ESP Education or . o
Training 14.0

Hendq;gfg Reg&strant With Child Less Than -
Six Yeers Old ] 59.5
" Voluutear 8.7
Hale® , o L 2.7 R
Total Number Not Randomly Assignad o 2995 i

SOURCE: Celculetions from MDRC Client Informetion Sheets.

Nb?és- Some individuels ware exctudad from rendom essignment
for more than one resason.

Recipients were screened for currant bértucupation in

ESP conpﬁnenta. group job search, work experience.,rraining end

educetion; Individunls who were currently partucipetlng in 1nd1viduel

job search weara considared eligible for randoa aasignmant.

e scheduled within thirty deye to

er
begin ESP work sxperisncs, educa tion or treining ware not atigibla for
random essignment,

bﬂacipiints who we
u

cReCipilntl who pirticipat-d in ESP work experience;

aducation or training were not stigibte for random assignment.

Single parents who havs chi[dren Under six ysars of age

oen their case are lIN--and-tory whan thay ares out of the home for more
than briaf or infrequent periods.

Sono _wmales were 1nadvertontly randomly assigned to the
rasaarch groups, For thia analysis, thay were considered to be pert
of the hon—reasearch group.
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TABLE A,2

VIRGINIA

SELE. ED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE ESP ENROLLEES

AT THE TIME OF RANDOM ASSIGNMENT, BY RESEiﬁCH _SAMPLE BROUP
{AUGUST 1983 - SEPTEMBER 1884 SAMPLE)

= - Non-Res&srch
Charectertstic ) | Rosessrch Semple Semple

AFDC Stetuo (%]

Applicant 40.4 23.5%es
Recipisnt 59.6 76.5%%e
Aversge Age (Yeers] 33.6 27.g8ss
Ethnicity (%] -
whita, Non—Hispanic 32.8 25.0%%°
BlLecki; Non-Higspanic 64.0 72;2%8s
Rispanic 1.2 0.8
Gther 2.0 2.0
Degree Receivad (%] -
None 56.3 45 .,28%°%s
Generat Equivutancy Diploma 8.1 8.1
High School Diptome 35.5 46,788

Prior AFOC Dependency (%]

Never on AFDC 12.1 10.2%%
Two Yearc or L??F,, 28.1 34.8%%
More Then Two Yesrs 58.8 55.0%%%
Helid Job et Any Time During Four
Quarters Prior-to Rendom o )
Assignment (X]) 36.7 36.0
Avcroge Elfgings During Four Quartcrs 777777 -
Prior to Rendom Assignment (8] 1167, ss - 741,55%%s
= <. . .b L A
Totsl Seaple 3184 2786 -

SOUHCE: eotcutntjahi from MDRC Clisnt Informetion Shests and UI sernings
records from the Comronwestth of Vi: ginii.

NOTES: Distributions mey not sdd exectiy to 100:D percent becsuss of
ro&nding.
o - - - -- - - S L
C,;;g;,;gd from Unemploysent Insurence esrnfnge records from the

Coamonweal th of Virgtnie.

b el o
For eslected cherecteristice; eemple sizes mey very up to 38
sample points due to Bi{ssing dete.

Differencis ﬁc:-ien o@@@[e groups sre stofis:ically significent

using & two-toiled t-test or chi-oqaoro tast at the falla-ing levels: * = 10
percent; ** = 5 percent; *%*% = 9 percent,

-157-



TABLE A.3
VIRGINIA

 SELECTEO CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESEARCH SAMPLE

(AUGUST 1983 - SEPTEMBER 1984 SAMPLE]

I N —
. S Job Seerch— . - o
Characteristic Controls Work Experience |Alt ESP Services|  Totel
Wolfare Stetus (X} 2.1 39.0 41.4 40.4
Applicant 58.9 61.0 58.9 59.6
Recipieant
Average Age (Yesrs) 3a3.3 33.9 33.7 33.6
Ethnicity (X) , o - o
Whita, NomHispanic 32.0 32.8 33.6 32.8
Black, NonmHispenic 64.3 64.0 63.7 640
Hispanic 1.3 1.2 1.0 1.2
Other 2.4 1.9 1.7 2.0
Degree Recaived (%) o - i
None - 55.1 57.4 56.5 56.3
General Equivalency Oiplome 7.7 7.8 B.8 B:1
High School Diplama 3z.2 33.56 34.7 35:5
Prior AFDC Dependency (%) - -
Never on AFDC 12.7 12.3 11.3 12.1
Two Yesrs or Less 27.8 28.3 28.1 28.1
Mors Than Two Yeers 59.5 59.4 60.6 59.8
ﬁéidrdés §friﬁy ?i@é ﬁuring ;hur
OQcarters Prior to Rendom . . -
Asgignments (%) 38.1 33.8 38.3 36.7"
Averege Eernings Ouring Four Querters| -
Prior to Random Assignment ($}) - |  1237.B6 892.71 1271.67 1167.56%*
Totet Sampte’ - 106 1061 1077 3184

_ SOURCE:  Celculetions from MDAC Client Inforwetion Sheets end UL eernings records from the Commomwest th
of Virginias
NOTES:  Distributions mey not edd exactly to 100.0 parcent because of rounding.
®Catciitatad From Unemploymént Inéurance eernings records from the Commorwestth of Virginia.
bkar selected characteristics, sample sizee mey Vary up to 18 sample points due to missing deta.
Differences acrose research groups are statietically significant using & two-teiled t-test or

chi-squere test &t the following Levele: * = 10 parcent; ** = 5 parcent; **% = 1 percent.
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TABLE A.4
VIRGINIA

_ _SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF KPPLICANTS B
AT THE TIME OF RANDOM ASSIGNMENT; 8Y PER:DD OF RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

(AUGUST 1883 - SEPTEMBER 1984 SKMPLE]

] S T
o August 1983-
Characteristic March 1884 = | April-September 1884
Local Agency (%) 7
Feirfax 27.7 27 1
Newport News 32:6 gere
Hampton. - 16:7 o1
Chesapaake 3:5 16,388+
Rurat Agancies 26:5 22.5
Average '‘Age (Yesars) 32.:8 33.2
Ethnic:ty (%) : -
White, Non-Hispenic 41,2 32,3
Biacks Non-Higpanic 55,7 54,0
Hispsnic 1.5 1.5
Dthear 1.6 2.2
Degree Received (%) -
Nore o 50:7 47 .0
GBNEPE[ Equivalency Oiploms 8.3 B.5
High School Diploma 41.0 43.5
Prior AFDC Dspendency (%) 7 -
Never on AFDC 23.3 30.1%%*
Two Years or Less 32.7 2¢9.49
Mors then Two Years 44,0 38.9
Hald Job at Any Time B
ﬂuring Fﬁur Quarters Prior -
to Random Arsigrmént ()° 56.2 58.6
Avaruga Earninga During
Four Quartar Prior toa - o
Random Assignment (§) 1887:31 | 2B85.aD%*=
. . - p — o
sample Size o 745 542
ICOntinuadj
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Teble A:4 ([contingad]

SOURCE: Calculatione from tha MDAC Gtiont Information Shests and UL

airninga records from the Commonweelth of Virginie:

NOTES: Distributions mey not edd exactly to 100:0 percent baceuse of
rounding.

CalcuLatad from Unemployment Ineurence earnings records from the
Con-on-aalth of Virginie.

bFor salected charecteristics, semple sizes mey very up toc 8
sampte points due to missing deta,

D1fferancas between periods of random assignment are

statisticulty significant ueing e two-teiied t-test or chi-squere test et the
following Levels: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; * # = 1 percent;
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AT THE TIME QF RANDOR A”SIGNHENT.
{AUGUST 1983 - SEPYEMBER 1884 SAMPLE])

TABLE A.S

VIRGINIA

SELECTED CHRRACTERISTICS DF RECIPIENT“

BY OLRIDD OF BANDOM ASSIGNMENT

1883-

- - August 1883 )
quragigiiftic Merch 1884 April-September 1884
tocet Agency (%) i

Feirfex 14.4 29,1%%%
Newport News 28:8 20.6%%#
Heampton 14.6 18.2
Chesspéske ao:s 12.18%x
Rural Agencies 21:3 20.0
Averege Age [(Yeers) aa.e 33,14
Ethnicity (%) o
White, Non~Hispanic 28;9 21.6%%
Btacks, Non~Hispenic 70;p 71.0
Hisben1c 1;? 1.2
Dther 0:1 6.2
Degree Received (%) B
Naona 61.3 61.1
Genaeral Equivelency Diplome 8.3 6.8
High School Diplome 30.5 32.0
Prior AFDC Dependency (%) )
Never on AFDC 1.5 7.4%%n
Two YEBPS or Less 26.9 20.3%»
More then Two Yeers 71.6 72.2
Hatd QUD st ApyiTima
During Four Quartars Pr1or -
to Random Assignment (%) 2.8 23,2
Avarlga Earnings Uuring
F99[7QUErter Prior to o
Random ABtigrmant (t] 427 .29 310.€3
LT . b S -
Sample Size 1557 340
tcontinued]
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TABLE A.5 (continusd)

7 56&66&3 VE'erEéui.at'ibii's fron HBRC Cliant Information Sheets end UI serning
records from tha Commonweelth of Virginie,
'NOTES: Distributions may not add exectly to 100.0 percent because of

rourding,

o féﬁtéﬁir-iéa from Unemployment Insurance esrnings records from the
Commonweal th of Virginia.

o 'fi:m- select 1 charscteristics, eemple cizes may vary up to 6
sample points due to mise g data.
7 Differences bétween pariods of rendom eseignment are 7
statistically significent using & two-teiled t-test or chi-square test at the
following Levels: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *%% = 4 percent.
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TABLE A8
VIRGINIA

HONTHLY UNEHPLOYIENT RATES, BY LOCAL AGENCY
(AUUST 1883-4LE 1985

Uk Agtcies 7 | ~ Rurel Agancies
1 I | | | T
Newpor & Chege- Martine- | Pitteyt=

Honth Fairfox | Nows | Hanpton | peske | Hanry | Grayeon | Galex | Carroll | ville | venie Compbat { [virgints

Aot 1983 | 26 | 43 | 48| S0 | 52 | 83| 68 | 58| &4 | &7 | a2 | 52
Sepanbar 25 | 44 | 48 | 43 | a8 | 63 | 54 | 56| 62 | 58 | 44 | 44
dctobar 27 | 50 | 58 | @s | a8 | 78| s0 | 84| dd | i3 | &8 | &g
Nov anbar a1 | st | s8] a7 | s 27| 52 53 | 52 8.5 72 | &
Dacember 26 | 48 | 81| 47 | e 78 | a3 57 | B4 | 78 | 57 | 53

dovary 1884 |28 | 83 | &8 | &1 | 83 | 98 | 57 | 87| 82 | 97 | 20 | &
Fabruary 25 | 49 56 | 47 | B8

8

o1 | 45 | 76| 68 | 1 M| 67
26 | 5 54 | 44 | 5.2 B9 | 245 B2 | 5.8 7.0 54 | 5.4
]l 2 | 4 50 | 46 | B4 | 77| a4 B2 [ 50 | 65 54 | 5d
Moy B6 | 48 | 4 | 40 | me | 82 | a0 | 55| 54 | Bd | 44 | 4d
June 29 | 4 60 | 46 | 4 B5 | 45 55 | 4D B2 42 | 43

July a8 | 48 | &0 | s | 66 | o0 | 8B | 83 | a3 | 93 | 53 | 5

—E9TH+
=
-2
s

August 26 | 44 | 48| 43 | 56 | 80 | 49 | 48| 39 | s | a8 | 44
Jeptember 25 | 4.4 a7 | 4R 5.4 8.0 | 50 8.2 3.8 5. 5.0 4.4

October a7 1 &0 | 48 | 45 | 70 | 87 [ 87 | &2 | M4 | 88 | 65 | 4
Nov enber 25 | &b 45 | 40 | oe 27| a6 84 [ 8.2 9.6 76 | 4.8

Daconber a7 | 48 | 48 | &0 | 7@ | 3 | %2 | e8| 63 | 94 | &5 | 0
ke R I B N B N B N I I I I
Februsry 26 | 52 S8 [ 48 | 100 | 30 | B5 | 144 | 82 | 15 8.4

forch 25 | 45 5D | 42 | B2 | M9 | 58 | WY | 70 | 88 | 73

April 25 | 38 3 [ 45 | 85 | 120 | 54 91 | B0 79 5,7 :
Moy 3|38 | ar | 43 | s | s | 61 | 2| 62 | ad 61 | 6
Jing WpRb S8 6 | e | s | we | 88 | 87 | 87 | 84

Neroge &7 | 47 | B0 | 46 | 66 | 83 | 53 | 78| 60 | &t | &0 | 54

01" _
2% NOTES:  Unenploynant rates are not seasonally edjusted, | 018
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APPENDIX B

[l
.

As part of the effort to maintain high quality in the data recorded in
the Client Information Sheets (CIS), MDRC trained DSS staff in administer-
ing the questionnaire and during site visits monitored interviews in which
the questionnaire was administereéd. MDRC chécked the quality of the data
by contrasting seif‘irepgrtéd;informéi:ibh on prior employment and AFDC
receipt in the CIS with UI records and VACIS; comparing the distribution of
answers to those given in other programs included in MDRC'S Demonstration
of State Work/Welfare Initiatives; searching for and excluding impossible
answers (such as having more than 20 childrén under age 18); and identify-
missing data. As indicated in Chapter 2, this quality control check showed
the CIS data to be at least as accurate in Virginia as in any of the other
states included in MDRC's Demonstration.

For 30 people (about one percént of the sample), data were missing for
one or more of the CIS variables uséd in thé process, impact or bene-
fit-cost analyses. Data were missing for only one or two of the variables
for about half of this group, and for all of thé variables for the
remainder,

All available demographic data were used to examine patterns of
participation. For the analysis of impacts and benefits and costs, missing

CIS data were imputed according to the following procédure. Subgroups of



the research sample were formed using data that were available for every
employed during the year prior to random assignment). These variables
could be combined in 132 ways and the researchers fit all research members

for whom data were missing into these subgroups. For each subgrOup; the

résearchérs ascertained the answer most frequently given to each of the

questions on the CIS for which data were missing and substituted these
modal values for the missing data, This procedure was used for all members
of the research sample who lacked data -- except for the two cases missing
Security numbers were used to reference earnings data from the computerized
files in the state Unemployment Insurance system.) Therefore, the
regression equations for the impact and benefit-cost analyses both use a

sample of 3,182.

In order to test the accuracy of payments data in VACIS and on the
record forms Sént by staff members in Falrfax County, MDRC conductad a
quality control check of payment records for a subsample of 157 members of
the research sample from the four urban agencies who at some point received
welfare benefits while working. MDRC had gathered these data for =
previous study (Goldman et al., 1985a). Although this subsample was not
representative of the entire research sample; it was appropriate to use in
testing the accuracy of the payments records in VACIS and in the Fairfax

éounty réporting systém.
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For the members of this subsample, the reséarchérs compared thé value
of payments obtained from VACIS or the Fairfax County forms to the
corresponding value of AFDC payments contained in the case files. The
compined total of case months examined was 1,413. MDRC found that the data
in VACIS failed to match payments data in the case files for slightly over
10 percent of the cases; The mean absolute difference between
corresponding payments was about $14. When positive and negative values
were used and thé values of payments from the case file subtracted from the
computérized analysis file, the resulting mean difference was -$1.88,
indicating that the payments data in the analysis file slightly

underestimated the actual value of registrants' welfare grants:
Differences among récéarch groups were not significant. As indicated in
Chapter 2, thesé results were consistent with those from similar gquality
control checks pe: formeéd for other state information systems used in MDKC
studies of staté work/wélfare initiatives. Therefore, the researchers
decided to usé the payments data in the analysis file without Ffurther
modification. An examination of the distribution of the values of monthly

payments in the analysis file did not turn up any payments so large as to

be uniikéiy.

Virginia's UI System revealed a close fit. MDRC compared the vailue of each
quartér of earnings and each month of benefits in the two data sources for
a randomly selected subsample of 50 regiétﬁénté who were recorded on MDRC's

énéiysis file as héving earned money during the third quarter of 193&, as
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worked durirg that quarter or any previous quarter up to and including thé
quarter of random assignment. The data quality test found a discrepanecy in
the UI benéfits data for two others: Given this low error rate, the cata
in the analysis filé were used without modification,

As an additional check on the quality of the data, MDRC examined the
distribution of earnings and UI benefits for ail members in the research
sample to identify clearly impossible data for quarterly earnings or
monthly benefits. Since no impossible value was found, the earnings and
benefits data were USéé without modification.

In contrast to the information on AFDC payments and program
participation, the UI earnings and benefit data originated from a single
statewide centralized data base and therefore were not subject to
systematic interagency variations related to different methods of

recordkeeping.
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TABLE

(W

VIRGINIA

AL 6 NINE AT FRORAIE DOICATOS Fo
EXPERIMENTALS; BY LOCAL PGENCY AND RESEARCH GROUP

(AUSUST 18B3-GEPTEMBER 1983 SARPLE]

Patformanca Indi cator

Hampton

Chsepeake

i —

Rural Agsrict ei

Job
e Feti~
Wik

. |Experi-

Wg’eiﬂcee

ALl
ESP

Job
Soarch-
Work
Expari-
ence

All
ESP
Services

o
Job
Search~

Work
Expari~

dob
S_qar(:h-
Work

- |Experi-

ance Services

anca

|

ey

ALl
&SP

7 Sﬁi‘?‘lb’a}

Assasiad”
Ever Active

Participated in Job Search
Individual Job Search
6raup Job Sesrch

Participated in Work
Expari ercs

Participated in Training or
Educati on

Training

Ediica ti o
Darégh stared 7

Dua to Sanctioning:

Plocenent Rate’

67:1
56,4
56,8

2.6

17.8

3.9
2.2
1.7

4.3
7.8

11444

4.4
7.08

G4;500e
8.0

0i0°

B:2

11,8
2,7
9,6

15.7
1,4

63.0

76.3
57.1
3.8
3.5

8.6

2.1

8,3
3.8

85.4*
66,944
56,7++

53,044
Bt

93.3
67:5
60.1

4.0
25.8

17.8

301

§8.8
66.9
53.8
24,4

13.1

1133

4.4
6.9

#.3

33,8

6.2

98
49

4.9

28,9
2.2

16.4

85,9

83.3
o
.3
54;1.' |

5.2

Total Mumber of
Experimentels

224

230

163

160

226

(contd fied)




|
=
N
W
|

TBLE 5.1 [continued)
. SWRE: Cilcilationi frov tho Virginia Aitmated Gl iant formation System ard Fiam progham sctivity daia col acted Trom coso
File racarda of & random subsanple of expartnentals i Fal rfax Cotnty,
NOTES: Paitomnanca {idiatata aro doffnad a6 over avalgnid to & prticulor comporent o status;

_ Perfomanca {ndicators are calcutated as a percentage of the total persona in the 1r.dicatad rmarch gruup i B[[
aganciea but Fairfax, In Fairfax County, performance indicators are calculated as a percentags of @ rendom eubsampte of 183

experimentals whose cace files ware reviwed,

Asseamnt is dafinad for epplicants and redeternined WIN-nandatory recipients 8s contact with an Emptnyment Servicas
ﬂorker after random asefgnment, For thoss recipients who were WIK-mendatory before the start of the research; sesasament i
defined as reussasament at the point of random assignment.

Derugietration {8 dofined es being deregistered arcording to ESP program records or foiting to receive AFDC payments

- at any time during the nine monthe following random assignment,

Sanctioning ratas are dof ined as referrsl for sanctions,

Program placement {nformation 18 based on employment that is reportad to program staff, Progrem placemant dats will
not be used to meesure impacts,

Chi-square test fnappropriete dus to Lov expacted coll frequencies;

A chi-square test wes applied to differences between ressarch groups within Local egancies, Statiziicel significance
levels were calculated se: * =10 parcant; ** = 5 parcent; and *** = 1 parcent,
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TABLE C.2
VIRGINIA
AFDC APPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS: DISTRIBUTION OF EXPERIMENTALS

IN PROGRAM ACTIVITIES, BY NEL?ARE,STATUS
[AUGUST 18B3 - SEPTEMBER 18B4 SAMPLE)

Activity Applicants Recipients Totel
Never Active 58.3 30.6 41,7
Job Seerch Only 30.D a3.2 37.9
Pogt Job Search Services 1.7 26.2 20.2
Work Experienca Dnly 0.4 3.6 2.3
Educetion and Training Only 41 5.3 4,8

Job Search and Work o o
Experience 2.5 8.1 6.4

Job Search and Education
and Treining 4.4 7.2 6.1
Work Eiﬁéfiéﬁéérgpd 7 -
Educetion and Training 0.0 0.3 0.2

Job Seerch; Work Expsrience, o
end Education end Training 0.3 0.7 0:6

Totel Number of Experimentals 7 857 1281 2138

SOURCE:  Celculetions from the Virginia Autometed Client Informetion

System and from progrem ectivity dats collected from cese file records of &
random subsample of experimentels in Feirfax County.

NOTES: Performence indicetors are definec es aver essigned to e
perticular component,

. , Experimentats are comprised of both Job Sesrch-Work
Experience and ALl ESP Services research groups.

) Tests of stetisticel eignificence between epplicsants end
recpients were not axemined. :
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TABLE £:3
VIRGINIA
NINE-MONTH PERFORMANCE INDICATORS FOR ASSESSED EXPERIMENTALS,
S BY WELFARE STATUs
[AUGUST 1983 ~ SEPTEMBER 1882 SAMPLE)

Performance Indicator Applicents _ Recipients Totat .
Ever Activae 66.2 76:2 73.0%%s
Participated in Job Search 59.1 66:1 63.,9%%
Individuel Job Search a7.a 52,1 50.6%
Group Job Saarch )
Activities 15.6 19,8 18.5%%
Perticipataed in Work )
Exparience 4,9 15.0 11.B%%%
Participeted in Treining E
or Education 14.0 14,9 14,8
Treining 5.0 5.5 5.3
Educetion 9.1 3.5 8.3
Deregistered® , 48,9 35.8 39.9%%%
Due to Sanctioning 3.8 4.5 4.3
Placed® 1 138 13.5 17.7%%s
Total Number of - )
Assesssd Exparimentels _588 11866 | 1704

. SOURCE: Calculations from the Virginia Automsted Ctient Informetion Systam
and from progrem activity dete Cotlected from ceee file records of & random

subsample of experimantels in Fairfax County,

_ NDTES: Parformence indicators ure defined 68 aver assigned to e perticulér
componeht or stetus,

[continued)
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TABLE T.3 [continued])

Performence indicators are caiculated as ® percentege of the totel
persons in the indicsted research grour in all sgencies but Feirfex. In Fairfex
County, performance indicators sre calculated as 8 percentags of & random
subsemple of 183 experimentals whose case files were reviewed, The results from
Fairfax County ere waighted to equal thes total number of Fairfax axperimentals
in the reesedrch sampte;
®baregietration is defined a& baing daregistered sccording to ESP
progrem records or faiting to receive AFDC payménts at sny time doring the nins
monthe 7ollowing Fandom seeignments

béanctianiﬁg ratee are defined as raferrel for senctions,

®Progrem pLecement informetion is based on employment thst is reportad

to progrem staff. Program ptecement dets will not be usad to measure impects.,

o epplied to d fferences betwesn welfere statuses.
Statieticel significance lLevele are indiceted as: * = 10 percent; %% = 5

percent; ®%s = 4 percent,

O
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____ ALL AFDC: DISTRIBUTION
WELFARE, AND EMPEOYMENT STATUS IN T

TABLE C:4
VIRGINIA

OF EXPERIMENTALS BY PROGRAM,

(AUGUST 1883-SEPTEMBER 1984 SAMPLE)

APPLICANTS

HE NINTH MONTH AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

Ststos Perticipent Non—-Participent | Total

On Welfare 23.3 14,0 37.3

Deregistarad 4.7 5.3 10.0

Employed 2.3 154 8.7

Not Employed 2.4 3:8 6.3

Registered 18.6 8:7 27.3

Employead ] 5.3 2:2 7.5

Not Employ&d 13.3 6:5 19.8

Off Welfare (Dersgisterecd) 18.3 44.4 62.7

Empl oy ed ) 1.4 24.9 36.3

Not Employsd 6.9 18.5 26.3

Totsl 41,3 58.4 100.0
Total Number of o o
Applicants 357 50¢ 857

RECIPIENTS

Status Perticipant Non-Participant Totsl

On Welfare 55.0 18:5 74.5

Deregisterad 10.1 6.3 16.4

Employed ) 1.7 0.8 2.6

Not Emplayed 8.4 5.4 13.8
Registered a3.g9 13.2 58.1
Employed ) 7.3 1.8 9.1

Not Employad 37.6 11.4 4s.0

Dff Welfare (Deregisterid) 13.3 11.1 25.4
Employed ) 7.6 4.5 12:1

Not Employed 6.7 6.6 13.3

Totsl 68.3 30.5 100.0
Total Numbar of | | L
887 383 1280

Recipiaents

O
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TABLE C.4 [continued)

~ ALL AFDC

B j N R I ] - o
Status ] Participant Non-Participant | Total
On Walfare 32.3 17.4 59.7
Deragistered 7.9 5.8 13.8
Employad 1.9 1.1 3.0
Not Employed 6.0 4.8 10.8
Registered 33.3 11.5 45:9
Eaployed 6.5 2.0 8.5
Not Employed 27.8 8.5 37.4
Off Welfare (Deregistered) 15:8 24.5 40
Employed 9.1 12.7 21.8
Not Eamployed 6.8 11.8 18.6
Total ' 58.:2 o a1.8 1000 B
Total Number I
of Experimentals 1238 893 2139

SOURCE:  Calculetions from the Virginia Automatad Client Information System and
from program activity date cottected from csse file records of & random subsemple of
experimentals in Feirfax County.

NOTES: Participation is defined as ever assigned to any componant.

, Unlike other tablss; individusls who were off walfare by th: ninth
month after random essignment were considered to be daregistered. In other tablas,
deregictered is defined as being daregistered according to ESP program records of )
feiling to receive AFDC paymants at any time during the nine months following random
assignment.

- i Due to the weighting of tha Fairfex sample, sempla sizes may not metch
those of othar tebles.
For enrollees randomly assigned during October 1883, January, Aprils

or July 1884, employment stetus in the ninth month 15 defined as sver employsd during
quarter 3 (the second follow-up quarter). For the rest of the sample, employment
yed This procedure was followed

ttatus is defined as ever employed during quarter 4;

bacausa the ninth month following random assignment falls within the third quarter

for the first group and during the fourth quarter for the rast of the sémple.

, Tests of stetistical significance between participants and
non-participants were not examined.

~178-
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TABLE C:5

VIRG INTA
TYPES OF JOB SEARCH ASSISTANCE AND REQUIREMENTS; BY AGENCY
_ Reqi pénant
- o L __Nombar of
Agency _ Type of Job Search Asaiatance Provided |  Duration Employar Contects
Fai rfax Group:Job Ssarch Workshops; Followed by - L
_ Individoat Job Search 2 Weeks; 2 Weaks N/A; 8
Individual Job Search 2 Weaks 8
Newport News Group Orionsation Sessions; Fultowsd by |
_ Iodividust Job Sasrch 3 Half-Days;d4 Weeks N/&; 12
Individual Job Seerch 4 Wopks 12
Group Job Sesrch Workshops 2 Neoks /A
Ongoing Support Groups N/A N/ &
Hempton Group Job Search Workshops 2 Wosks E
Individual Job Search 4 Weeks 10
Chesspeska Group Job Search Workshops 2 Woaks 12
: Individual Job Search 4 Weoks 12
Y Henry Individual Job Search 4 Wesks | 26
W Group Job Search Workshops (During s L .
! One-Year Period) 2 Waoks N/A
Grayson Individuel Job Search | 4 Waeks g
ot x Individisl Job Search 4 Noaks 16
Carroll Individuat dob Search 4 Weoks 12
MertinsyLLe Indtvidual Job Sesrch 4 Wosks 16
Group Job Search Workshops (During o o o
One-Year Pericd) 2 Waeks N/ &
PA tEey Liant Tidlvidial job Semrch . 1 Voika it
Group dob Saarch Workshops [During a B .
Ona-Year Pariod) 2 Woeks N/A
Compbal L Individual Jjob Search |1 Wesks T
SOURCE!  Intorviews with progran staff,
... N indicates not applicable due to the typs of service provided or to the indeterninats
nature of the requiremant,
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APPENDIX D

This Appendix expands the discussion of patterns of program partici-
pation in Chapter 3 by examining variation among 1local agencies. As
indicated in Chapter 1, the ESP model established guidelines within which
local agencies were aliowed considerable leeway in implementing the

program,

Sincé ESP Worlers assessed enrollees before assigning them to compon-
ents, the assessment process affected participation rates. In fact, the
percentage of enrollees assessed at the different agencies varied from 63
percent (at Newport News) to 100 percent (at Grayson). At every agency
except Newport News, over three-quarters of the experimentals were
assessed.

The proportion of experimentails at each agency who were applicants at
the time of random assignment could in part account for different assess-
ment rates sin~& applicants whose requests for welfare were not approved

did not have to participaté in or be assessed for ESP. As shown in Tabie

Difficulty in keéping track of enrollees who did not attend assessment
interviews also influenced assessment rates. Some enrollees broke

successive appointménts, yet provided excuses considered reasonabie and

said they intendéd to adhéré to program requirements. The pace at which
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different agencies scheduled the on-board caseload for assessment
interviews also might account for variation in assessment rates across
agencies.

The distinctly lower assessmént raté found ior experimentails in
Newport News (63 percent) may be due to the accelerated schedule Ffor
assessing the on-board recipient caseload of that agency. (The agency in
Newport News did not differ markedly from the others included in the
evaluation according to the other factors discussed above.) Since the
staff in Newport News decided to assess the entiré on-board caseload in the
first f‘éﬁi?}ﬁfﬁé after random assignment began in August 1983, workers were
faced with scheduling a large number of enrollees in a short time -- and
might have found it particularly hard to keep track of enrollees who missed
appointments:  In addition, during this period, héw workérs were being
hired and taking over responsibility for enrcllees from other staff
members; thus raising the additional issue of possible confusion about the
staff person responsible for tracking thosé who failed to keep their
appointments;

This Appendix refers to figures in Table D.1 which presents partici-
pation rates calculated for all experimentals. Howéveér, sincé the program

did not serve those who were not assessed, rates were also calculated for

assignment: Overall, 73 percent of the experimentals assesséd wéré active

in ESP. For most agencies, these recalculated rates do not represent

any of the other agencies, Tabie D.2 does provide a more accurate view of
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TABLE §;1

VIRGINIA

ALL AFOG: NINE-MONTH PERFORHANCE TNOLCATORS FOR EXPERDAENTALS, BY LUGA, GGy
(AIGUST 1883 - SEFTEIBER 1984 SHRLE|

Uran Fgncies

Rural Agancies

)  Newport | | Chese- B rtine-Pioesyts) |
Porfomance Indfcator Fairfox | Nows [Hapton | peske | Henry [Greyeon | Galex |Carroll | vitle venfa  |Campbal (| Total

Aewaigat”
Ever Activa
Paiticipted 1 Job Saarch
Indtiidal Job Sesech
Group Job Search Activities
Particlated 11 Wark
Expar{oiica
Participated 1n Training
or Educetion
Thatning
Edication
Deregi stered ;
Oue to Sarctioning

R |
Placement Rate

80
50,0
524

50,6
4.2

10.0

I8
3.3

4.

5:8
7:9

14:5
i
R

éﬁ;i
0.9

16:3

34
8.1
8
34

18,8

9
88,1
B35
4.8
25,1

165

i
4.3
6.8

1.7
5.0

N9

19
8.5
34

100,0
8,6
789

76.9
0.0

115

2.
1135
115
48,2
1.9

30.8

6.4

63,6

5.1
59.1
0.0

18,2

0.
182
45
50
3

3.8

89,8
52,5
4,2

49,2
0.0

51

11,9
5.1
8.8

4.2
17

1.9

78:4
65,2
5157

a4
1.2

3l

10,3

6.8
3

85:0
10:3

10,3

8.0
8.8
A
7o

4.2

28

19,4

791

43

10,4
43
8,1

74

T
53,300
51,000

20, 3re0
14,7480

Total Number of éxpériméntalé

454

3

%

n

5

184

115

438

(continuadl
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-S8TH

TILE 01 (ot iad)

smnm: Ualculatiunu frm tha V1rginia Autmafad Cllont Infomation Syatam and frnm program activity data collectsd from cace file
records of & randon Bubamaple of exparimentals in Fai rfax County,

NOTES:  Parfavaica {ndicatori are daf 1iad a8 aver aaaigiad to @ panticilar conponent or statie,

Parformanica {ndicatora ara calculatad as o porcantaga of tha total pereons in the ndicated rasearch grovp In atl egencien
but Falrfax, In Fadrfx Countyy perfornanca fndicators are calculated a6 o parcentage of o randon aubasmple of 183 axporinenials whose cane
FiLes wera roviowed, The rosults from Fairfax County are weighted to equal the total mmber of Fafrfax experfnantdls n the research
Bamipl o

hsmamnt 1s definad for applicsnts and redstaminad HIN-mnndatory recipfents as contact with an Employmnnt Smican Worker
af tr random sssignmant, For thase rectpients who were WIN-nandatory before the start of the ressarch; assessment is dafined gs
ressseeament at tha point of random asefgment,

bDeragiltritiun 8 deflnaﬂ (1] belng darngistared according to ESP program racords or failing to raceive AFOC paynents st any
Eine during the 7l Nonthe folLowing random essigoment,

Sanctioning rates ane dofinad as refarral for sanctions,

Prugm ptacmnt infometion 18 basad on amplnyment that {a reported to progrem staff, Progran placement data will not be
GB8d to MEABUN {mpacte;

*ohi-suare tast {nappropriate dus to (v expected coll fraquancios,

Achi-aquare mt woe applied to dif ferances anong local agencies, Statistical significance levels are indicated ag * = 10
percant' "eg porcanty *** = 1 parcent,

241




—-98T—

o2

TABLE 0,2

VIRGINIA

NINE-HONTH PERFORMANCE INDICATORS FOR ASSESSED EXPERIMENTALS, BY LOCAL AGENCY

(AUGUST 1983 - SEFTEVBER 1964 SAVPLE)

Parforrence Indicator

o Aot

Rural Agenci e

Faf rfax

l

Newport

News

|

Hampton

Chesa-
paske

Henry

Grayeon

Galax

ville

Herting=[Pittay !

Campbet |

Ever Active

Participated in Job Search
Individual -Job Search
Group Jeb Saarch Activities

Participated in Nork
Exparienca

Participatad in Treining
or Education

Treining

Education

S
Deregistored
Due to sanctiaring

______________ &
Ptacement Hate

70.2
82,4
80,2

5.0
139

P
40

5.2

74

10

68,9
5.2

16,2
15

6.5

il
5,7
178
26:9
14

14,6

776
82,5
5.2

9,7

18,7
i@;ﬁ
e
10,0
30

349

238

74:6
89,5
54,6
&5

16,9

12.2
A
7.5

50:5
54

32,9

891
B4:8
8.3
15.2

0.0

B8
78.5
76;_9

0.0

F:

2,1
"5
1.5
52
115

308

757

68.4
8.4
0.0

211

53
2.4
5.3

58,5
57
54,1
00

18:2
5.7
1.5

5.1
19

12,2

1.3
&7
5.7

20
T

19,9

67:0
5.8
0.8

0.0

73,004

B3, gre+
50,644

18,544+
19,444

14,6044
53¢
LD

39,90
- d
43

11,7849

Total Nmer of
Aseessed Individuals

18

14

1704
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TBLE 0.2 (et i)
SﬂJRIE: Cutcutltianl rm the Virginia Aufuutod Cllont Tiforsnti i Syntm and fron program activity dat wttectud fron caes fit8
rocords of o rendom uubsamplo of exper{mentals {n Fai rfax County,
NOTES:  Pantomanca {ridicators ave defrid 3 avor saslgnad to & particila componant o okatis,
Farfﬁrnancu 1nd1cafora are calculatud 86 8 percontage of the total pereons in the 1nd1cmd reeaarch group. fn ol agancies

but Fairfax, In Foirfax BOUnty. parfornance {ndicatore ere calculatec o8 8 parcentage of e rendom subeample of 183 expsrimantuts whoss case
File ware reviowad; Tha roguits fron Fal rfax Caunty are weighted to oqual the total mumber of Fairfax exparimentats {n the ressarch

aampte.
Deragistritlnn 1s dafinad 8 balng daraglatarad according to ESP progran records or fafling to receive AROC paymants it eny

tine during the nine monthe fol Lowing random acsi grment,
Serceiontng rates are dofinad os refarrel for sanctions.
Progm plucemant 1nfomation 6 basad on employment that {8 reported to program staff, Prugra‘m ptacement data wilL not be

used to mensure {npacta,

Chil~aguare t3at {nappropriate dus to low expected cell frequencies,

percant; ** = § percant; "o parcent,
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assignment patterns in Newport News.

II. Participation in Program Components

A; Job Search

As was found in the interim report, roughly similar proportions of
experimentals from the 11 agencies participated in job search during the
longer follow-up period: (See Table D:1.) Interviews with staff suggested
that at all of the agencies; staff considered participation in some form of
job search to be mandatory. Across agencies; individual job search was
used more than group activities: Because of its flexibility and minimal
for all registrants without medical or mental heaith barriers to participa-
tion. Registrants who were working part-time were also sometimes excused.

form of wcrkshops. Assignment to workshops was generally not mandatory;
enrollees who did not wish to participate were often assigned to individual
job search,

In contrast to thé early implementation period covered in the interim
group job ijearch services during the final year of the evaiuation: From
July 1984 through June 1985, the agency in Martinsville operated job search

ineluding two others included in this evaluation, Pittsylvania and Henry.

These workshops lasted for two weeks; the first week was devoted to

instruction, while portions of the second provided practice in telephoning
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employers. (See Chapter 3 for a deéscription of the content of the job
search services offered through workshops.) Thé site of the workshops
rotated; with each agency served under the contract hosting approximately
three workshops over the course of the contract year. If the host agency
assigned fewer than about 15 participants to a workshop, then the other
agencies were allowed to fill vacant slots with enrolléés able to get to
the workshops -- elther on their own or with the assiStancé of staff or ESP
énrollees who had cars:

In Pittsylvania, oniy a small proportion of experimentals weré
assigned to these workshops, but larger proportions participated in
Martinsville and Henry County. (See Table D.1.) Since the rural areas did
not have public transportation systems, the ability of the enrollees to get
to the workshops often determined whether or not they were assigned to this
activity.

Staff had to expend a considerable amount of time to find appropriate
facilities for the workshops, to make sure enrollees had transportation to
them, and to assign an adequate number of enrollees to fill them. An

€xamplé of the kind of situation which required considerable effort on the
part of staff was presented when the host agency did not have adequate
facilities for telephoning potential employees; staff had to arrange to bus
participants to the Martinsviiie agency for that part of the workshop.
Although staff believed that workshops provided valuable assistarnce,
few participants subsequently got jobs: Martinsville was unable to meet



B. York- Experience
Thé wide variation in the level of particip:ztics in work experience

found in the interim report is aiso evident in “.-a now available for the

full samplé over a longer follow-up period: (See Table D:1.) No experi-
mentals participated in work experience in Henry County,; where local
government officials weré not willing to create work experience positions
in county agencies. 1In addition, by the end of the period covered by the
evaluation, staff in Henry County concentratéd on developing referrals to .
education and training activities to preparé enrollees for the service
market in the area.

were éééiéﬁéa to public and private nonprofit agencies in Hampton,
Chesapeake and Galax, and the other agencies assigned a smallér proportion
of enrollees. Since, according to the ESP model, work experience must
follow Jjob search, and, over time, enrollees leavé the program for a
variety of reasons, the highest rates shown in Tablé D.1 represent
substantial operational achievements.

Several factors contributed to the observed variance in participation
in work experience. As was the case for job search the absence of public
transportation systems influenced the low rates of participation in work
experience in most of the rural areas. A primary concern of staff in
making assignments to work experience was the ability to get to a worksite.

Another factor that accounts for the pattern of participation in work
agencies about the value of work experience for a broad range of

recipients. No clear criteria established who would most appropriately be
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assigned. Desire to maintain good relations with employeérs in the
community also influenced staff, who were concerned that enrollees who had
not undertaken the activity voluntariiy might perform pcorly on the work=
sites. As the program was implemented; participating enrolless and their

emphasis on consistency in assigrment poiicy than in those which allowed
individual ESP Workers more lééway to act according to their own inelina-
tions: Since ESP Workers éxércised considerabie discretion in all of the

agencies, these assignment practices could vary among staff within an

agency as well as between agencies.

III. Education and Training
Rates of assignment to education and training services varied little
among the agencies. To the éxtent that they did; the way in which they

varied was contrary to the expéctéd pattern. Especially because enrollment

sensitive to the availability of thésé resources; which were more 1imited

in the rural areas and in one urban sité -- Chesapeake —- than in the other

urban areas -- Fairfax, Hampton and Newport News. Yet; experimentals 1

some of the rural areas -- Grayson and Galax -- participated in training at
higher rates than their counterparts in the urban areas. The rural
enrollees from Grayson, as well as those from the more urban Newport News

than those in other agencies. Interviews with staff suggest significant
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factors in explaining these rates of participation: strong éncouragement
that enrollees take advantage of appropriate opportunities as well as
persistent, ongoing efforts to promote cooperative linkages with Job
Training Partnership Act (JTPA) service providérs and other education and
training institutions.

In summary, the extent of participation in post-job-search components

depended on local factors such as the availability of public transportation
and the degree of emphasis on developing relatively uniform assignment

policies.

IV. Deregistration

variation in deregistration: However, data are available for a potentially
important reason for deregistration -- sanctioning. People who did not
comply with program requirements and did not provide adequate reasons for
noncompliance were referred to their eligibility worker for sanctioning (or
reduction of their grant). During the three-month period over which the
grant of the sanctioned person was reduced, the enrollee was deregistered

from the program. Data on referrals for sanctioning indicate that, in most
of the agencies, sanctioning did not constitute a major reason for deregis-
tration. Staff reported that the majority of enrollees who at some point
did not comply with ESP requirements either provided reasons considered
adequate or ﬁésbéhdéd to a warning of possible sanction:

Across agencies; the most frequent reason for noncompliance was
failure to keep a succession of assessr>nt or reasssesment appointments. &
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as 1likely to be referred for sanctioning because they failed to complete
theé ESP job search requirements. In interviews, staff at all the agencies
reported that théy sought to contact enrollees who had not met program
requirements and to devote time to resolving problems before recommending
sanctions. Nonetheless, the sanctioning rates reported in Table D.1 do
sanctions as a means of changing behavior, the legitimate reasons for

imposing them, and discretion allowed individual staff members.

251
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APPENDIX E

o

As indicated in Chapter 3, interviews with a random sample of 47
participants in ESP work experience and their supervisors investigated the
types of jobs assigned to participants, the extent to which participants'
skills and work habits improved; their level of satisfaciion with their
assignments, and their beliefs about the fairness of the work-for-benefits
approach. TheSe interviéws were conducted between March 1984 and February
1985 with a standardized instrument that MDRC designed and is also using in
State Work/Welfare Initiatives that include a work experience component.
Besides Virginia, these programs operated in Arkansas, California,
iiiinois, Maryiénd and West Virginia.

As indicated in the interim report; most of the jobs held by the

survey participants were entry-levei. Almost ail were either clerical
assignments (29) or service positines (15), which often involvc. serving

food, beSCriptibns of fypiCQ‘ joﬁé o lows

® DSS clerk: gives ou. sup.iiss, makes photocopies, ztamps
documerits, collates ma+t .~ial.

® Clerk/typist in the chaplsin's u/fice of a Vaterans Adminisira=
tion hospital: keeps [ctient ii.-s, orde.s supplies, ;svs
biils;

® School _cafeteria herw:p: ¥oo¢. oisher, ' ips make sand-

e Escort in a Veterans Adminiscrs '~ -iita.: takes patients
to and from such faciliiiAs 3 the ' ¢Yivation Center znd
the X-ray Department.
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1 3 . makes beds, transports patients to the
x-ray Department takes the temperature and measures the blood
pressure of patients.

As shown in Table E.1, entry-level jobs such as these do not require
many skills. Supervisors were asked to assess the importance of cognitive
and general working skills for the jobs held by participants in work experi-
ence; None of the 'c'ognitive skil118s (?réaamg,— writing and arithmetic
work experience participants in the sample. However, some of the general
skills were Jjudged valuable -- with working well without supervision
mentioned most by supervisors (by 20) and communicating well eited least
(by oniy 3): As for the importance of the ability to use a variety of
tools, simple machines were mentioned most frequently (by 18 supérvisors),
followed by compleX machines (16), cimple tools (10) and tools requiring
dexterity (3).

In Virginia, the number of skills required for work experience
assignments was lower than in the other five states in MDRC's Demonstration
of State Work/Welfare Initiatives. 1In Arkansas -- the state with the
highest number of skills required for the assignments -- communicating well
and cooperating with co-workers were cited for all thé jobs. Even the
general skill required the least -~ using one's own initiative -= was
important in nearly two~thirds of the assignments.

For the 1limited skills that were required in Virginia, participants
were generally already adequate when they began their assignments: in most
cases; fewer than six participants were judged inadequate. However, of the

20 participants assigned to positions in which working without supervision
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E

ADEQUACY OF

AND AT

WORK EXPERIENCE PARTICIPANTS IN SELECTED SKILLS AND WORK HABITS
IMPORTANT FOR THEIR J0OBS, AT THE START OF THEIR JOBS
TIME OF INTERVIEWS, AS JUDGED BY THEIR WORKSITE SUPERVISORS

TABLE E.1

VIRGINIA

Number of Perticipants Who Were:
T T
Number of Work| Adeguete ar
Experiance More Than Inadaquata
Jobe Where Adequate gt Inedequete at 8t

S . _Skill is Start of Work| Stert of Work Time of
Type of SkilLl or Work Hebit| Important Exparience Job| Experience Job| Interview
Cognitive Skille

Reading/Writing 1] . - - -

Arithaetic 0 Zc — -
General SKills

Communicates Well .3 3 0 o

Cooperate With Co-Workers 17 18 9 o

Deal With Public 17 13 4 1

Use Own Initiative 11 6 5 1

Work Without Supecvision 2c g 14 1
Ability to Use Tools -

Simple Tools N 10 8 2 o

Tools Raguiring Dexterity '3 3 0 )

Simple Machines 18 7 11 1

Ca@plLéx Machines 16 4 12 1
Work Habits , ,

2ttendance o N/A 42 5 2

Concentrates on Tesk N/A 42 5 2,

Works Quickly R/7A 34 12 2

Follows Instructions N/A 41 3 16

Celles in Sick N/A 42 3 2

Completas Tasks N/A 43 4 1

Learns From Mistakes NZA a3 4 1

SOURCE :

Interviews conducted by MDRC Field Reseerch steff with the worksite

gupervisors of a random sample of perticipents in work experience jobs between
March 1984 and February 1885.

NOTES:

rats the adequscy of the participant.

®A total of 47 cupérvisors were interviewed.
those jobe whare the supervisor indicsted thet the skill wes importent.

N7A indicates not appliceble beceuse ell supervisors were esked to

Numbers are besed only on
Due to @

change in question formet, not all supervisors wara ssked ebout participant adequacy

in all importent skills.

Chats from one interview 16 missing for this questions

O
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their assignments. Somewhat higher proportions initially had insufficient
skills for jobs requiring ability to use machines == 11 of thé 18 partic
cipants assigned to positions in which use of simple machines was
important, and 12 of the 16 in jobs involving complex machines.

In addition to assessing work skills,; supervisors were also asked to
judge adéquacy in seven work habits which are commonly assumed to apply to
most jobs and work settings. For each of these work habits, with the
exception of working quickly, fewer than six participants were considered
inadequate.

The opportunity f&r work experience participants to develop skills was
limited because the assignments required few skiils and because most parti-
cipants were already adequaté in the skills which were important, However,
those participants who were initially less than adequate in a skiii did
meet accceptable standards by theé time of the interviews: no more than two
participants remained inadeéquaté in any skill or work habit:

Despite the low level of skills required, the assignments were r~t
"make=work," that 1s, of no impor:ance to the worksites or the participants
assigned to them. When Supérvisors and participants were asked to choose
from a seriés of statéments describing the value of the work to the agency,
most of the jobs (39) were described as "necessary work:" {See Table E:2:)

Participants' responses to the survey revealed a high level of job
satisfaction., (See Table E.3.) Thirty-three of the participants strongiy
agreed that the work would léad to a job with decent wages and 30 strongly
disagreed that they had léarnéd nothifng new on the job. Finding that this

high a proportion of participants feélt that they were geining skills or

256
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TABLE E:2
VIRGINIA
GHARACTERIZATION BY WORKSITE BUPERVISORS ANO PARTICIPANTS

OF WORK EXPERIENCE JOBS IN TERMS OF IMPORTANCE TO THE AGENCY

I I S —
Osgres of Importence 1 Number of Pertic<ipcnts
Supervisorst_Perception

Necessery Work 3s

Work Can Weit, But Eventuetly -

Needs to be Oone 2

Helps if Work is Oone 5

Work is Not Perticularly -

Importent to Agency 7 o -
Perzicipants!_Perception

Neceasary Work as

Work Gan Wait; Brt vertuelly B

Needs to te Done 2

Helps if Wark is Oone 4

Work is Not Particulerly ,

Importent to Agency . B
Total Number of Sempled Work B
Experience Participants® a7 L

SOURCE: Interviews conducted by MORC Field Reseerch Staff with

e random semple of participents in work experience jobs batween March

1984 and February 1885 end their worksite supervisors:

®Totel does not edd to 47 due to missing response:
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WORK EXPERIENCE PARTICIPANT RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS

CONCERNING o0B SATISFACTION AT WORKSITES

Question - Number of Participants
Overell, I Like my job.
Strongly Dissgree 2
Somewhat Digcagree 0
Somewhat Agree 10
Strongly Agrae as
Generally speeking. how do you feel most
deys about coming to work here? In cther
words, most days do you:
Look forwerd to Eaﬁiﬁg to -ﬁrk? 40
Not care one way or the othﬁr? 3
Hate the thought of coming to work? 2
Whet ebaut your supervisor and other
reguler employees here -~ do you feel
they _ look on you as pert of the reguler
staff?®
Yes 40
No 1
The kind of work I'm doing -1[[ help me
to get a decent- paying Jjob taters
Strongly Disegree 3
Somewhat Disagree 2
Somewhat Agree 9
Strongly Agree 33
I have not Leerned anything new on this
Job.
Strongly Disagree 30
Somewhet Disagree 4
Somewhat Agree 8
Strongly Agree ) 4
Totel Number of Work Exparience
Participants Interviewed B &7

BOURCE: Intarviews conducted by MDRC Fisld Rusearch Staff with

e random sample of participants in work expelienue J2be between March
18B4 and February 18B5.

o B o
NOTE: Distribution doas not add to 47 due to miesinp
rasponsges.
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experience which would benefit them later is surprising, giisn the gener-
ally low level of skills required and the degree of adequacy in the skills
that were considered important. One explanation for this finding may be
that, in contrast to the more concrete questions that supervisors were
asked about specific skills, the general questions asked of the particic
pants tend to encourage overall positive reaponses.

Respon:tes to three additional questions revealed overall satisfaction
with the assignments. (See Table E.3.) 411 but two of the participants in

work experience said they liked the assigxnzeni~, To each of the other o
questions, 40 participants responded t . :hey looked forward to eoming to
work and felt the agency staff consider<. them part of *he regular st i f.
Most participants responded favoiablv to working for welfere benefits.
(See Table E.4;) Thirty-nine said they were satisfied to receiv: benefits
tied to a job and 27 indicated that they felt better about receiving
welfare when they were working for 1t. Yet; 32 participants thought that
givén thé usefulness of their work and the amount of their benefits, the

work experience arrangement was better for the sponsors than for the
participants; participants beiieved their work was worth more than the
compensation -- implicitly at the minimum wage:. (The required number of
work hours Was calculated by dividing the welfare grant by the minimum
wage.)

Participants were 3udgéa to be aware that the program was mandatory if
they believed that théir grants would bé reduced if they did not meet the
work requirement, either by refusing to take the job or by quitting it:
According to this criterion, the great majority of work experience partici-
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TABLE E.4

VIRGINIA

WURK EXPERIENCE PARTINIPANT RESPDNSES TO UUESTIDNS

CONCERNING THZ. FAIRNESS OF A WORK REQU IREMENT

IN THE EMPLOYMENT SERVICES PROGRAM

Question

__Numbar of Participentes

How satisfied are you ebout receiving
welfare benefits Like this — that is;

tied to & JOb.*iDShBGd of simply receiving
your binefits?

Very Satisfisd ke
Somewhet Satisfisd 21
Somewhst Dissatisfied 3
Not Satisfied at AlL 4
I resl batter abouf receiving wel fere
now that I am working for it,
Strongly Agrae 23
Somewhat Agree 4
Somewhet Disagree 3
Strongly Disagree 14
I'd Like to sek you how uaaful your work
1s to the sgency. Let's sey you gompare—
135_yjslylnazj_si_xsyz_!sz5_sﬁ_iﬁﬂ*12°snf
Qof _money you receive in benefits — who
would you say probably is gatting the
bettar and of .Ke deal: you, or the
sgengy?" )
Ma B 8
Neither One a4
Agency 32
Does pert1cipent understand thet pertici-
pition is mandetory?
Yes 34
NG ) 3 -
Totut Number of work Experi.nce
a7

Participanta Interviowad L o

SOURCE: Interviews conducted by MPRC Field Recearch steff -ith
a8 random Eumple of participants in work e perience jobs betwesn Merch

1984 &nd February 188s.

NOTE: ®Distribution does not add to 47 due to missing

I“BSDDHBEE-
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making assignments to worksites, participation in work experience was

mandatory.
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1. Besides Virginia; the states in the Demonstration which included a

work experience component in their work/welfare initiatives were:
Arkansas; California; Illinois; Maryland and West Virginia. For

examples of findings on the work experience component in those
states, see, Friedlander et al., 1985a; Friedlander et al., 1985b;
Goldman et al., 1985b; and Ball, 1981,
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TABLE F.1
VIRGINIA

AFOC CONTROLS: EMPLOYMENT AND PROGRAM ETATUS

AT THE FOURTH QUARTER AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENRT
(AUGUST 1883 ~ BEPTEMBER 1884 IMPACT SAMPLE)

_Employment Stetus in Quarter Four
tanca Coto
fare 5t

Assi st
And We

v
Us Not Eeployed  Employed Total

AFDC Appticents (%)
Nevar Raceivad Welfare in Ouarters 2-4 17.8 12.7 a5.5

Ever Rcc.iv-d Wel v#u 1n Querters 2~-4

Off Welfars by G- arter 4 " 10.8 11.8 22:6
S§titl Receiving alfare in Quarter & 31.8 10.1 41.9
Totel 60.4 38.6 100.0

AFOC Recipients (%)
Never Received Welfare ih Quarters 2-4 4.1 3,2 7.3

Ever Received Welfare in Quarters 2-4

Off Welfare by Quarter 4 8.8 8.1 18.0
Still Receiving Welfare in Quarter 4 62.8 11.8 24,7
Totat 75.8 24,2 100.0
ALL AFOC (%]
Never heicived Walfere in Guarters 2-4 8.8 8.1 18:8
Ever Received Welfere in Querters 2-4 ) o o
Off Welfare by Quarter 4 8.7 10.2 18.8
Btill Raceiving Welfere in Quarter 4 50.:1 11.2 1.3
Total - , 68.6 30.5 100.0

SO0URCE: MORC celculetions frow Commonwsslth of Virginia Unaﬁptbyuangignouranca
uornings records, welfere recorde from tha Virginies Automated CLient Information
Eyatam, and Fesirfax County AFDC case filass.

NOTES: These dats are rngrlilioh-idjuitoa uiing ordinary lnust uquaiéé'

controlling for pre-rendom assignonant charscteristics of semple members Oue to
rounding, there may be some discrespanciss §n calculeting sums end differanccs

Monthly -alfare dates, which count the month of random essignment asg

"month one; " were regrouped into calendar quarters to natch UI sarnings quarters.
Percenteges receiving welfere therefore will not match pracisa[y those in . Other test
tebles ("Qusrter 2"] {n the next quarter after the quarter of rendom ansignment.

Tnsts of stotintical significence between those employed snd those not
implbyéd et Quarter 4 were not axumined.

~208-

2R4

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



' TABLE F:2

VIRGINIA

ALL AFDC IMPACTS OF THE EMPLOYDENT SERVICES mmmu. _BY_TREATMENT
(AUSUST 1883 - SEPTEMBER 1984 IMPACT SAMPLE)

77777 AlLL ESP S Job Search -
Outcome and Follc.-Up Querter |  Services Controls Difference Work Experience Controls Oifference _ _
Ever &plgyad. Quarters - o o o o -
2-4 43.8 40.5 + 3.2% 43.8 49.5 + 3.4%
ljygraga Number_of Quarters,With . o o . o
Enploylnent. Quarters 2 — 4° 0.96 0.85 + 0,12%* 0.981 0:.85 + 0,07
EV'L&P,LWBd (%) - o - o o
Quarter of Random Assignment 26:4 25.7 + 0.7 28.0 25,7 + 2.7
Quarter 2 28.6 26.4 +2.2 28,1 26:4 + 1.7
Quartar 3 32.7 27.9 + 4.8%% 29.8 27.9 + 1.9
Quarter 4 35,2 30:5 . _t+ 478 33.C 30.5 + 3.0
Average Totel Ear:n;ngs. S o o o .
Quartars 2 - 4 (§) 1127.34 1038B.156 +89.13 1110.65 1038.16 +72.50
Avarage Total Esrnings [%] S e L o T
Quarter of Random Assignment 217.38 224,22 + 6.84 225.25 224.22 + 1,03
Quarter 2 278.38 264.65 +.5.26 290.10 284.85 + 5,45
Querter 3 3B7:46 346314 +41 .32 373.75 346.14 +27.61
Ouartar 4 I . 4_.__480.50 __ 407.37 +53.12 445,81 407.37_  +38;44 _
Ever neceived Any AFDC - o o o B o 7
Payments, Duartars 1- 4 (%) 85.4 86:1 - 0.7 B6.6 86.1 + 0.5
Average Number of Months
Raceiving AFDC Payments, o ) o R o
Quarters 2 - 4 7.66 7.80 -~ 0:24 7.85 7.80 - 0.04
Ever ‘Receivad Any AFDC
Payment {(%)_ _ L L S o L
Quartuér of Random Aseignment 82.1 B2.9 - 0:8 83.3 82.9 + 0.5
Quarter 2 7631 76.4 -~ 0.3 76.6 76.4 + 0,2
Quartar 3 65.1 67.5 - 2.3 66.7 67.5 - 0.8
4 58.8 58.8 -1.0  : _60:6___  59.8 + 0.8
Agg;pge Total AFDOC Payments ' I N o o o
Received; Quarters 1 - 4 (§) 1889.58 2006.80 =117 .33%* 1857 .47 2006.90 ~ 49.43
Averaga AEJE.: Payments
Receivad (§) T Sl I o -
Quarter of Random Assigmment 533,56 551.48 - 17.92 551.03 551.48 - _0:45
Quarter 2 515.61 546.72 = 31.11%% 528.54 546.72 - 17.18
Quarter 3 438,04 478.32 ~ 4Q;28%»* 458,00 478.32 - 28.32
ﬂuarter 4 .1 402:37 __  430.38 .= 28.01* 418.80 430.38 - 11.46
‘Sampie Size 1077 1044 0610 1048 . _ _
tconti nuédj
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TABLE F.2 (continued)
. SOURCE: __MDRC_celcutations from Commorweslth of Virginis Unanployment Insurence asrnings records;.

welfere records from the Virginia Autometed Client Informetion System;, end Feirfex County AFDC case files.

NOTES: These date include zero valuas for sample members not employad and for saspls menbsrs not

receiving wel fare: Tiase data are. regresei on-adj usted using ordinery leest squares; controlling for
pre-random assigrment characteristice of semple members. Due to rounding; there mey be eome discrepancies
in calculating sums and differances.

__-___ ___ The quarter of random W&igment refers to the celendsr quarter during which an individusl
entered the sample for employment and earnings data. For AFOC payments, the quarter of random aesigmment
refera to the three months beginning with the month of randam aesigiment,

__ -~ __"dusrter 1; the quarter of random assi gnment, mey contain some earninge from the period prior
to random assigmént and 16 tharefore excluded from measures of totsl follow-up for amployment and
e8rnings.
. ___ _ A two-tailad t-test was spplied to experimentel-control diffarences. Stetisticel significence
tevele are indicated as: * = 10 percant; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 parcent.

B Differences b-wieAn impacts were not significent et the 10 percent Level using & two-teilad
t-test.
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TABLE F.3
VIRGINIA

AFDC APPLICANTS: IMPACTS OF THE EMPLUCYMENT SERVICES FROGRAN,
. BY TREATMENT =
(AUSUST 1983 — SEPTEMBER 1984 IMPACT SAMPLE)

e ALL ESP I Job Search . S
Outcome and Follow—Up Quarter | _ Services . fv rebe _Oifference Work Experience Controls Differernce

Ever Emplgyed, Quartsrs 7 o o i o -
2 -4 [%] 58.8 54.1 + 4.7 60.2 54:.1 + 6.1%
Average Number of Months mjth S o o o
Employment, Quartars 2 — 4 1.36 1:.17 + 0,19%# 1.28 1.7 + 0.1
Ever Employed [X] = S
Quarter of Random Aseigmnment 445
Quarter 2 31.7
Quarter 3 46,2

6 45.9 47 .1
4 40.8 38.3

Jéss 4.6 37.8
_ .33‘, ] ,,,,45;77, ._._._ __39.6

wlmwz‘m .

©'N oN
D

NI € =
FAFSA|

Quartar 4 __ __ _ _ | __ _47.8

Average Totsl Earnjngs: . o - - - -
Quarters 2 - 4 [5] 1606.35 1504.58 +101.77 1659.16 1504:58 +154;58

Average Totel Eernings [§] . o . o _ o o
Quartsr of Random Assigmment 397.76 443.33 - 45,68 38B.19 443 .33 - 55.14
Uuarter 2 408.36 452.60 - 44.24 438.12 452.60 - 13.48
Quarter 3 558,61 4%,70 + 65.91 6565:39 482:.70 + 72.68

_Quarter 4 0} 83838 658,28  + 60,08 _ __ 654.65 558.29 + 85,36

Ever Racaived Any AFDC - - o N -
Payments, Quartars 1 - 4 [%] 68.5 69.2 + 0.3 69:1 68:2 - 0:1
Averags Nombsr of Morniths

Receiving AFDC Payments. o o o o o o
Quarters 1 - 4 5.00 5.10 - 0.1D 4:91 5:10 - 0:19

Evar Racsivad Any AFDC
Payment_[X] o o
61:9 51:3

Quarter of Rendom Aseignment 61.6 61.3 + 0:3 + 0.6
@ arter 2 §8:2 66.2 + 3.0 58.0 56.2 + 1.8
Qusrter 3 45.4 45,7 - 0.4 44.0 45.7 ~ 1.7

] 6 m.? - 1;5 36-9 40-2 - ;.2

Quarter 4 3B.

Average Total AFDC Payments . I e o o o
Receivad, Quartare 1 — 4 [§] 1204.05 1277.67 - 73.62 1200.75 1277.67

76.92

Received [$] . = ] S oL B L :
Quartsr of Random AsSignment 311:78 314:51 - 273 320:07 314.51
Querter 2 368.80 381,58 = 16.8s 370.75 384.69

368.80 370.7 13.94
Qusrter 3 277.13 307,77 30.64 272:53 307:77 35:24

5.56

[ I R

_ Quargar 4 ) ) | 24533 . 270:;70. . -124:37 | 237:40  _ 270.70 . ._-.33.30
Sampla Size a3 428 454 428

SOURCE AND NOTES: See Table F.2.
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TABLE F.4
VIRGINIA
AFDC RECIPIENTS: IMPACTS OF THE EWPLOYIENT SERVICES FROGRAW, BY TREATHENT
VB

(AUGUST 1883 ~ SEPTEMSER 1984 IMPACT SAMPLE]

O ] ALL EsSP ot Job_Search. - S
Outcome and Follow—Up Uusrter Services _ Controts_Differanc -} Work _xperience Controls Difference

Ever Empigyed; Quartars : o o o L L
2 -4 (%) 33.7 31.1 + 2.6 33.0 31:.1 + 1.9
Averags Number of Months With o - o o

Emptoyment; Quarters 2 — 4 0.70 0.62 + 0.08

[=]
.
o
~
[=]
.

o
n
4
o
.

o
E -3

Ever Employad (¥} o o - .
Quarter of Random Assignment 14.2 2.9% 15.2 . J.9%*

11.3
2.5 19.5 17.3
2.9 21.9 20.9
2.5 . 25.3 24:2 4.2

11
Quarter 2 18.8 17
Quarter 3 23.7 20.
Qusrter 4 26.7 24

T
4+ 44+

Average Totsl Earningse; . — wem == - I
Quarters 2 - 4 {§) 811.82 713.73 + 98.18 741.12 713.73 + 27.39
Average Total Earnings (§] - N I .

Quarter of Random Assignment _84.60 _22.53 + 12.06 112.52 77.53 + 34.98*
Qusrtar 2 185.85 168.40 + 27.56 187.77 168.40 + 19.37
Quarter 3 275.58 241.83 + 33.77 245.80 241.83 + 4.08
QGuarter 4 _ 340,37  303.51 + 36.86. _ 307:45 _ 3m3.51. - + 3.84

Ever Received Any AFDC = - N o o o
Peyments, Quarters 1 — 4 (%) 86.1 7.8 - 1.7% 88.4 87.8 + 0:Byyy
Average Number of Montha
Recaeiving AFDC Peymants, o o _ o
Quarters 1 - & 8.44 9.81 - 0.,37%* 8.83 9.81 ~ 0:01yy

Ever Received any AFDC

Payment (%)_ . . L
Guarter of Rendom Asaigmment
Qusrter 2
Quarter 3

_ _Quarter 4 ...

Avérege Total AFOC Payments o o L o o o
Received; Quarteirs 1 — 4 (%) 2351.69 2508.92 ~167 ,23%%* 2462.66 2508.92 ~ 46.26y

(oo
~

1.7% 87.9
2.9%* B9:1
4.2% 81.9
0.8 76.4

N m~
.
b OWW:

\la"m\aw
\‘l‘
.
[ N
~ D (oI
m‘gm‘\l‘
e w
N A Wol
+ 11 4
WO =D
'Y
LR R VEAT
-

~ Reellia]]

%) B8y
LR

N o wom

Average AFDC Peyments
Received {8) == . o o o
Quarter of Random Assignment 684.31 712.85 - 2B.54%%_ 7208.04 7212.85
Quarter 2 614.31 658.39 — 44,08%* 635.81 658.38

_6.81y
22.57
14.7ey
2216 _

Quarter 3 545.86 586.36 =~ 50.50%%* 581.64 596.36

Quarter 4 507.21 641.32 ~-34,11% |} 538.16  __541.32

Sample Gize 1.  sas . 616 647 616
{continued)

~212-
28§

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



[E

TABLE F.4 (continued)

SOURCGE: MDAC calculations from Commonweslth of Virginia Unemployment Insurance sarnings records, welfare

records from the Virginie Automated Cliant Informatfon System, and Fafirfex County AFDC cased files,

,,,,, NOTES:  These dats include zero values for sample members not employed and for sampla members not

recalving welfara, These data sre repgressionadjusted using ordinary least &juUsras, controliing for pre-random
assignmant characteristics of eample members; Due to rounding, there msy be some discrapancies in estcutating
sums and differances.
o The Quarter of rendon assignnent refers to the quarter during which an individusl sntered the
Bample for amploymant end earnings data, For AFDC peymarits, the quartar of randai essigmment refers to the
thrae months beginning with the month of random @ssipgnment.

gnmant; may contsin eome esrnings from tha period prior to

a-- - - - o il
T . Quarter 1, the quartar of rendom assi gs_fraom
rasndom sssighment and is tharefore excluded from measures of totel follow—up for employmant and earnings.

A two-tailed t-test was 8ppliad to experimental-control differances: Btatistical significance

levels era indicated ssf * = 10 percent; ** = 5 parcent; *** = 1 percent:
o ... Atwo-tailad t-test was apptied to differences in impacts between trastments. Ststistical
stgnificance Levels are {ndicated as: y = 10 percent; yy = 5 percent; yyy = 1 percent,
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TLE Fo

VIRGINIA
AFDC APPLICANTS: IMPACTS ON EARNINGS .AND AFDC PAYHENTS
IN PROJECTION BASE PERIOD’; BY PERIOD OF RANDOM ASSIGNMENT
[AUGUST 1883 ~ SEPTEMBER 1984 IMPACT SAMPLE)

- ! W ST l

Qugrtar of Rendom Acsignment

ot e dwen - ey |

Outcomes for Last Two September Dacember March June September | Full
Follow-up Quarters | 1883 1883 1984 1984 1984 Sempte
Average Earnings (8] | -182:78 271,93 316,99 167,74 205,71 | 223.43
Average AFDC o o o _
Payments [$) | -88;24 -85,898  -72,60 -11,58 27,88 -43.17
Sanpla Size I 45 3o 276 265 1286

SOURCE:  MDRC celculatione from Commonwealth of Virginie welfare and Unenployment Insurence
earnings records,

- NOTES:  "Projection Base Period refers to the L&6E two guarsers of AFOC pajmants and
Unenployment Inourance eernings dats aveftebte for sach fadiiidusl, Thia rofars to Quarters 7 ond
For earninge and 8 and § for AFDC payments for those randonly assigs  batwaan August and Septenber
1883; Quarters & and 7 for earnings and 7 and B for AFDC payments fo: those randomly &ssigned batween
Octobar and December 1883; Quarters 5 and & for esrnings and 6 and 7 for AFDC payments for those
randonly sesigned betwsen January and Merch 1884; Quarters 4 and 5 for sarnings and & and 6 for AFDG
payments for those randomly seeigned between Aprit and Jure 1984; and Quarters 3 and 4 for sarninge
and 4 and 5 for AFOC peyments for those randomly assigned between July and Saptenber 1984,

 Thess dats fnolude zor0 values for ssmpte nembers not aplojed and for Ganpla agmbers
not recelving welfere, These dats are Eéﬁiééiton-adjgs;ed using ordinary least squares, controlling
for pre-rendom assignment characteristice of sample members,

© MNone of the diffarences batween sXporimsntsi and control groups wers found to be
statietically significant ot the 10 percent tevel uveftg & two-tailsd t-tost,
o |
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TABLE F.6
VIRGINIA
AFDC RECIPIENTSS rnPAcrg ON EARNINGS AND AFQQ ?@insﬂjsm_
1. PROJECTION OASE PERIOD ; BY P;ﬁ;qbfq;iﬁéﬁpqngssxsnusnr
[AUGUST 1983 ~ SEPTEMBER 1884 IHPACT SAMPLE]

I - -

Quarter of Random Asoignment

August - October - January - fpril = gty - |
Outcomes for Last Two September December Ma rch Jung September | Full
FolLow~up dgaiiéie 1983 1883 1984 1084 1984 Sample

-y et

Average Earnings [§] 161:23 15884 154; 8¢ ~67:75 74,88 | 117.22
Average AFDC - o - o . o
Payments ($) | -tes 0.99 ~18;13 -18:03 2.3 | -28,12

semple Sfze | 309 173 ars 232 108 | 1897

SSLACE AND NOTES: See Table F.5,




TABLE F.7

VIRGINIA
AFOC APPLICANTS: ESTIMATED REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS (1R TWELVE-HONTH FOLLOW-UP,
__SELECTED EMPLOYMENT ANO WELFARE ME A URES
(AUGUST 1983 - BEPTEMBER 1884 IMPACT SAMPLE]
] R
o Total AFOC
- Ever Employed } Earninge 'n AFOC Receipt Payments i:
Veriable ) in Quarter 4 Quarter 4 in OQuarter 4 Quartar 4
Experimentat + 7.0%% + B7.47 - 2.4 - 28.69
6roup Membar (2.8) (55.23) t2:8) (20.42)
Rurat - 3.5 - 57.23 + 5.1 - 17.43
(3.3) 165.91) (3.4 [24:37])
Aga 18-24 Yaars +1é.é +268.52 - 5.9 -76'3;90
(1a.5) (284.84) t14.5] (105:32)
Age 25-34 Ysars v26.2° +500.65% ~24,7% -214:28%»
(13.8) (271.90) t13.8) (100:54)
Aga 35 Yaars or More +21.8 +535.25% -24.5% -221:53%
(13.2) [273.81) (13.9] (101:28)
Non-White - 2.3 - 99,72+ +10.9%ss + 52.46%%
(3.0) {58.07) (3.0} (21:47)
High School Diptome +10.9%0 +142 .56% %% - 2.5 - 14,49
or Ecuivatent (2.7) (53.81) (2.7} (198.90)
Married; Widowed or - 2.1 -117,77+ - 4.8 - 63.89%%
Divorced (3.3) (67.87) (3.4] t2s5:02)
Number of Chitdren + 2.5 + 5.61 + g.0%e* + 88:86%*+
Less than 18 Years Old (3.1) (60.69) (3.1] (22;44)
One Chitd - 6.0 -230.75 +15.9%% +116.34%»
(7.7) {151.66) (7.7] (s6.08)
Two Chitdran - 7.3 -128.28 +10.4° + 88.46%*
(5.3) (166.22} (5.4] (38:28)
On AFDC Two Ysars o -a - -137.15%* ¥ 5.6 + 37.66
Less (3.t (69.88) (3.6] (25.84)
On AFDC Mora Than Two - 3.5 -18B.60%** +17 3868 + 88;16%**
Years (3.5) (68.10) (3.5) (25:18)
(continued)
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Tﬁﬁtﬂ E;f icontinuédj

Veriable

Ever Employaed
in GQusrter 4

Eernings in
Quarter 4

AFLL Hecefpt
in Quarter 4

Guarter 4

Total AFDC
Egyggntsiih

Héld a Job at Any Time
Difing Four Quartars
Prior to Randonm
keaignment

$3000 in Four GQuarters:
Prior to Random
Assignme-t

+18.3%%s
(3.3)

+12,8%%n
(3:5)

+249,30%%s
(64.01)

(68.233)

= —— L

I7
3)

1
(3.

 20.68
(22.67)

- 37.%&
[25.64)

'SOURCE:

MDRC celculations from CommonweslLth of Vifginis Lnemployment i surence

garninge racords, welfara records from the Virginie Autometed Client Informetion
System, and Fairfax County AFDE case files,

_NDTES:

ell ESP Services raseerch groups:

The experimentels ure comprisced of both Job Seerch-Wn~k Experience snd

Semple sizae for the %rBC Applticents ere as follows: B57 Experimantels

and 28 atrols.

, Regressions present
presanted in Table 4,3,

significances =

‘stimeted standnrd errore sre {3 parenthesss,
1 percent,

10 parcent; “% = 5 percentj 2%e¢ =

.7 this teble correspond ¢¢ impect estimates

.els of stetisticel

] Thesa dats include zero values for eemple membafrr not amployed snd for
geiiple membors not receiving welfare,

squares,
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AFDC RECIPIENTS: ESTIMATED REG
SELECTEO EMF

RES
Loy

TABLE .8

VIRGINIA

[AUGUST 1833 - SEPTEMBER 1984 IMPACT SAMPLE)

SION COEFFICIENTS FOR TWELVE-MONTH FOLLOW-UP,
MENT AND WELFARE MEASURES

o T —
S Total AFDC
S Ever Employed | Eesrninge in AFDC Receipt Peyments in
Varisble - in Quarter 4 luarter 4 in Quartsr 4 | Quarter 2
Experimental + 1.8 + 30.18 t 152 - 17.92
Groop Member [2.0) (38.21} (2:1) {17.31)
Rurat - 5.9%s - 7G.52 + 5.6% - 49,758
{c.4) {45.856) [2.5) (21.C1)
Age 19-24 Years + B.?7 - 63.33 ;ie;ér *iéé;ié,
(14 1} {2nsg.25) (11:.4) (s5.88!
Age 25-34 Years 3.7 - 45.20 +21.4% +189.19%s
(40.6] £198.64) (10:9) (91.48)
Ane 33 Ye.rs or More - 1.5 -422.15 +20:1° +159,72%
(10.6) t185.78) (10.9; 191.55)
Non-White + 0.7 - 10.95 +17,6% e + 6R2.E3%%
(2.3] f43.56] {2:4) {19.8;
High Scrool Oiploma or + 7.8%8% +107 ,13%%* - 8.4 - 26,738
or EquUi-Jdlent (2.0) [(37.986) (2.1) (17.40)
Married, Widowed or + 3.0 + 76.03* =10,4%9s - 88.07%%»
Divorced (2.3) (42.83) f2:3) {(19.63)
Number of Children - 3.ges = 48.85 Y30 + 87.750%s
Less then 1B Years Old (1.9} (35.27) {1.9) (16.16]
One ;nild -10.3%* - 52.84 - 2.2 - 24,76
[5.2) (87.56) (5.3) (44.71)
Two Children - B.O%* - 57.82 + 2.1 + 6.08
(3.7) [70.314) (3.8] (32.22)
On AFDC Two Yesrs or +10.2 +203.27 + 4.9 -154.54%
Less (9.5) (178.85) {8.7) (B1:85)
On AFDC More Then Two + 8.3 +135.15 +13.1 - 85.25
Years (8.4) (176.85) (9:6) (81:04)
fcontinoed)
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TABLE E;é [continuéd]

1 N T I -
- Tots! AFDC

o Evar Enptuysc Earninga in AFDC Raceipt Payggnts in
Verfable Jin Querter 3 | Quarter ¢ in OQusrter 4 Quarter 4
Hald & Job at Any Time +25,0%s +288,70%9% ~11.58es - 85..pees
Diring Four Guartars (2.5) (46.34) t2.4) (21.23)
Prior to Random
Assignment
Esrnings Graatcr then +11:39s +767.50%%% ~15.5%%% - 33:;50%
83000 in Four Quarteres (6:7) (107 .08) (5.8 {49:07)
Prior to Rgndom
Assignmert { o _J

SDURCE: MDRC cealculatione. from Cummonwaalth of vi rgin‘e Uncmployment Insurance

aarnings reccrds, welfare racordn from the Virgiﬂia Automated Client Information
Bystem, and Feirfax County AFRC case files;

. _NDTES: The axparimantats are comprised of both Job Eearch= Work Experfance and
sll ESP Sarvices research groups;

Semple sizes for the AFDC Rec' pients are 8s follows. 1281 Experimentsls
and 616 Contral 3,

Regressions presented in this table corr-jpond to impect estimates
presentad in Table 4.5,

Estimated standard errcors arE tn parentnebes. Level s of statistice’

Eighf%ibéncé: * = 10 (ercent; *% = 5§ parcent; **® = 4 peércent.

These cvata include zero vsluas for sampla mambers not emptoyed end for
sample members not racefving welfarae, ALt regression estimetes are by ordinery Leaest
squares.
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TABLE 6.1
VIRGINIA

EXPERIMENTAL - CONTROL DIFFERENCES IN PROGRAM EFFECTS

PER EXPERIMENTAL DURING THE OBSERVAT ION PERIOO,
EXTRAPOLATION PERIOD, AND AT FIVE YEARS AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

ESTIMATES FOR APPLICANTS

e | I

Observation Perfod
o o Common - Add{ tional Extrapola {on Five Yesr
Ootcome Veriable Fol[o-—up Follow-up Perioa’ Totsl
Eernings $127 $216 £1020 to $1497 | $1363 to $1B40
Fringe Benefits 23 ag 184 to 269 246 to 331
Tax Payments 15 28 137 to 201 180 to 244
AFDC Peyments -75 -70 -1903 to =277 -33¢g to =422
Other Trensfer
o ___. . _@& . . . [ . [
Payments 24 -29 -148 to -210 -152 to -21S5
Trsnefer érbgr?m
Adeinistration -4 -1¢ -65 to -85 -88 to -i18

SUURCE. MDHC celculetions from Unempiloyment lnsurence esrnings ond peyments

rocord., AFOC peyments rocords, and published and unpub[iahed dats or 8% rates,
employee fringe benefits; and administrative costs for AFOC; Medicsid; Food Stemps

ard Unemployment Insurs-ce.

NOTES: Tha re < :re based on o sampte of 857 appllcent experimentets snd 4
applicent c. v &%, and ers expresend {n 1984 dollers, The differences sre
regression-« _.sted using ordinary lsost squares, controlling for pre-rendom

ishignment chorncteristics of senplz ueuﬁers.

a J

The commeon follow-up period covers querters 2 throug i for eernings,
fr{nge benefits end iax paymente, end quarters 1 through 4 for AFDC peyments,
Medicaid, Food Stinps. Uﬁamp[oy-ént Insor8nce peymarice 8nd admir{streative COBtE,

b_ o

~ The wedditionsl follow-up period covers eli the aveileble .ol low-up

quer rears after qusrter 4, The number of addi ticnal follow-Uf Juerters depundés On
[ 1 Y-

sch senple mecber's usate of rendom essignment,

o Estinetes reflecf llL)rnafive assunptions about ths change {1~ impects
efter data collecton indid. The first nomber f ss&ch rénge scsumes that program

effacts deciine by 22 percont per year during the extrapoletion period; the second
number es::ang no dacey or incrsese.

dThu five year totels @re the sum of the estimated effects dJ“ng the

observetion and extrepolat:an periods.

®Includss Medicaid, Food Stemps &nd Lnem-  +7ent InrGrance,

fIﬁElﬁ&éE administretive costs for AFDC caid, Food Stemp: and

Unemployment Insursnce,
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TABLE G.2
VIRGINIA

EXPERIMENTAL - CONTROCL DIFFERENCES IN PROGRAM EFFECTS

PEA EXPERIMENTAL DURING THE DBSERVAT ION PERIDU.

EXTRAPOLATION PERIOD, ANO AT FIVE YEARS AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT
ESTIMATES FOR RECIPIENTS

. - - 1 1
Obssrvation Perifod
S _Cowmon - Additiona| Extrspoletian Five Yogr
Outcome Varieble Fotlow-up _Follow-up Psriod Totet
Earnings $e2 $137 $607 to $876 $606 o 61075
Fringe Benefite 11 25 108 to 158 145 to 194
Te. “avmants 11 24 101 to 146 133 to 178
AFDC Payments =104 -27 -150 tc -214 -278 to -3a2
Other Transfer
_——— - - -8 - - — A o - -- -
Paymentes 8 -18 =71 to =102 =82 to --113
Transfer Program
2o f - _ P o o
Adrninistretion -8 2 i -20 - n -26 to -32
77§§URCE' MDRC calculetions from Unamptoynénc Ingursr and peyments
records' AFpFipeyygnigirecovds~ end published and unpub: ~8 On tex rates,
employee fringe benefits, &nd aaninistrative costs fcr AR .:iceid; Foou Stamps and

Unemployment Insurence.

NOTES: The results. ére Sesed on & semple of 1281 rec!pient experiménte[s 8hd 645

recipient controls, end ere expressed in 1884 dollers, The differences are

regrecsion-adjusted using ordinary teast squares, controlling for pre-rendom essignment
characterisfits of sumple members,

Ths common fotlow-up perio?igovers quarters 2 chrough 4 for esrnings;

fringe benef{ts end tex peyments; and quartarg 1 through 4 for AFDC payments, Mediceid,

Food Ftamps. Uneér Jloyment Ineurance payments and sdminiestrative casts.

b_. N
The sdditional folto--ﬁp per 10d covers oL che aveilczble follow-up
depends on esch

quarters after querter 4, The number of sddfitional fO([Ju—up ~odp .

sample cember's dsta of random asaignment,

Estinates reflect atternative iisumptiona ebout the change in {mpacts

aftcr da-a r.llecton vnded, The first number of a»ch rénge aseumies thet program

effects decline by 22 percent per year during the extrapolation period' the saconé

number sssumes no decay or incrasss.,

The fiva year totels are the sum of the estimated ef fecte during the
obgerve tion and extrapolation pariods.
6 _. . . Ll . - ]
Includas Medicsid; Food Stamps and Unemployment Insurence,
£ - - . : A [
Inctudes sdministretive costs i<~ AFDC, Medicaicd, Food Stemps end

Unemployment Insurance.
~223- 278
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ESTIMATED BENEF{il AND Lb

©355 PER EXFLAINE. AL
AFTER FIVE (ErAl, 27

PERSPENTIVE

ESTIMATES FAE € FULL SAMPLE

Perspective -

Component of Anslysis Welfaro s; Bple - figgijer Society

Increasad Esrnings and

Fringe Benefizs $1179 to $1581 0 $1179 to $1581
Incressad Tax Peyments -149 to -201 149 to 201 : 0
Reduced Transfer ) o o

Payménts -390 to -4899 350 to 499 0

Administrezion 0 50 to 66 50 to 66

Incransed In-Progra o

Output o 104 104

ESP Operating Costs B -388 -388
Support Service Costs L9 -24 0
Cosmunity Rducation and ) -

Treining Costs 0 -18 1 -18

Net Gain or Loss 664 €5 eTs 777;§g47gp 440 927 to 1345

SDURCE. HCRC calculations from VACIS snd other program activity cete;

JTPA inforuntion Bystens date and fiscel records; sttenc.nce end riaca[ date

from tocal public schools and. compunity colleges; MDRC worksite survay,

Unemptloymzi.t Insurance eorﬂinga and peyments records; AFDC peyments records;

ESP.and Tapsrtmant of Socieil Services fiscel records; MDRC study of ESP steff
time 8llccstion; snc published snd unpub! ished data on tex retes; emp[oyge

fringe benefits; and administrative costs fof AFDC, Mediceid; Food Stamps. end
Unemployment Insurance;

NOTES:  Costs wars eatimated for the ssme Tive yesr pariod as banefits

elthcugh mnet costs were incurred in the first yesr after randor. essignment;

Within eech parspactive, positive numbers indicete géihs to tﬁ*t
group snd negative numbers indicete Losses.

Results are expressed 1n 1984 do[[urs. }he total semple

ihéiﬁabb é13§ experimentels and 1044 controls;

For benafits ofher fh-n 1n-progran output, sstimetes reflect

alternetive sscumptions sbout :ie changs in impacts sfter date collect‘on

ended, The first number of esch range essumes that program effects décLineg by
22 percent per yesr during the extrepolation period; the second number egEUmE&S

no dacay or increase,
-224-
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TABLE G, 4
VIRGINIA
ESYIMATED NET GAIN OR LOSS PER EXPERIMENTAL DURING THE C5SERVATION PERIOD,
BY WELFARE STATUS AND PERSPECTIVE

1 —
- Perspective _
Welfare Status | walfere Sample Budget  Texpeyer Society
Full Sarple 8450 $-248 $-142 6
Applicants 232 ~37 4 236
Recipients 81 , <371 -226 ~ -135

SDURCE: MORC celculatione from VACIS and other progranm ectivity date; STPA

information systems deta and fisce! records; ettendence end fiscsl dets from Local
Public schools end community colleges; MDAC worksita survey; Unemployment Insurence
esrnings and payments records; AFDC payments records; ESP and vapartment of Social
Services fiscal records; MDRC study of ESP steff time altocetion; and published end
unpublished date on tex rates, emplayse fringe benefits, and administretive costs fo
AFDC, Mediceid; Food Stamps, &nd Unemployment Insurence.

 NOTEE: Within each perspective, positive numbers indirets gains to thet group
end nagative numbers ind’cate Losses.

Resultc sre expressed in (984 dol'ers. The full sempte inctudes 2138
experimentels and 1044 controls (1285 ipslicants, 1887 rucipiants),
Estimetes refizct Bitsrnetivae asbuuptions 2ho.: the changs in progrem

éffects after data cotlection andea. Th% First numbar of es&ch renge assumes thet
program effects dec! ine by 22 rarcent psr year cu:i:13 %he extrapoletion period; the

second number assumes no decey or incresse;
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1.

2.

CHAPTER 1

In Virginia and in this report, AFDC refers :: &ci¢ .~ogram for

families headed by a single parent, usually a woman: The state
does not have an AFDC-U program for *wo-parent families in which
the principal earner is unemployed and in which the majority of
cases are headed by married men. Therefore, the AFDC welfare

population in Virginia is primaril: women.

eongress authorized creation of the WTN Program in 1967 as an

employment and training program for AFDC recipients. The program

was Jointly administered by the U.S. Department of Labor and the

then U.S. Department of Health, Education and welfare (now Health

and Human Services). Initlally conceived as a voluntary program to

provide support, training, educatior and counseling services, the

program has required since 1971 that (with certain exceptions)

applicants tc: and recipients of AFDC register with WINmin order to

receive AFDC benefits. (In the ter- inology of the welfare system,

these individuals requiired to register with WIN arse often called

"WIN-mandatory.") Further, once on AFDC, a WIN registrant who is

found employable -- and for whom adequate social services such as

child care are provided == can be required to accept an offered job

or placement or be sanctioned: 1i.e., have his/her AFDC grant

reduced for a specified period of time: The emphasis of the pro-

gram has shifted since its inception from Ionger—term employability

development and training to immediate job placement:

AFDC recipients are Judged WTN—mandatory unless they meet one of a

number of condi*ions conferring an exemption from the program. As

described in the WIN Handbook, these are individuals who are:

1. under 16 years. old

2. enrolled full-time in school anc “inder 21 years

3. sick, as determined by the income maintenance unit

4. incapac*tated, as determined by the income maintenance unit

5. 65 years 0ld or older S
6. living in a remcte area: located two hours or more away from a
_  WIN office

7. a caretaker ..f a sick person

8. a mother of a chil” under six years of age

(In Virginia, however, the age 1imit has been droppedrto five years

of age, because the WIN Handbcuk allows WIN-mandatory status to be

conferred cn parents who are away fron their children for more than

brief or infrequent pericds, and the state mandates kindergarten
attendance, which puts parents in this position.)

One reason DSS planners wante® a statewide program was their
practice in the past of operatiung initiatives on this scaie. n

second reason was that, in Virginia, a Work Rule requires that in
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the absence of the WIN Program, all AFDC applicants and recipients

meeting the criteria for WIN-mandatory status register with the

State Employment Commission for work, DSS officials preferred

introducing the WIN Demotistration Program into all of the local
agencies to this option. For 2 more detailed discussion of the ESP

background, see Price, 1985.

Because the research design excluded men from the study sample;
this report often refers to ESP enrollees as Wwomen. {(See Chapter 2

for a discussion of eligibility requirements for the sample.)

, The requirement to operate work experience programs was articulated

in state legislation of the 1970s.  Education and training

activities were added to the progr:.i modél in response to strong

sentiment voiced by several pub’iec officials at 1legislative

hearings on ESP.

At this point, they became ESP -enrclleés."  Throughout this
report, this term refers to all ir viduals registered with ESP.

This rep5rtigre§ers throughout tc "applicants” and M"recipients,"

using the terms to indicate w:. ther people were zpplying for

welfare or receiving it at the point of entry into the research

sample: In fact, many people ~eferred to as "applicants" began

receiving welfare shortly after they Jjoined the Sample.

. De’ aiis of the criteria for seiecting agencies to participate in

th: research are contained in the evaluation proposal. They

i iude: willingriess to participate in &n evaluation based on _an

¢.izerimental design, geographical locatiyn_and population density

turban/rﬁrai), size of the WIN-mandatory AFDC caseload; service or

slot avaitaﬁiiity for the job search and work eéxpérierice compo-

nents; and ease of access to key data on prougram participation,

AFDC payments and information on the cost of providing ESP

services. Interest in the research was a very important factor.

‘he state invit~d a number of agencies to participate, and among

these agencies, wiilingness to join the evaluation was a primary

TheSe two research groups were later combined: See Chapter 2.

CHAPTER 2
See Footnote 3 in Chapter 1.

WIN-mandatory status is not conferred on mothers of children under

six years of age who personally provide full- time care with only

brief and infrequant absences from their children. However, in

Virginia, attendance at kindergarten is mandatory, and state

-229-
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regulations specify that mothers of five-year-olds shouid be
considered WIN-mandatory.

Bane and Ellwood, 1983.

Over H1‘percent of the members of the controi group in this study

were employed at some point during the first year following random
assignment and about the same percentage were off welfare by the
end of this period.

In this study, the im,a¢” +nalysis compared all members of the
control group to All me:ibSers of the combined experimental/control
groups -- bets ~-egrai carticipants and nonparticipants. If

participants . a. 1ad veen 2Ludied, it would have been necessary

to. single out, wi.nin the control group, a similar subgroup of
individuals who would have participated if the program had been

available to them. This is virtually impossible, since sSo many

unmeasured characteristics, such as motivation and situational
circumstances,ﬁfare usually related to partjeipation. Thud, the

research analysis cannot break out the participant groups for

separate analysis.

The depeqdeht variables consisted of a serie~ of quarterly and
cumuiative measures of employment, earnings and 4LFDC receipt. The

independent variables consisted o’ one repreceiiting membérship in

the experimentail group, along with 3 Series of control variables

representing demographic 7characterist*cs that were likely to

infiuence employment, earnings, or welfare rzceipt of ¢ ./ ~rimentals

and controls alike. The independent variables were entiered into

the regression equat“ns simu’taneously.

This procedure permitted a reliable estimation of the experi-
mental/control differences in the values of impact measures that

were directly asszociated with exposire of the members of the

eggerimental group to ESP. The reéegression coefricient associated

with the variable for ~membership 1in the experimental group
represenced the experimental/control diffe-enceé. YFor each measure

of program impact, a two-tailed t-= - wrformed to determine
whether  experin:ntalscontrol  di.. ‘ were  statistically
signiricant.

In many other work/welxore programs. regi°trat’ﬁn 1ncludps assess-

ment for servicii. ESP assesses enrsilees at a later pcinct.

. Based on compucer-generated random numbers, the research code - were

distributed sepa'ately for each office in order to maintain a . :pre=

sentative distribution of individuals in each of the three research

groups. MDRC kept iists of all individuals in order to avoid

assigning people more than once.

Henry County also phased in enrollees quickly: 22 percent of its
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11.

12.

13.

9§§919§9,,“as randomly assigned during theése months; but that

percentage represents only 19 women.
See Footnote 2.

Table 2: 2 indicates that the percentage of individuals screened out

by agency staff membcrs varied from 30 percent in the rural areas

to 54 percent in Chesapeake. These differences reflecf agency

ariation in _ the proportion of '°ople excluded “or different

reasons.  Table A.1. particu’arly shows the largr proportion of

This group mostly contained people already in training or mothers

with five-year-old children; who were likely to be in kindergarten.

The Job seaféh-waik Experience group did, have a somexhat lower

employrient rate and earnings average for the year prior to random

assigrment than did the other two experimental groups. The

regression-adjustment procedure employed in this study, aside from

increasing the precision of estimation,; controls for the few small

but statistically significant differences 2mong research groups
that generally occur with random. assignment. Baseline character-

istics used for adjustment iaclude prior work history, education,

and prior welfare receipt. It is always possible, of course, that

individuals in the research groups may vary according to. any number

of unmeasured characteristics (such as motivation or adaptability

to new situations). However; the random assignment process gener-

ally results in an unbiased distribution of individvals who vary

according to these unmeasured characteristics.

It 18 also interesting to note that, among,cnntrois, 54 percent r:f

the applicants; but only 32:5 percent of the recipients found

employment from the second through the fourth quarters following

random_assignment. ¥early 98 percent. of the rec1pient controls,

but only 68 percent of the aprlicant controls, received welfare at

some time during the 12 months following random assignment.

A quality control chsck revealed that data on welfare payments in

VACIS underestimated slightly (on average by  $1.88) the actual

value of enrollees' welfare grants. See .Appendix B on Qua;*ty

Control. Since this discrepancy is within the range asuaiiy founc
in quality control checks of =tate information systems in MDRC

studies of WIN Demonstration projecis; the payments data were not
modified for the analysis in this report.

not receive any AFDC payments for nine months foliowing randonm

VACIS did not record deregistration For those individuals who did

assignment.  Most of these people were _applicants whe were

registered during their eligibility interviews and subscquently did
not have their welfare grants approved: i.e., about 32 percent:
MDRC classified these people as deregistered in order to avoid

understating program participation.
=231=
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The AFDC payments data submitted by Fairfax County were not as
accurate as the VACIS data from the other agencies. (See Appendix

B.) Nevertheless, MDRC concluded that they were accurate enough to
warrant their inclusion in the analysis.

the process analysis.

Since a quality control check of quarterly data on earnings and

high, these data were used without modification. (See Appendix B:)
Additionally, a check was done to determine -the proportion of

Fairfax County sample members who were employed in Washington; D.C.

Very few individuals were; thus, earnings data came exclusively

from Virginia.

;nfaddition to the UI System, VACIS alsc supplies job placement
data;. but it. is much less complete. Employment data for VACIS are

seif-reported .an enrollee in the experimental group who found a

Jjob_was supposed to inform the Employment Services Worker who would

- record the change of status and date in VACIS. A comparison of job

e

3.

placement rates inciuded in VACIS and rates calculated from

Unemployment Insurance records found that VACIS included;gn;y half

the  employment recorded in. the UI system. Therefore, VACIS job

placement data were not used for the impaet and benefit-cost

analyses; and are only reported as performarnce indicators in

€hapter 3:

S

The ESP model did not require local agencies to directly provide

education and training services. 1In fact, agencies were encour-

aged to use community resources,

See Chapter 2 for a description of the reglstration process.. ft is

important to note that registration was carried out by intake or

continuing-eiigibiliti workers who did not make assessments for

possible. assignment to ESP services. For assessment, registrants

were referred to ESP Workers,; who scheduled them for interviews.

eniy Newport News gave ESP enroiiees a series of vocational tests

as part of the assessment interview: The test results did not

generally prove to be very useful in either guiding enrollees or

helping workers assign them to ESP services:

Data coiiected for the benefit-cost study indicate that partici-

pants in workshops in Hampton and Chesapeake participated, on
average; for 10 days.

-232-




- |
L

Enroliees who were not. in compliance with program requirements and

were Jjudged. nét to have good cause for their actions were referred

the grant over three successive months. . . In arsingle—parent AFDC

case; only the adult's portion of the grant was not paid during the

sanctioning period. buring the three months after the referral for

sanctioning; the ESP case was closed and the enrollee was con-
Sidered to be deregistered.
Data on assignment to components in Fairfax County were collected

only for the first assignment to each activity. Therefore; the
proportion of experimentals reassigned to Jjob search does not
include experimentals in Fairfax whose additional assignments to
job search were néver recbrdEd Ongoing participation in this

of its group job search services through a three-day orientation

which preceded a month-long individual search. The three-day

which enrollees needing m~re intensive preparation and SUPPQC§,§Y§
assigned.  This new activity also differs from the workshop
described in the interim report in that telephones are now

available for calling employers and participation is required.

period, their agencies had begun to develop ways of strengthen-~
ing individual job search without losing the flexibility that it
offered to enrollees and staff. Befcre enrollees undertake an
individual search, the agencies now provide a small group orienta-
tion lasting three days. Hampton asks participants to come back
for a group session at the midpoint of their individual search to
share their experiences and receive feedback and further guidance
from staff.

Qu;fof the full sample of 3,184 individuals, two controls did not

have Social Security numbers and were therefore excluded from the
impact analysis.

If it could be presumed that nonparticipating experimentals are
identical to participants and to controls in measured and
unmeasured characteristics affecting outcomes; then it would be
appropriate to exclude nonparticipants from the analysis. BHowever;

-233=

O
o




no such presumption is warranted. Those who do not participate in
an employment program may differ systematically frou those who do
participate and from controls. For example, nonparticipants may be
less motivated to work or less educated. On_ the other hand,
nonparticipants in an employment program may be those who can find
work on their own without any help from the program. In _any case;
if nonparticipants and participants differ systematically, then

participantcs and controls differ systematically, and comparisons

which exclude nonparticipants would be tainted with selection bias.

For this reason, no distinction was made between nonparticipating

and participating experimentals in calculating any of the impacts

reported in this chapter.

As part of this studv, ESP. staff identified the schools and

community colleges that were most likely to be attended (18 in all)

by ESP enrollees: These institutions were later given a list of

experimentals and controls and asked whether or not. they  had

provided education and training services to any of those people

during the study period. This type of information was collected

for a stratified random subsample of 360 experimentals and
controls.

For rates of participation in JTPA, a list of 1,500 randomly

selected experimentals and controls was submittedrto the Governor's
Employment and Training Division; which used statewide JTPA

information system data to iceatify which persons on the 1ist had

been served by JTPA agencies during the study period:

The proportion of control applicants who received weifare can be

found in Table 4.3; while that of control recipients is seen in
Table 4.5. The fact that not all recipients were on the rolils

could stem from several reasons, among them: errors or lags in

reporting welfare payments or keypunch errors while inputting
payments records into VACIS.

Appendix Tables F.2 through F.§ show that for the full sample as
well as for the applicant subgroup, the differences in Aimpacts
between the two.  _experimental groups  were; in  fact; not

statistically significant. The one exception was that  for the
recipients; welfare savings were  statistically significant & -7

greater for”the”All ESP Services group than for the Job Search/Work

Experience group. In contrast, the employment impacts of. the two

statistically significant degree. Thus; because the two groups had
similar experiences; both in terms of service receipt and program
outcomes; the findings in this chapter are based on data from the
combined experimental groups compared to data for the entire
control group.

For example; for those who entered the sample earliest; in August
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10.

1983, the first quarter for AFDC outcomes is the period from August

through October 1983. However; the first quarter for employment

outcomes for that same group is the period from July througt

September 1983 For those who entered the sample last; in Septem-

ber 1984, the first quarter for AFDC outcomes is the period . from

September *hrough November 1984; while the first quarter for employ-
ment outcomes is the period from July through September 1684;

In the technical literature, the method used to calculate each
impact and average outcome reported in this chapter is known as
compietely randomized analysis of covariance. See; for example;

Edwards, 1985.
That is, if the erfect of the program on its target population

really were. zero, a difference as large as that observed in the

case . of this sample would occur by chance less than 10 percent of

the time. Thus, a statistically significant sample impact leads to

the inference that a program has an effect on its target popula-~

tion.

Since thIs study is fccused on experimental—control differences, no

tests of statistical significance, were performed on differences in

program cutcomes among specific subgroups within the experimental
or- ccntrcl research groups. Specifically, no direct comparisons of

average prcgram outcomes were made between urban and rural

experimentals, urban and rural controls, and so on.

Regressions fcr these subgrcup analySes were run on the full sample

using  interaction terms, including treatment status and
characteristics of the particular subgroup being studied. &

two-way analysis of covariance was used to calculate the impacts.

Treatment status was always the first factor, and each subgroup

characteristic, in turn, was used as the second factor, and
interacted with the first, or treatment, status., Thus; treatment

status interacted with one subgroup dimension at a time, rather

than with all dimensions simul taneously.

R

Two of these evaiuaticns, are especially relevant because they

assess programs that served AFDC recipients. See the evaluation of

the National Supported Work. ﬁemonstration by Kemper et al.,,1981J

and the evaluation of the Employment Opportunity Pilot Project by

Long et al.; 1983.  Many of the techniques developed in these

studies were used in the benefit-cost analysis of ESP and of other

state programs in MDRC's Demonstration of State Work/Welfare

Initiatives. . For . addiuvional *nfcrmaticn on the use of these

procedures in MDRC's evaluation of a Job search and work experience

program in California see Long and Knox, 1985.
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. Data . eollection ended in June 1985 for earnings and program

tracking data, in August 1985 for Unemployment Insurance payments,
and- in September 1985 for AFDC payments. Data on participation-

related costs and on the use of education and training programs

operated by community agencies and schools were collected  through

November 1985. ESP operating costs cover calendar year 1984. See
Table 2.6 for the length of follow-up for AFDC payments; program

tracking data, and UI earnings and benefits.

: Using microsimuiation teohniques, Smeeding estimated the value of

fringe benefits as 17. 9 percent of wages and salaries for workers

earning less than $10,000 in 1979. See Smeeding, 1981.

The amount of foiiow—up avaiiab e after the common period ranges

from four_ quarters for sampiermembers randomly assigned in August

and September 1983 to none for those randomly assigned in July

through September 198%.

Recipients paid a siightiy higher amount of . federal taxes than did

applicants; despite the fact_ that their earnings gains were lower,

This reflects the fact that appiicants, on average, received a

larger Earned Income Tax Credit than -recipients, which offset a

greater portion of the federal taxes they owed:

See Kemper .and Long,; 1981, and tong and Knox, 1985 forrinformation

about the technical aspects of estimating the value of in-program
output

See Chapters 2 and 3 and Appendix E for information on the worksite
survey.

Basing the value of output en . the wages and frtnge benefits of

alternative workers assumes that_ the compensation employers pay

does in fact represent the employees' contributions to ocutput.

The true social value of that output is probabiy somewhat less than

the value estimated on the basis of the cost of alternative labor.
See Kemper and Long,; 1981.

Food Stamp ‘regulations also aiicw a. deduction for out-of—poeket

work-related expenses such as child care:. However, since accurate

data on these expenses were not available for. this _study, -the

estimated program effects on. Food Stamps . may _be somewhat

underestimated., Data on the average value of Fnod Stamps for AFDC

recipients were obtained from the Division of Benefit Programs in
DSS.

Until October 1984, the 1imit was four months:  Subsequent

regulations required states to ovrovide nine months of Medicaid .to

former AFDC recipients who lost their AFDC eligibiliity due to the

termination of the earnings disregard: However; for the



13.

14

16.

17.

benefit=cost evaluation of ESP, the estimated program effects on
Medicaid were based on the four-month limit. The analysis could
not aocurately determine the, proportion of eiperimentéis and

were obtained from the Virginia Department of Medical Assistance
Services, Fiscal Agent Report for Fiscal Year 1984.

As shown in Chapter H, the short-term impacts on AFDC payments were

statistically significant for the full sample and for recipients;

but not for applicants. However, over the longer follow-up period

for the early enrollees, the impacts for recipients were not sus-

tained, while, for applicants, they became ~statistically signifi-
cant in the final quarter of follow-up. Ses Tables 4.2 through
4.6,

This approach to estimating AFDC and Medicaid administrative cost

savings differs from the approach used in several previous evalua-

tions_of state programs in the Demonstration of State Work/Welfare

Initiatives. = In those evaluations, administrative costs were

estimated .as.a proportion of the value of the transfer payments.

However; since administrative costs are more likely to vary with

the length of time that a case remains open than with the ‘benefit

level; the approach in this evaluation of ESP 1s probably more

aooufaie Data on state and 1local administrative costs for

Medicaid were obtained from the Virginia Department of Médioal

Assistance Services, Fiscal Agent Report for Fiscal Year 1984;
comparable data for AFDC were obtained from the Division of Benefit
Programs in DSS. Federal administrative cost data for Medicaid and

AFDE were obtained from the Appendix to the Budget for Fiscal Year
1984;

: For Food Stamps, and UI, data were not available to permit

estimation .of administrative costs in relation to the _dverage

length of time spent on the caseload. State and local Food Stamps

administrative cost data were obtained from the Division of Benefit

Programs in DSS; and federal data. were obtained from the Appendix

to the Budget for Fiscal Year 1984. Administrative cost data for

Unemployment Insurance were obtained from the Virginia Employment

Commission,

Research reported in Bane and Ellwood, 1983 found that a national

sample of AFDC reoipients remained continuously on welfare for an

Although as reported in ehapter y, the program's estimated impaots

on earni.gs and AFDC _payments during this base period were

generally not statistiéaiiy significant, the relatively stable

pattern of earnings gairs and reduced welfare payments during the
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20.

21.:

entire cbservation period suggests that the base period effects are
not simply due to chance,

For example, see the evaluation of the National Supported Work

WIN job search program in Louisville, Kentucky (Wolrhagen, 1983)

See Kétron; inc;; 1936;

percent. (See Kemper et ail., 1981 ) Because the time period for

this study is only five years, the results of the analysis would

not be substantially affected by choice of a higher or lowver
discount rate.

The period from danuary through December 1984 was selected as the

period on which to base the estimates of average program costs in

order to exclude start-up costs (which are not typical of on-going

operating costs) . in estimating the average costs of program

services. Moreover, this period covers the time during which a

major share of the active participants in the research sample took

. part in program activities:

22.

Staff were asked to estimateithe“proportion of their 1985 work time
that was spent on each major program component. Although it would

have been preferable to obtain these estimates for 1984 in order to

correspond to the period used for fiscal. data, the allocation of

staff time is 1likely to have been quite similar in both years,

since changes in program operations between 1984 and 1985 were not
substantial.

Unit costs for assessment individuai Job search, group job search,

ESP. education and training,sand work experience in two counties

where this component was subcontracted (Newport News and Kempton)

were each estimated as a fixed cost, that is, as a cost per person

entering a program status. (For example, -the average unit cost of

assessment was determined. by dividing . the total expenditures for

assessment by the number of persons ever assessed.) The unit cost

of reassessment was estimated as a variabile. cost, which differs for

individuals depending on the number of times they were reassessed:

Similarly; the unit cost for work experience in agencies. other than

Hampton and Newport News was estimated as a variable cost, which

differed for individuais according to their length of stay in work

experience: Data on the number of hours spent in work experience

were obtained from ESP case records for a stratified random sub-

sample of 111 experimentals assigned to work experience. In some

cases {e.g:, for individual job search) a variable cost approach

may have been more appropriate .than a fixed cost approach but was
not feasible due to data limitations:

These regression-adjusted estimatcs were almost identicai to the
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26

27.

29

experimentals and controls.

certain subgroup of both the later enrollees {(who entered ESP from

April through September- 1984) and the eariier enroilees {who

entered from August 1983 through March 1984): that _those still
enrolled in the program in the ninth month after random assignment
in both groups have ,a,,similar probability of entering an ESP

component for the first time in subsequent months.

Thus, the analysis makes an assumption about the similarity of a

Records of purchase of service payments for both Title XX and ESP
expenditures were examined for a stratified random subcample of

1,758 experimentals and controls.

Because data on these activities were available through Novemoer

1985; and because the overall participation rates were low,

participation rates for these activities were not extrapolated

For further information on this special study, see foothnote 3 of
Chapter U4,

?gplic schooigcgstfdata were obtained from the Vocational Research
and. Adult Services divisicn of the Virginia 7erartment of

Education; . The Virginia Community College System Office provided

data on_ communit& college nosts. JTPA cost data were obtained from

the @ogernor's Employment and Training Division of the Commonwealth
of Virginia. Although the participation data available from JTPA
identified. specific categories of activities, fiscal data for the

same .categories. were not available. ) Therefore,, it was only

possible to compute an average unit cost per JTPA activity, rather

than separate unit costs for each category of activity.

gogever, because the experimental-control difference in the overall

rate of participation in education and training activities was

small, inaccuracies in the estimates of unit costs would niot have a

suBstantiai effect on the overall results of the benefit=cost
analysis:

Several prior MDRC evaluatlons of state programs in  the

Demonstraiion of State Work/Welfare Initiatives focused more on the

taxpayer and societal perspectives than the budgetary perspective.

Since = the. budgetary perspective has attracted considerable

attention from policymakers recently, this benefit-=cost analysis of

ESP emphasizes this perspective more:

The term "taxpayers" as used,here refers to everyone in society

except members of the. welfare sample included in this study.

However, it is important to note . that Some experjmentals are

taxpayers. As discussed in this chapter, one effect of ESP was to

increase the amount of taxes they paid.
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32. This analysis assumes that the earnings of taxpayers are not
reduced to the same extent that earnings increase for experimentals
== a possibility if some taxpayers are displaced from their jobs
due to increased employment of experimentals.
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