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This second and final report on CWEP in West Virginia is the product

of many people's work over the last four years. In a large sense, the
report benefited from the ongoing work of all of the people involved in

MDRC's Demonstration of State Work/Welfare Initiatives.
___ The authors are particularly indebted to the principal investigator,
the late Dr. Joseph Ball, who laid the foundation for this report. Dr.

Ball died unexpectedly in early 1986, but his extensive knowledge of the
state's welfare employment system and the current CWEP endeavor were well
documented, some of it appearing in Lhe previous West Virginia report,
published in 1984. While the authors have missed his guidance in writing
this report, they have drawn freely on his past research and on the imple-

mentation findings of the first West Virginia report.:

Judith Gueron, in her role as principal investigator of the multi=

state demonstration, was responsible for the ~overall design and direction

of the research in this state and others: This ‘study also benefited from

the work of Barbara Goldman, who managed the research for all work/welfare

studies: -Daniel Friedlander took the lead role in writing and coordinating

this report, and shared with Marjorie Erickson the task of estimating
program impacts. Gayle Hamilton assumed responsibility for the process and

contextual studies and oversaw the data quality assessment activities.

Virginia Knox; in consultation with David Long, carried out the benefit-

cost analyses.;

Many facets of the research were possible only because of the active
support of staff in the West Virginia Department of Human Services at both
the central and 1local area offices. The strong backing of former

Commissioners . Leon Ginsberg, John E. Burdette II and Sharon Lord was

particularly critical. Thomas P. Gunnoe, then Assistant Commissioner for

Work and Training, and Edgar Bustéer, Jr., Demonstration Project Director,

arranged for access to data and provided valuable insight into CWEP's

institutional structure and operations. David Heitmeyer and Paul Johnson

of the Department of Human Services and Anthony Selario of the Department

of Employment Security provided data important to the study. Wayne Riley,

Sharon Paterno, Lois Asheraft and Sue Kessler -- all of the Division of

Work and Training within the De-artment of Human Services -- also played

supportive roles. The Director of Computer Services; Michael McoCabe; along
with Jim Vandale and other staff members, contributed their expertise and

experience in helping to solve data collection problems.

The authors also express appreciatior for the ongolng critical review

and. suggestions offered by members of MDRC'sS Board of Directors and a
special Advisory Committee to the Work/Welfare Demonstration; by Prudence

Brown and Gordon Berlin of The Ford Foundation; and by Paul Jenkins and
Beverly Railey of the Claude Worthington Benedum Foundation.

At MDRC, special note within the Research Division is taken of the
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work performed by Gregory Hoerz in analyzing the worksite survey for the

first report; work which is reproduced in this volume. Karla Hanson was
the primary programmer and wroté the research design chapters. Keith
Symonds carried out much of the impact programming. Michael Bangser and

others on MDRC staff provided valuable commentary on drafts of the report.

James Healy of the Operations Division was in charge of liaison work

with the state and contributed important. incights into CWEP operations.
Within the Information Services Division, Karen Paget and Darlene
Hasselbring designed and supervised data collection and processing, with
the assistance of Anita Kraus and Shirley James. In the Research Division,
Naomi Weinstein produced tables and figures, Editorial Chief Sheila

Mandel, assisted by Miriam Rabban, oversaw the editing and production of
the report.

The Authors

~iv- o



7E” 787 7E E ﬂ! E,

This 1S the second and final repcrt on West Virginia's Community Work

Experience Program (CWEP), a Statewide initiative that requires abie-bodied

recipients of the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program to

Perform public service in exchange for welfare payments: . This study is
Part of MDRC's large multi-state Demonstration of State Work/Welfare
Initiatives. Other states in this project include Arkansas, California,

Illinois, Maine, Maryland, New Jersey and Virginia,
The Demonstration of State Work/Welfare Initiatives has been a unique
opportunity for MDRC to work closely with a numbeér of states to evaluate

their employment programs. . At the same time, MDRC has been able to examine
a subject of national as well as state concern: the critical relationship
between work and welfare dependency. Addressing 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 progream
responsibility away from the federal government to the states. The studies

evaluate the initiatives states themselves chose to implement under the

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 AFDC and to streamline the administration
of their Work Incentive (WIN) systems. Because states responded to these
options in different ways, the demonstration is not built around a single
model.  Rather; the initiatives represent some of the major variations

being tried in this country and span a range of local economic conditions

and AFDC program provisions.

Most states receive two research reports over the course of the demions

stration. The first report for West Virginia covered issues of impleménta-
tion and early participation. This second and final report updates that
information and presents CWEP's impacts on employment and wellfare receipt

as well as the costs and benefits of the program. The report has

particular importance for two reasons; First, it looks separately at the

West Virginia program's effects on two groups: the mostly female AFDC
recipients, and the primarily male AFDC-U population. Second, it studies a
relatively pure form of CWEP -- or workfare -- as it was implemented in a
state with an unusually high unemployment rate during the period of
research,

___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 cther local resources: This type of funding arrange-
ment is another significant aspect of the demonstration. In West Virginia,

the Claude Worthington Benedum Foundation provided resources both to MDRC



and the State of West Virginia to allow an unusual test of CWEP for AFDC-U

recipients.

Throughout the course of the Demonstration of State Work/Welfare

Initiatives, HDRC has been gratified by the sustainred commitment of the

participating states and foundations and their interest in the findings.

It 1is our hope that the process and results of this demonstration have

contributed to informed decis;on—making and wili uitimateiy lead to the

deveIopment and operation of even more effective programs designed to

increase the self-sufficiency of welfare recipients.

Judifﬁ M. Gueron
President
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Virginia's Community Work Experience Prograz (CWEP), a statewide initiative
operated by the Department of Human Services, that requires public service
in exchange for welfare payments by able=bodied recipients of #id to

Families with Dependent Children (AFDC). CWEP, often called workfare, is
operated for both singie-parent AFDC family heads (primarily mothers) and
heads of two-parent families (primarily fathers) in the smaller Unemployed
Parent (AFDC-U) category:

Overall, the findings of this study indicaté that the state succeeded
in its principal objective: providing a substantial number of wWelfare
recipients with productive; long-term work experieénce -- with the aim to
maintain skills and morale -- in a labor market suffering one of the
highest unemployment rates in the nation:

For the AFDC women, this meant that mothers without child-cape
barriers participated in CWEP at rates equal to or better than those Found
in earlier mandatory work experience programs, although participation was
far from universal. Worksite assignments could continue for as long as
recipients received welfars (and in some ocases lasted fop years), but
participants said that they liked their jobs and found & work réguirement
fair. (The fact that woerk schedules were arranged around school hours and
that sanctioning was almost never used may partly account for this view.)
As expected by program planners, CWEP for AFDC women did not lead to any

net savings in public expenditures and -- in part because of the state's

~vii= 10




poor labor market -= did not increase unsubsidized employment. There were,
however; small welfare savings.

For the AFDC-U men, the state succeeded in implementing a participa=
tion requirement and, in a specially-funded effort in one group of

countiés; reached the probablé upper 1imits of participation in a workfare
program for AFDC-Us. In theSe counties -- where the cazeload participation
rate reached almost 70 percent -- participants displayed high levels of
productivity and, like the women, expressed satisfaction with the work-for-

benefits approach: CHWEP operating costs for AFDC-U participants were even

CWEP's employment and ﬁéiféreréffééts on the AFDC-U group.

This evaluation of ﬁestmﬁ't‘gir;ia's' employment initiative is one of a
number being conducted in several states by the Manpower Demonstration
Research Corporation (MDRC). In its multi-site Demonstration of State
Work/Welfare fnitiatives, launched in 1982 after federal legislation gave
states the option to experiment with different policy aprroaches éihc’lﬁdiﬁé
workfare), MDRC is examining eight state employment programs in depth and
three others in a less intensive fashion. The demonstration 1s funded by
The Ford Foundation, participating states and iocal philanthropic¢ organi-
zations. The Claude Worthington Benedum Foundation was instrumenta: in

Providing resources for the West Virginia evaluation.

Begun in eariy 1982, West Virginia's large-scaie CHED program operated
first only for AFDC-U men and was later extended (in July 1983) to AFDC

women. The state's version of workfare merits particular attention because




the ébéééﬁf has been implemented in a reiatively "puren form, operating to
nearly the full extent authorized under the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act (OBRA) of 1981. The program was run in every county; the entire AFDC=U
and AFDC WIN-mandatory caseloads were eligible (i:e., all fathers or all
miothers with school-age children); during the period of the research, work
was required for the maximum allowable monthly hours; equal to the welfare
benefit divided by the $3.35 minimum-wage rate; and the work obligation
lasted for as long as recipients received a welfare checks (In July 1985,
the requirement was reduced to 80 percent of the welfare benefit divided by
the minimum wage.) Throughout this report, working in a CWEP job is
classified as program participation and not egolovien

Jobs are counted in the various measures of employment that appear in the

;e Only unsubsidized

impact analyses.

In practice; the program was limited in its CWEP assignments by
resources and program philosophy. For the men, resources were only avail-
able to cover transportation stipends for approximatety 40 percent of the
state's AFDC-U caseload except in counties that received special demonstra-
tion funding: For the women; program guidélines stipuiated that work
should not interfere with child-care responsibilities. Staff thus tried to
confine work hours for the mothers to times when theip children were in
school, and also had wide latitude to grant exemptions. (West Virginia

CWEP ¢id not initiaily provide child-care assistance.)

Separate résearch agendas were set for evaluating CWEP for AFDCs and

AFDC-Us; the different research designs are shown in Figure 1. For the




FIGURE 1

WEST VIRGINIA

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE AFDC AND AFDC-U STUDIES

I T |
Charscteristics AFDC AFDC-U
Target Group Primarily women (mandstory | Primarily men [alLl AFDC=U]
WIN registrants: one-third
of AFDC cessgeload]
Existing Progren Statewida CWEP Statewide CWEP
Program Evslustad Stotewide CWEP Special "saturation" sffort
Ressarch Focus Heasure impacts and Measiure fessibility and
costs of CWEP costs of saturation
Ressarch Design Rendom essignment Comparison Of areas
Study Semple 75% of target group in 100% of targat group in
8 of 27 ereass 8 of 27 areas
Funding Regular CWEP funding Four compari&on areas:
regutar CWEP funding --
6Ll ots for 40% of caseload
" Four saturation &raas:
gpecial unlimited slLot
funding
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AFDCs, a large-scale study determined in a rigorous fashion whether CWEP
increased unsubsidized employment and reduced welfare receipt: Under this
research design, women with school-age children, the legaliy mandatory AFDC
control group. Experimentals sould participate in CWEP; controls were

e - = >

excluded. Becausé randomization ensured that the two groups would be

similar in demographic and background characteristics, differences between

the groups in average employmént or welfare receipt over time could be
confidently attributed to the workfare treatment: The reliability of
impact results for women is therefore the key feature of the AFDC study of

CWEP;

In the study for AFDC-U men, the research examined a somewhat differ-
ent policy question. Special funding from the Benedum Foundation had made
demonstration to be fielded to test the feasibility of CWED "saturation, "
or making the work-for-benefits requiremént a reality for as many in the
AFDC-U caseload as possible. This special demonstration afforded a unique
look at one possibility for restructuring public assistance for heads of
two-parent families -- namely, making public aid a two-way obiigation in
which monetary support would no longer be an entitlement, but rather would
be provided by society in exchange for recipients' work in the communi ty:
Since the child-age exemption does not apply to two-parent heads, nearly
all of the AFDC-U men could be covered by such an obligation.

This vision of pubiic assistance is predicated on the provision of



sufficient numbers of long-term work positions in public or private non-
Profit agencies == jobs that are not "make-work® but instead encourage good

tion to the community. Questions of scale were paramount in the AFDC-U
study: What was the maximum work siot availability; the staff capacity for
assignment and monitoring; the upper 1imit of caseload participation; the’
cost of operations; the duration and quality of work; the productivity of -
participants; the extent of financial sanctions to assure compliance?
Ansiers to these questions required that the test be conducted on an"
area-wide basis to obtain accurate information on program participation and -
cost:  The demonstration thus constitutes a feasibility test of CWEP
operated at its maximum scale for the small but important AFDC-U portion of
the welfare caseload. {
Context helped to shape the nature of the demonstration, for several
background factors made the state a unique setting for workfare. West
Virginia is largely rural and has had high structural and eyelical anémpiayzf
ment for years. Staff noted that if residents were not poor, chances were
good that some of their neighbors were. Subsidized Jobs programs and
welfare were facts of life, and the state had for more than two decades.
built considerable institutional experience in running work programs f"’o'r,yi
men. There was also a significant demand for subsidized workers, giVén‘
stringent state fiscal conditions. For these reasons; other states == with
different institutional histories or ecoromic circumstances -- msy have

different experiences in operating mandatory workfare for men.

34
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The important issues of participant bﬁé&ﬁétiﬁiiy and perceptions of

the fairness of the work requirement were addressed using questionnaires

administered at worksites to a random Sample of 95 CWEP participants (60
men and 34 women) and their supervisors. At the time of the interviews,

the sampled male CWEP participants had been in jobs for an average of 35

weeks; females, 13 weeks: Major findings include:

® The majority of supsrvisors, and an even greater proportion of

participants, stated that the work made a valuable and usually

necessary contribution to the sponsoring agency.

® More than half of the supervisors rated participant productiv-

1ty as equal to or greater than that of new regular employees;

© Few participants acquired new skills at the worksite, primar-

ily because most had the necessary ones to perform the work
vhen they started. Skills improvement was confined to a small

group,

® The work-for-benefits requirement was generally perceived as

fair by both men and women.

All but three of the 94 respondents understood that their welfare
grants were conditioned on the work requirement. Nevertheless, the great
majority expressed job satisfaction and thought that work in return For
their welfare checks was fair. However; most participants believed that
the worksite sponsor had the better end of the bargain financially when it

camé to the work performed:

CWEP FOR AFDCs
The CWEP study for AFDCs was conducted in nine West Virginia areas,
covering 21 counties and 44 percent of the state's AFDC cases. Randon

~xiii- | i 8



and continued through April 1984, yielding a research sample of é,égﬁ,
Split roughly in half between the experimental and control groups. Most
sample members (90 percent) were white; half (47 percent) were divorces or
widowed; and half (54 percent) had neither a high school diploma nor its
éduivaieﬁt. Hhile only experimentals were assigned to éﬁé?, both groups
could, in theory, participate in any other state-offered employment activi-

ties such as job search, education or training. 1In practice, these were

rarely assigned.

e About one=quarter of all AFDC experimentals worked at some

point in CWEP positions during a nine-month follow=up.

In West Virginia, although only 24 percent of all AFDC experimentals
worked in CWEP positions within nine months of random assignment, participa=
tion increased over timé. It reached 33 percent for the earliest group of
enrollees by the 15-month mark. Among other states in MDRC'S demonstra=

tion, participation in a work experience component -- run as a second or

later component =~ has never surpassed 18 percent: This is partially

because West Virginia's programmatic foous on work experience was unique.

Most programs in other states proVidéd work experience only after upfront
Job search so that, while participation was higher overall in the whole
sequence of program activities, it was lowér in work experience.
Sanctioning was seldom used in West Virginia (for under 2 percent of
the AFDC sample). The rates for experimentals and controls were almost
identical, indicating that financial penalties were not used as a tool to

enforce participation.

~xiv-
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o CWEP assignments were often lengthy, although participation
was nsither fuil-tifé nor continuous.

It is important to remember that worksite assignments were not expect-
they were assigned to CWEP. However, CWEP was meant to be an ongoing work
obligation; and the West Virginia program offered the opportunity to
examine how long AFDC women would participate, given this requirement:
(Before CWEP's authorization in 1981, the existing work component run by
the national WIN Program was for the most part limited to 13 weeks.)

While it was not possible to follow all registrants indefinitely, a
special sample of early partivipants was tracked for close to three years:
This group averaged 11 months at a CWEP worksite. One fifth of the sample
was still working at the end of the follow=up.

Work was; however, by no means continuous. Participation dropped by
half during the summer months for one subsample, reflecting the sensitivity
of program operators to the mothers' need to care for their children when

school was out.

averaged for all controls from those averaged for 3ll experimentals == CWEP

participants and nonparticipants alike -- over a uniform follow-up period.
Sample members with zero earnings or zero welfare payments were included in
the calculations of average earnings and welfare dollars.

Data on employment and earnings were obtained from the West Virginia

[ay
QD!
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Unemployment Insurance (UI) system for all sample members for a minimum of
18 months from the date of random assignment. Automated AFDC p’éymént
ledgers provided information on benefit receipt for a minimum of 21 months.
Data quality was generally good, but each group's average employment rates
and earnings are probably undéréstimated (by as mush as one-third) because

vages from Jobs in neighboring states and in certain occupations are not
reported to the West Virginia UI system: Therefore;, any impacts on
employment and earnings would also be underestimated in this study: As it

so small that possible bias was not an important consideration for
interpretation of the results.
o CWEP had no short-term impacts orn the employment or earnings

of’ AFDC women.
Table 1 and Figure 2 present the overall impact estimates for AFDOCs.
Employment and earnings levels of experimental afid oontrel groups were

during the 18-month follow-up; while 22.3 pércent of experimentals were
also employed. Earnings from quarters 2 through & averaged 3712 for
controls and $713 for experimentals. As shown in the figure, quarter-by-
quarter employm2nt rates for both groups followed similar paths:

® Small reductions in welfare receipt for the women were evident

at the end of the 21-month follow-up period.

A statistically significant reduction in the proportion of AFDC experi-
mentals receiving welfare did occur, but not until the seventh (and last)
quarter of follow-up:. At that point, welfare receipt was down by 2;é per-

centage points from the control group mean of 60.7 percent. In this same



TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF PROGRAM IMPACTS FOR THE AFDC SAMPLE

Outcome and Follow~Up Period Experimentats Controls  Djfference
Ever Empioyed, Quarters 2 -~ 6 {%] 22.3 22.7 <0.4
Ever Employed (%) o - .
Qusrter of Random Assignment B:4 8.2 - -0.8B
Quarter 2 8.2 8.8 -0.8
Quersnr 3 10.8 11.2 -0:3
Quartsr 4 12.0 13:1 -1.0
Quarter 5 12,7 13.8 -1.1
Quarter 6 o y 13.4 13.8 -0.4 ,7
Average Total Esrnings, Quértsrs 2 = 6 (6] 712.51 71220 +0.32
Average Total Earnings (8] E— S -
Quarter of Random Assignment 69.47 73.32 - 3.85
Qosrtar 2 100.56 284.55 +.6.01
Quarter 3 133.08 112.21 +20.87
UQuarter 4 148.00 1534.66 - 6.66
Quarter 5 762.46 173.18 -10.73
_ Quarter 6 168.42 .__177:58 . __ - 8;17
Ever Recaivad_Any AFUC Payments, - - -
Quertars 1 - 7 (%) - : 96.8 86.0 +0.8
Ever Received Any AFDC Payments (%) B o ,
Quarter of Random Assignment 84.2 83,2 +1.0
Querter 2 87.6 86.7 +0.9
Cuerter 3 78.0 78:0 -1.
Quarter 4 70:9 72.5 -1.
Quarter 5 65.5 67.8 -2.3
Quarter 6 61.8 83.5 -1.7_
_ _Qomrter_ ?2__ . 57.8 o 60.7 . _-2.8%
Aversgs Totsl AFDC Paymente o o o
Received; Quarters 1 - 7 [§) 2681.37 2721.40 -40.03
Average AFDC Paymants Received (§) s oo .
Quarter of Random Assignment 452.44 449.38 + 3.C6
Quarter 2 458.38 453.75 + 5.06
Quarter 3 410.61 412,52 - 1.81
Quarter 3 368.70 376.68 - 6,99
Quarter 5 335.96 350.8% -14,89%
Quarter 6 328,52 337.47 - B8.86_
_ _Qusrter 7 . 324.77 340,75 = -15.88*%
Semple Size o o 1845 1834
SOURCE: See Teblse 5.1.
NOTES:  EmpLoyment and earnings impacts cover & period of 15 months baginning

with the querter after the quarter of random assignment. Welfere impacts cover a 21
month period including the quarter of random essignment.

,,,,,,, ______The earnings and AFDC payments dets inctude zero velues for sample
members not empioyed and for sample members not receiving welfare.

étitiatiﬁél significence Levels ere indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 parcent; **
= 1 percent.

A two-teiled t-test was applied to experimental-control differences.

-
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reduction from the control group level of $341.

Recipients from less rural areas or those with a high school diploma

The benefit-cost analysis of CWEP for vomen compares the program's
operating and support costs to changes in the women's earnings and payments
from welfare or other transfer programs. The value of the goods and

The analysis is confined to program effects that can be valued in dollsrs.
"Net" figures represent the difference between the average for experi=-
mentals and the average for controls:

Gains and losses are projected over a time horizon of five years from
sample entry. Thus, thé overall results refiect a number of key assump-
tions about the period after data collection, although a special survey of
participation records updated information for a sample of early
participants almost to the three-year marks:

® Lengthy work assignments -- combined with productivity levels

equal to or surpassing those of regular employees =~ led to
substantial value of CWEP output for AFDCs:
average, slightly more productive than regular employees. For experimental
registrants, the value of cutput per CWEP participant averaged $3,400 over

the five-year projection period, reflécting an average of 14 months spent
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in part-time Jobs.  Since only a fraction of the experimental sample
actually participated, the value of output was 4903 per experimentai.

O f;@ costs o, CWEP administration and transportation stipends

were the principal costs of the program., Title XX child-care

allowances -~ available a year after the research began --
contributed less to the total; ;
Over the full five-year period, the average gross cost of the iﬁbéramv
for an AFDC participant amounted to $1,327. Of this total, $556 went for
Program administration. Transportation stipends of $25 per month were paid
to participants assigned 40 or moFe hours (and $15 per month to other
participants) and averaged $402. Of the remainder, $21% went to Title XX
child-care ailowances;, while staff time spent dealing with noncompliance
came to only $10 per participsnt.

When these figures are restated as net costs per experiméntal, the
total cost of the program was estimated to be $260, with $127 going to CWEP
operations and $91 to transportation. The balance was child-saré and other
‘costs,

® CWEP did not lead to any financial gains for the welfare

recipients.

Table 2 shows the results of the benefit-cost analysis from three:
Perspectives: the weifare recipients, goveérhment budgets, and the public at
large. From thé point of view of recipients, the lack of earnings gains --
Plus - only modest weifare reductions and othep expenses ~= led to a
five=year loss of $éﬁ for' this group. |

® s anticipated by state officials, CWEP cost rather than saved

money for government budgets. However, when the value of
goods and services produced by CWEP workers is factored in,

the public at large clearly gained.

From the strictly limited viéwpoint of government budgets, welfare
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AFDC: ESTIMATED BENEFITS AND LOSSES PER EXPERIMENTAL OVER FIVE YEARS

Government Budgat

' o R . Government ~ Plus_
Component of Anatysis | Walfare Sampls Budgat  Vetus of Dejosit

Total Benafits $160 $98 s98

Total Losses -2a2 -267

Vatue of Qutpus o =03
Net Gain o~ Laoss -584 -$168 $734

SQURCE: Tablas 6.7 and 6.8

P ]l
o
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Savings and reductions in other transfer Program payments were not suffi-
cient to cover the costs of CWEP. The loss to goverrment budgets ovep five
years was $169 per experimentzi. When CWEP output is added to the budget
effect, however, the result becomes positive. The nef gain to the public

was $734 per experimental,

The AFDC-U study was conducted in eight of the rise AFDC experimental
areas: Four of these areas, covering nine counties and 20 percent of the
state's AFDC-U caseload, were selected for T"saturation" participation;
while four others were designated as comparison areas.

The saturation effort began on March 1, iééé, and between that date
and the end of April iééh, virtually all of the AFDC~U caseload in the
study areas was entered into the Feseapch sample. Thé Samplé total was
5,630 AFDE-U registrants: 2,798 i saturation areas and 2,832 in comparison
areas. Nearly all were white, 93 percent were male, and the average age

was 31 years. The mean amount of completed schooling was under 10 and

one~half years.

 Four wonths after the saturation effort began, participation
had increased dramatically, peaking at almost 70 percent of

the caselocad monthly. Given the eapecially favorable cirzum-

stances in West Virginia, this may be the highest level

possible in a workfare program run for AFDC-Us,
Thé percent of on-board registrants participating monthly has been
proposed as an appropriate measure to use in setting national guidelines

for program performance. In the saturation areas, the highest level of
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rarticipation was reached in June of 1983, when 69 percent of ail AFDC-U
registrants were in CWEP positions. For the months that followed, caseload
participation rates were between 59 and 65 percent.

It is important to rote that geveral factors in West Virginia acted
together to facilitate CWEP participation; and in other states op
localities -- where these same conditions do not exist -- such a high rate
ts unlikely. West Virginia had access to special demonstration funding;
the weifare agency operating thé program had a strong staif, experiénesd in
requirement; and a demand for subsidized labor already existed. The
testing ground was almost ideal fop determining CWEP's maximum scale for
AFDC-Us, who as heads of t;'z'b'-'-pé’riént families, did not have child=care
constraints on participation, as did the AFDC women. (The maximum
Participation rate for AFDC women would almost certainly be lower.)

That West Virginia reached 1its maximum level == i.e., théré were
virtually no more potential CWEP candidates -- was confirmed by a study of
Program records. It found that nonparticipants had generally not been
passed over by the program. In Some cases; worksites were not availabls
whére and when they were needed, and men were awaiting assignment. A few
were employed, and others had grants too small for the monthly work hours
to be attractive to worksite sponsors. Discretionary exemptions were also
granted for geographic remoteness, poor health, or other reasons.

Saturation areas had a higher sanctioning rate overail than comparison
areas (6 percent versus 3 percent). But wide variation was evident by
area, although there was no clear correlation, éither positive or negative,

between sanctioning and participation rates. The area with the highest
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® Worksite participation was not only long, but for the most

part continucus,

The ecrly saturation sample was tracked for 18 months to estimate the
duration of CWEP participation. Most participants started their worksite
assignments within six months of entering the sample; and three-quarters of
participants worked in a CWEP position for more than three months; over
one-third (35 percent) were still participating at the end of 18 months. A
special survey of records sShowéd that, at about the three-year mark, 12
percent were still working.

Ongoing participation was moré the rule for the men than the women,
and was greater in the saturation areas. Four out of five saturation
AFDC-Us who started in a CWEP job and remained on weifare were still in
their positions a year later. They worked, on average, 66 hours per month
in their part-time jobs; féw mén were assigned for less than 40 hours

monthly.

in the scope and reliability of the impact and benefit-cost research. A

rigorous experimental design was not possible -- only an apea-to-area
comparison -- since the designation of control groups in each demonstration
area would have diluted the intent to provide CWEP to as many people in the
AFDC-U caseload as possible. Comparison aréa desighs are generally
problematic, but the current study had particularly severe challenges. For

example, while the AFDC experimént was a straightforward comparison -- a
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No=CWEP group was compared to a group receiving some CWEP -~ the AFDC-U

baseline comparison.

More importantly, area comparisons were clouded by differences in
could distort impact estimates. And, because all saturation areas bordered
on other states, cross-state commutation to work was common and greater in
the saturation than the comparison areas. (As noted earlier, earnings from
these jobs and from work in certain occupations are not reported to the
West Virginia UI system.) Employment and earnings averages are therefore

probably underestimated, and impacts are also likely to be biased in a

negative direction.

¢ Program planners had only 1limited hopes that CWEP could
increase employment and earnings, given the job scarcity in
West Virginia. Design problems prevented a reliable test of
this expectation. There was; however, some evidence of

welfare savings in the saturation areas.

believed that CWEP would have a significant effect on the unsubsidized
employment of the AFDC-U caseload. Most felt that the great majority of
recipients did not 1ikeé being on weifare and would take jobs if they were
available. In fact, no employment or earnings gains were found for the
men: Measured employment was similar in both the saturation and comparison
samples, although earnings were lower in the saturation areas by 7.3
percent, not a statistically significant difference;

Although data problems suggest that both employment and earnings may

have been higher in the saturation areas than indicated in these estimates,
the absence of impacts is consistent with studies of other state AFDC-U
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work initiatives in the OBRA environment. In programs studied with experi-
mental designs, low-cost services did not measurably improve *hé outcomes
of program participants; large numbers of AFDC-U controls appeared to be
motivated éﬁd capable of finding jobs on their own.

In contrast, there may have been welfare savings in the saturation
areas; although the same problematic design was used but with fewer data
problems:. Welfare receipt in West Virginia showed a marked decline ip the
saturation areas by the end of the follow-up:. In quarter 7, compardison
area members had a receipt rate of 52:3 percent compared to 45.%4 percent
for the saturation sample, a statistically significant difference of almost
7 percentage points. A $55 difference in average welfare payments was also

—

statistically significant, and represents a 17 percent reduction from the
average payment of $332 to AFDC-Us in comparison areas. Cumulatively, from
quarters 2 through 7, saturation AFDC-Us spent more than a month less time
on welfare and received $229 less in payments (down from the comparison
average of $2,145),

True welfare savings of similar magnitude were found in a job search/
CWEP experiment for AFDE-Us in San Diego. But, in the case of West
Virginia, it is not certain whether the outcomes are attributable to
pre-existing differences between sample characteristics or local labor

markets, or to someé real effect of CWEP:

In view of the uncertainty of the impact estimates for the saturation

area sample, a full benefit-cost breakdown was not attempted in this study.

However, the valué of CWEP output and the gross costs of operating CWEP at

-XXvi- 2 g



a nearly full scale will have considérable policy interest, and are
presented below.
e The value of CWEP output was Somewhat higher for AFDC-U parti-

cipants than for AFDC participants.
Supervisors of AFDC-U CWEP participants (who had been at their work-
sites for an rverage of 35 weeks) rpated them 22 percent more productive
than regular employees: This is higher than the productivity rating for
AFDCs and exceeds the rates found in other MDRC work/welfare studies. Bt
given the high unemployment in West Virginia during the demonstration, it

who were used to meeting the productivity levels of regular jobs.

CWEP participants in saturation areas worked in positions for an esti-
mated average of 12 months over the five-year projection period. Over this
time, the value of nutput per participant was estimated to average $4,300.

® The gross cost of CWEP for AFDC-Us on a per participant basis

was just about half that of AFDCs. )

In saturation areas, operation of the CWEP component cost $287 per par=
ticipant over five years. An additional expense of $357 was incurred for
transportation Stipends; and other items brougit the total to $757. This
factors: lower CWEP operating and child-care costs.  AFDC-Us stayed on
welfare a shorter time than the AFDCs and therefore participated and
incurred program costs for fewer total days. The cost per day was also
lower because less staff time was required for arranging and monitoring
worksite participation. And, as heads of two-parent families, AFDC-Us were

not likely to need child-care assistance.
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instrument that it is often fearcd to be. CWEP also did not invent the
work ethic for welfare recipients in West Virginia; rather, it built on the

work ethic it found. For the AFDC-U men, the high rates of participation,

accepted and not unpopular. Even among AFDC mothers; when liberal allow-
of single parents, significant numbers did work for long periods in part-
time Jjobs, 1in some cases j‘or Sévérai years, even without financial
penalties for no’neoo’per'ati'o'n.—‘ |

This does not mean that the mandatory provisions of the CWEP legisia-
tion are superfluous. As documented in the first CWEP report, many local
staff believed sanctioning was a nécessary tool. Even though it was not
used very much, its mere existence may have been necessary for successful
implementation. Virtually all the CWEP participants, men and women alike;
understood that they risked reductions in théir welfare payments if they
did not fulfill their work assignments.

This report does show, however, the limited role that CWEP is likely
to play Zn improving the employment prospects of welfare motherc in a rural
environment with high rates of joblessness. This finding accorded with the
expectations of program planners.that, given the labor market, the program
would have 1little impact on welfare caseloads. It is worth recalling,
however; that, unlike other states operating post-OBRA programs, West

Virginia did not allocate a substantial share of resources to formal job
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search components.

A final assessment of CWEP must also consider the program's intangible
as well as tangible benefits and costs. For AFDCs, while govermment
budgets and welfaré recipients aiike did not gain financially from the
program, non-monetary hardships for participants were probably kept to a
minimum beécause the welfare agency adjusted work schedules to accommodate
child-care responsibilities of single parents. The important factor, then,
may be the value that one attaches to work -- the value society places on
women's productive activity outside the home and the value this activity
has for the residents of the communities. |

For AFDC-Us, there was less evidence on CWEP's possibie financial
effects, but, again, one's v;;w 6f.the value of long-term, part-time tjork
must weigh heavily in the final judgment. The program made a large pool rf
unemployed labor available for community service. And, given the bleak job
prospects of the West Virginia economy, CWEP gave fathers the opportunity
to contribute in a productive way to the life of the community: The
potential enhancement of the fathers' self-esteem may have been a

significant unmeasured program benefit.
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CHAPTER 1
o

currently administering a Community Work Experience Program (CHEP) for
welfare recipients in the federal/state Ald to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) program. Authorized by the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Kot (OBRA) of 1981, CWEP is a mandatory work progran, often called work-

welfare grants in public or nonprofit jobs: A recipient's maximum work
obligation each month is calculated ‘by dividing the monthly welfare chéck
by the minimum wage.

West Virginia launched its large-scale CWEP program for members of the
AFDC-Unemployed Parent category, primarily fathers in two-parent families,

all were eligible for CWEP. Subsequently, in July 1983, the CWEP program
was extended to single parents in the AFDC WiN-mandatory! caseload (mostly
mothers with school-age children). Of about 21,000 AFDC cases, some 7,000
case heads were WIN-mandatory and theréfore eligible for CWEP.

West Virginia's CWEP program has particular policy significance; this
state is one of few operating workfare to nearly the full extent authorized
in the 1981 law: Workfare == its purpose, its feasibility and its effects
on recipients' self-sufficiency -- has long been the subject of national

debate, and West Virginia's program has drawn particular attention. The

program operates statewide; work 18 required for the maximum allowable



time; and the work obligation lasts as long as the recipient receives
benefits. (In West Virginia, women with children less than age six are not
required to participate, although the OBRA legislation allows states to

include mothers with children age three or older if child cure is
provided:) Especially for the men, the program is intended to involve as
many recipients as resources permit.

The first West virginia report produced by the Manpower Demonstration
Research Corporation (MDRC) assessed the implementation of the state's CWEP
program for AFDCs and for AFDC-Us in the demonstration areas. This final
report updates the participation findings of that early report, but its
primary focus i8S on other analyses in the research plan: CWEP's effects on
employment and welfare receipt of recipients, and the program's benefits
and costs. However, since the program had two distinct target groups --
mothers and fathers -- as well as different research designs, the analyses
for the two groups are presented separately.

The separate research focuses are important to understand. The study
of AFDC-U fatheérs tested the feasibility of running CWEP for men on a large
scale and examined the upperbound limits of participation. Analysis of
program impacts, while informative, was limited, in that the effects of
providing CWEP to a greater share, as compared to a smaller share of -
caseload, were expected to be difficult to detect. The AFDC study; in
contrast, could use a research design with random assignment to examine
CWEP's impacts, benefits and costs with rigor. Thus, the findings on
prograim effectiveness are moreé reliablé for the mothers than the fathers:

Along with CWEP in West Virginia, a number of othér state programs are

being studied as part of MDRC's larger Demonstration of State Work/Welfare
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Initiatives, with the research funded by the participating states, The Ford
Foundation and othér philanthropic organizations. In West Virginia, the
Claude Worthington Benedum Foundation has provided major support for the
research on the CWEP program.2 Six of the 11 initiatives in the demonstra-
with job search or other services: In contrast, West Virginia's statewide
program 1s almost exclusively workfare; no other major services are
offered.

Among the states participating in the MDRC Demonstration, West
Virginia is unique in several other ways. As noted in the first report,
work programs for men. Since—1961, various types of programs have linked
public work to welfare receipt, ard largé numbers of AFDC-U men have
participated.  Traditionally, the state has been hesitant to encourage
women to participate.

West Virginia is also set apart from other states in its geography,
the characteristics of its population and its economic conditions: The
state is largely rural (64 percent of its residents live outside areas of
2;500 or more people); ethnically homogenéous (95.5 percent of Ehe
population is white), and its residents are known for a strong work ethic:
Beset by severe labor market problems, the state had the nation's highest
unemployment rate in the demonstration's first year (21 percent in January
1983); with the result that many experienced male workeérs were applylng for
welfare benefits. West Virginia also differed from other states in its
higher proportion of AFDC-Us (approximately 22 percent) in the state's

welfare caseload.3 Other factors -- the 1980=1981 recession (felt strongly
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by states dependent on energy production); cutbacks in federal Fevenue-
all created a public and nonprofit sector demand for subsidized workers
during thé period under study.

The purpose of this chapter is to set a context for understanding the
resuits of the different studies for both mothers and fathers, and to
Virginia's experience to those of CWEP programs operating elsewhere. This
chapteér discusses the CWEP model and its background, the program's purposes
and settings, and thé two evaluation designs for studying the AFDC and

AFDC-U groups.

The MDRC study of workfare for AFDC-Us, begun on March 1, 1983, tested

the feasibility of msaturation," or carrying out the work=for-benefits
mandate to its maximum extent. The intent was to assign work positions to
as many eligible AFDC-U fathers as possible to examine the upperbound
1imits of participation in a mandatory work program:

The CWEP program for fathé-s had actually started in 1982 after the
state legislature autnorizéd funds to pay West Virginia's share of CWEP
participants' work-related expenses. (This was necessary because, while
WIN ii'isééiii‘éeé paid for operating the program, the state was responsibie for
providing half of a federal/state stipend reimbursing registrants for their
CWEP expenses, primarily transportation.) State resources earmarked for

AFDC-U caseload: each administrative aréa was therefore iimited to that

Y=
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level in its allocation of CWEP funds. In March 1983, however, as part of
the saturation demonstration, extra funds were made available from the
Claude Worthington Benedum Foundation to enable the Départment of Human

mentation of an open-ended "saturation" program. The main goal of the
research was to test the feasibility of operating an ongoing work
requirement on a relatively large scale, although program impacts, benéfits
and costs were also to be examined.

decided in 1983 to expand CWEP to AFDC single-parent recipients, zlso on a
statewide basis. West Virginia, with support from The Ford Foundation,
again contracted with MDRC to study this program. Female WIN-mandatory
AFDC applicants and reécipiénts (single parents whose youngest child was

over age five) in 21 counties (or nine administrative areas) were the

target group for this study. The AFDC caseloads in these areas made up
over 40 percent of the state's July 1983 AFDC caseload. Only a few groups
in the caseload were excluded from the research: males (about 5 percent of
the single-parent caséload); people in fuil-time school or training; 16-
and 17<year-olds; and those with employment (i.e, those who worked but had
earnings so low that they still qualified for weifare):

The AFDC CWEP study did not test the program's feasibility at the
saturation level, but neither were ceilings set on CWEP assignments. As

with the men, the women assigned were expected to work for as long as they
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received welfare.

II. Backeround of West Virginia'ls
As explored in the first West Virginia report, the State of West

Virginia has had a lomg history of linking public work jobs with the

recelpt of welfare benefits.) as far back as 1961, when Congress gave

states the authority to establish two-parent programs, West Virginia set up

its AFDC-U program tied to a work program for men. Throughout the 1960s

Program, the Community Work and Traihing (CWT) Program, Title V progranms,
and WIN Special Work Projects. Participation ranged from 20 percent in the
Eﬁérééney Employment Program to nearly half of the AFDC-U caseload during
typical months in the CWT, Title V and WIN programs.

West Virginia's work and welfare linkage for men declined in 1972,
whea Congress limited the share of WIN funds which states could target to
public jobs, and placed more emphasis on private sector job placements.
From 1972 to 1981, the then State Department of Welfare followed Congress'
leéad, with an explicit goal of achieving a "zero caseload" in the AFDC-U
program.  Activities towards this end, along with the expansion of the

point ever in West Virginia:. Also, by this time;, the Department of Welfare
typlcal for most state welfare agencies at the time. This rolé was fupther
solidifieéd by the co-location in 1974 of the Welfare Department and WIN
Program staffs in the welfare offices.

Tradition and service priorities were, however, different for AFDC
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mothers; Women generally were expected to caré for their (hildren rather

receive orientation to the worid of work, educational remediation and
skills training. A low priority was given to direct job placement.

With the election in 1978 of a new governor and the appointment of a
new Commissioner of Welfare, Leon Ginsberg; the primacy of caséload
reduction for men was reconsidered. Greater emphasis was placed on
federal WIN Program in the Carter administration.

In the spring of 1981, high unemployment and a large AFDC-U caseload
again prevailed in West Virgimia. ‘At that point, the U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services invited state welfare agencies to submit
proposals for the operation of Community Work Experience demonstrations.
These programs, to be operated under a special "demonstration waiver®
authority, would give state agencies exemption from certain provisions of
the AFDC law. The West Virginia Department of Welfare's many years of
experience with work programs for men, combined with Commissioner
Ginsberg's interest in a greatér employment role for welfare agencies, made
the state's decision to establish a CWEP program "a natural,” according to
the Commissioner. A team of veteran West Virginia welfare staff, many of
whom had helped to administer the Title V programs, designed a CWEP plan,
which was then submitted in a demonsStration proposal to HHS:

When the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act (OBRA) passed in August
1981; enabling welfare agencies to apply for WIN Demonstrations, the

Department also submitted a WIN Demonstration plan: The Department
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proposed, first, to take over compléte operation of the WIN Program
(elimirating what remained of the Employment Service's role), and, second,
to operate the CWEP program as its primary WIN component, enabling the
Department to pay for CWEP administrative staff with 90-10 federal WIN
funds. This was a critical decision, since states operating CWEP parallel
to the regular WIN Program had to finance CWEF's administration through
Title IV-A, the AFDC title of the Social Security Act. (Title IV-A
expenses, but at only a 50-50 rate.)

The U.S. Department of Health ard Human Services did not fund West
Virginia's CWEP special demonstration proposal, but by the time this

decisicn was announced, CWEPy undér OBRA, was a permissibie activity
without special waivers. The state moved to implement CWEP immediately.
By May 1982, over 2,000 AFDC-U recipients (someé 40 percent of the state's
AFDC-U caseload) were working in CWEP positions. Negotiations with the
Department of Employment Security (the state's employment service) about

stration became operational in October of 1982. The Welfare Department;
now the Department of Human Services, formed a Work and Training Division
to administer both WIN Demonstration and CWEP activities.

"state-supervised, county-administered," employees of thé Work and Training
Division are on the state payroll and report directly to central state
officials; While this type of arrangement does not always guarantee

Virginta.
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In 1983; discussion began about expanding CWEP to AFDC mothers.5 In
the past, few women had taken part in the array of mandatory programs run
for men. Child-care considerations were one important reason. Generally,

child care has been considered a mother's responsibility, and this view has

Department staff believed that child-care needs would prohibit the high
levels of participation for women in any program component. Second; the
women's lack of prior job experience implied to Department staff that job
transition strategies would be relatively less successful for mothers than
for AFDC-U fathers: Additionally, the growth in AFDCSU caseloads had

caused more concern in the state than the increased size of the AFDC roils.
AFDC recipients seemed reasonable, but only if the program Were conceived
in modest and less mandatory terms (with "less mandatory" meaning a wider
latitude in granting exemptions from the participation requirement): For
the first year of the program, area staffs could not draw on funds £rom the
Social Services bioc grant (Title XX) to pay for CWEP participants' day
care.

This factor also determined many of the guidelines for CWEP for
mothers. Assignments would only be ziven to women with their own day-care
arrangements, and these provisions would be reviewed by local staff to
ensure that the children were not neglected or harmed:. CWEP work schedules
were restrictéd to school hours unless the mothers had arranged for after-
school day care. Staff also expected participation would be diminished by
children's illnesses and school vacations, particularly in the summer.

In May 1984, DHS began to provide day-care monies. The effect of this
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change during the summers of 1984 and 1985 varied by area.b

According to the state's initial demonstration éppiicétiOn, the

primary purposé of CWEP for AFDC-Us was to improve the image of welfare and

1ts recipients.” As stated by Weifare Department leadership, a cohcrete
alm was to persuade legislators to increase AFDC grant levels, which had
system. (As it turned out, theée monthly grant was increased; for a family of
three, it went up from $206 to $249 in July 1985.)8 The Department's

curtailed. As the proposal stated: "This program will fill that gap."
Another stated objective was reducing the length of the recipient's
stay on welfare, and, by implication, deterring some men from applying for
aid: However, in reality, none of the senior officiais who designed CWEP
believed it would have a significant effect on the size of the rolls.S

poor labor market. The AFDC-U problém was perceived as a lack of jobs -
not as a lack of recipients' motivation or skills.

Thkis perception of welfare dependency was also evident in central
staff's announcement of MDRC's "saturation" demonstration to the involved
area administrators. A memorandum stated: "Effective upon receipt of this
memorandum, you are authorized and encouraged to fill as many CHEP slots s

you have AFDC-U recipients. From this point until further notification,
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your AFDC-U caseload will be your CWEP allocation (as a part of our
demonstration with MDRC):"10 Unsubsidized job plasement was not stressed;
rather; the emphasis was on filling CWEP slots.

One of workfare's more general objectives in the OBRA énvironment --

helping recipients to improve their self-image and confidence by learning
new skills -- was not given a high priority by West Virginia seniop

men. While agency leadership believed that working would hélp men Keep
their self-respect; it did not anticipate that CWEP positions would teach
them new skills. Recipients of AFDC-U, by definition, had worked recently,
and, in a timé of recession, unemployed but experierced workers fréjuently
applieéd for welfare in West Virginia after their Unemployment Insurance
benefits had run out.

West Virginia's expectations help to explain another i CWEP's
purposes in that state, one that can be inferred but is rot stated
explicitly in theé proposal: AFDC-U men would be repaying the community for
their welfare checks by working off their grants: This notion of social
obligation was not perceived in the harsh or punitive sense. While Départ-
ment officials believed it necessary to require participation; since work
programs had not been around in the state for several years, the value of
work was So deeply engrained in the state's culture that few men were
expected to balk at accepting a work assignment: Department officials did

not think that CWEP ﬁdﬁid be an unpopular program with welfare recipients.
Since many of thése goals were a product of the state's environment,

implementation.
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IV. Program Setting
As noted earlier, West Virginia is a rural state with a predominantly
white population. Ranking second in the nation in total coal production,

the 1979 recession, wken the Industry suffered severe setbacks, West
Virginia's unemployment rate has always exceeded the national average, and
was one of the highest during 1982 and 1983. Given this difficult labor
market, it seemed uniikely that CWEP;rih this environmént, could increase
the unsubsidized employment of welfare recipients.

Interviews and conversations with many Departmént of Human Services
bi‘i‘i&iéié; both in the CWEP demonstration areas and thé staté capital, as
weli as interviews with CWEP participants and their worksite supervisors,
helip to highlight some of the demographic and labor market character-
istics.1! Caseworkers oovserved that, when the economy was bad (as it was
in 1983); ’tiiéré were simply no Jobs at all. Those out of work either
waited out the recession or left the state.

Commissioner Ginsberg noted in an interview: "It's not all that
unusual to be unemployed in this state, with our boom-and-bust history:
Peopie are used to Seééing their neighbors unemployed." Department staff
noted that the small-town charactér of much of the state and the high
levels of poverty meant that if you were not poor, chances were very good
that you grew up with peoplé who were. In their view, welfare was not
something people liked in a Staté with fairly traditional attitudes, but it
was not uncommon, nor were goverrment-subsidized jobs. Both were fairly

long-standing and accepted responses to economic hard times.



Against this background, the areas analyzed in the West Virginia
AFDC-U study were chosen to obtain a variety of labor markets, population
densities and reliance on welfare. (See Figure 1.1:) Four areas (out of

while four others -- restricted to placing 40 percent of the caseioad ==
were selected as comparison sites. Together, these demonstration areas
encompassed some of the most urban and rural parts of the state, and, as of
February 1983, contained cver one-third of the state's caseload.  All
AFDC=U recipients were eligible for inclusion in the research samples. The

areas and their counties, by status in the demonstration, were:

Huntington (Cabell and Mason Counties)
Martinsburg (Berkeley, Jefferson. and Morgan Counties)
Parkersburg (Wirt and Wood Counties)
Princeton (Mercer and Summérs Counties)
Comcarison inian:
Clarksburg (Doddridge and Harrison Counties)
Fairmont (Marion and Monongalia Counties)
Fayetteville (Fayette County)
Grafton (Barbour, Preston, and Taylor Counties)
The AFDC CWEP study was also conductéd in these and one additional
area: Wheeling, which contains Brooke, Hancock, Marshall and Ohio Counties:
The characteristics of residents in the study areas are shown in Table
1.1, while the major industries in each area are indicated in Tabie 7.2.
For contextual purposes, each table also presents statistics for the state

as a whole, as well as national statistics.



FIGURE 1.1

STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA

DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES ADMINISTRATIVE AREAS
PARTICIPATING IN THE AFDC-U SATURATION AND AFDC DEMONSTRATIONS

ADMINISTRATIVE AREAS2

AFDC—U Saturation Areasb
Martinsburg

Parkersburg
Huntington

Princeton
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Comparison Areasb
Fairmont
Clarksburg
Grafton
Fayetteville
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_AFDC Demonstration Areab
1 - Wheeling

areas of the Department of Human Services. Counties within those areas are indicated.
Area names correspond to the city in which the Department maintains its principal office.

NOTES aAreas are numbered according to tne designation of the 27 administrative

Ail areas participate in the AFDC demonstration. ﬁhééiing does not

participate in the A¥DC-U demonstration:
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TABLE 1;1
WEST VIRGINIA

SELECTED DEMIGRAPHIC QIRACTERLSTICS OF THE STUDY AREZS, IN 1880

Parcant of Perans
, o | | Porosnt of |25 Yaars or Olger

Adwinistrative Ares 18 | Parcent Percant | Poputation Por | Faailfes Bolow | With 0 i;réaaf”Fpurrs
and County Populstion” |  White 2a | Urtan b | Square Mile 4 |Poverty Lavel 5/c|voars of High School

Huntigton 133;080 .5 B;2 1.2 3.4 572
Cabal 1067835 0.8 0 378:5 13,8 B1:6
Kason 27,045 98,7 2150 62;5 11,8 52,7

Mertinsbury 7,768 B8 184 6id .4 B85

Berkeloy #)715 5.2 2.9 45,5 14,8 55,9

dafFarsan 30,302 9.4 3.4 "8 183 58,7
Margan 10,711 98,4 0,0 4.6 15.7 54,0

Parkarsburg 88,549 8.8 63:5 80,5 1, 58.4

Wint 4822 88,9 0.0 20,9 145 517

Wood 83;627 98,6 869 254:9 1.5 85;1

Prircaton 09,817 .0 prin 148:2 7.2 507
Marcer 73,962 2.1 358 5.9 5.5 ;2
Simmers 15,875 9,2 29:1 4.9 25,8 48,1

,,,,,,,,

Clarksburg 85,143 7.1 40,8 1154 6.7 56.3

Doddr dge 743 9.7 0.0 ER 24,1 5.8
Sumers 71,110 9.8 4,7 186.5 15.0 60,7

Faf mont 140,813 8.4 82,2 208.6 14,8 84,0

Marion 65,769
Monongal fe 5028 | e | ma | see

2 g 2114 19 i:8
g 8.3 a1 W | mae
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TBLE 1.4 (continued)

—-9'{—‘

Parcan of oraons
L | : Parant of | 2 Tors o Odar
Adninistrative Ares 1880 . [ Papcant Percent | Population Per | Families Below | With at Least Four
end Gounty _ Populstien [ White /a |  Urban /b |.Square Mile 4 |Poverty Lavel 5/c Yoars of High School
Fayetta-TLio 67,868 M 84 .8 oy .
Fajiett 57,863 M 184 .8 17 7
Graften 63,883 0.3 20,2 4,5 186 Biis
Barbour 16,698 %3 192 % E) 8.
Preaton 30;460 98,3 8.5 .8 7. 50:4
Tagtor - 16,584 9.0 N3 8.5 160 56: 1
Whesllig R .0 3.8 6.3 105 )
Bocks N 0.7 50,9 5.9 %7 62i7
Hencock 40,418 8.3 50,8 418,2 7.8 621
Marstal L 41,508 98,0 §.8 | 154 87 0.7
Ohio 61,369 8.8 B9 560,68 13:5 85.4
Total Waet Viginda 1,049,644 5.8 %.2 0.0 161 560
Total, Unitsd Stated Fﬁﬁﬁiﬁd 788 73,7 84,0° 13:2 8.6
ﬁﬁES- 1. Ganeral. Secial acteristicn Weat Virginis; 1980 Cansus of Poputation; Uy S ﬂapurmnt of canmarce.
Bureau of the Carisusy Tablu 563 Smnary of Sociel Characteristice; and gﬁtgﬁcwwm of the United States; 1984; UsS: Department
of commarce. Bureau of i Cengus, Table 5: Population and Land Area,
___. actar si_cs. United States Swmary, 1380 Cansus of Population, US Dopartment of Cowmerces Bureau of the
(’ensua. Tnbla 39: Totel Parsons and Spenich Origin Parsonsy by Type; Rece; end Sexs
61 Ediaton-and-Labor-Force Charactaristics-of: West- Virgin oy West Virginiu. Stata Cerius

Data Canter, Gwernnr's 0ffice of Ecommic and Community Development, Office of Health Services Research; Weet Virginin Sme tihrary

Corinisgion 1383: Urban and Rural Population, page 7; and Statistical Abgtract of the United Stms. 1384, Table 253 Urban and Rurel
Popul ation,

(ot ided)
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| TIBLE 1.4 (contiruad)

ante West Virgtnu. 1880 caniﬂa ar Pﬁpulntion. U.S Departasnt of ﬁiiirca@ ﬁumu of the ﬁéné'ué;

Tabte 25 Laiig Rm and Popul ation; and Statistical Abatract of the Unitad States, 1984, Table 1: Population and Ares,

: 5. il Scial and Ecoponic Charastari t ] Wast Virginiu. lelﬂ 1812 Poverty Stutm 1 1878 of Fuil.ies and Pabsons
for Bnuntiea. Table 72 Povarty Status in 1979 of Fomitiec and Perunns' and Genaral Socislsnd Exanontc ﬂg[gctermgca, U:S: Sunnary,
Poverty Statos {n 1978 and 1969 of Famil {25 and

S, Departwent of Commrce, Bureau of the Benaus. Table 87

1980 Cansus of Population, U,

Persong by Race,
7 ‘u, West Virginia- Table 175: Educational Characterdstics fur Countiaa-

Tabte 86: Edacotioml Dharnctariatics- and on-Profile of tho linftad Statas, 1982, 1,5, Departuent of Cmarca. Bureat of tha
Sexy Rec and Spanieh Drigin.

Consus; Table 16} Yoars of School Coapteted by Parsona 25 Yaars OLd and Dier by Age

W s i o Seri g,
hThn UsS: Conaia Burseu defings urben 8z all peraons {ving in. urbanized araes and {n places of 2,500 or more

fnhebi tanta outeide urbanized arces,

&ﬁmmgﬁ are for families below poverty Level with related childran under 18 years of age;

L population,

'ﬁonfeminwa Uni ted States,
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TABLE 1.2

VEST VIRGINIA

PEACENTAGE DISTRIBUTION GF EMPLOYEO PERSONS IN STUDY AREAS

Percent of Labor Force, by Industry
Trene- Finance
Agricul- porta= | Whole= | Insur~ Pubtic
| ture Con~ | Manu- | tion) | sale/ | ence/ Adwin-
Kdninistrative Arsa and and struct=| fac~ [Communi~| Ratail | Real | | fstre-
County Forastey| Mining | tion | turing |cation® | Trade | Estate [Sarvices| tion

Huntington
Cabel |
Rason

Hartinsburg
Borkel ey
Joffarson
Horgan

Parkersburg
Wirt
¥ood

Princaton
Marcer
Suamers

Clarksburg
Doddridge
Harri son

Fofraont
Harfon
Monongalie

1.2
0.6
3.7

4,3
3.3
6.2
2,8

0.7
3.9
0.6

1.6
1.4
2.8
1.0
6.5
0.7
0.8
U'B

1'0

1.2
0.8
.0

146
0.8

10,8
1.7
3.1

8.8
6.9
6.9
124
15,7
9.3

7.5
8.8
10.1

B:d
7.0
8.3
11,4
1.
10.8
7.8

21.8
21,4
24,0

224
26,4
16,6
20:5

20,0
34,7
28,2

10:5
11.4
14,7
17:0
20,2
16,7
13.4
18;5

9:3

10,5
8.7
14,2
[
8.8
8.9
R
9;6

o on o
- - -
[ L - - N - - 7|

103
9,7
12.1

10,8
10,9
10,8
8.4
7.8

4.8

3:6
4.0
3,0
3;6

4id
3
4.4

58
4.1
2,0
3.8
2;6
4;2
3.4
3.7

2.9

8:9
30,0
24,2

8.8
5,8
8,6
B;3

28;6
26,1
34,0
241
8;4
7.8
5,9

4:8
4.0
1.2

44
S
4.3

2
5l
4.9

354
;4
Rl

[continuad]
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TABLE 1.2 [continuad)

_Parcant of Labor Force, by Industey

Trane- Fingnce ]
Agrcal~ ) ) porta- f Whote= | Ing - Publie
tors Con- | Mani- | tion; | eats/ | sicay Adnin-
Mainistrative Ares and | a5 struct-| fec= [Communi-| Rateit | Reat Ly
County Forestry) Minfng | tlon | turing [cation' | Trade | Estate [Soryices tHon

Faysttaville o LTI CC B T T X B R Y B
 Fajetts 0.8 f20 | B8 | 0 | 78 | 103 | a8 | s | osa

Brat e 38 1184 | 06 | 1 | 88 | 00 |2 | ke | 4

Barbiaiir 6 e | 7 | e | osa | 166 | sd | g0 4.8
Preston (188 | ne | w2 | oed | g | 6 | a3 3.4
Teylor 50 &3 | | a2 [ M8 | 187 | 2 | 223 7.5
| |
Yhaaling 07 | 48 | 83 | A0S | B3 | 188 | & | 3d5 3.5
Brooke 08 | %9 | &7 | e | 52 | 148 | 54 | 8o 25
Hancock 08 | 10 |2 | aey | a7 | 130 | 23 | s 2.3
Warahial L (O I T I 0 PR TR BN AT T I A PP 4.2
Ohfo 06 | 42 | 50 | 167 | 70 | o |60 | ant | e

Total West Virginia (L IR LI IO P T RN N TR T T I T IR QS

Total Unitad Statas 36 |0 et | ons [ @ | 60 | 2 | s

_ SOURCES: Gemerat Secte{ and Economic Charastsptstiss, Wast Viginia, 160 Canup of Popatation; U;S,
Dspartaent of Connerce, Bureau of the Cnsus, Teble 178: Industry of Employed Parsons for Coonties; and
Statiatical Abstract of the Unitad States, 1984, U,S. Dopartmsnt of Commerce, Buresy of the Consus, Table 698
Enploynent by Induatry,

] Unpublished statistice from Wast Virginia Dapartnant of Enployment Security, Lebor and Economic
Research Section,

NOTES:  Disiribitions ney not add exactly to 100,0 parosnt beckuse of rounding.

[ . o L
Includes other public uti(ities,
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Table 1.1 indicates that the nine areas are relatively similar to each
other and to the state in ethnic composition and in the proportion of the
adult population completing at least four years of high school. The areas
urban, with a greater population density. The areas vary in the proportion
of familiés with children living below the poverty level, with a range of
from 10 to 19 percent.

Table 1.2 shows the distribution of the employed population by
industry 4in April 1980. In the study areas, the proportions of indivi=
cuals in specific 1industry cateégories parallel those of the state.
However, some areas, particularly the saturation areas, are
undérréprésénted 1n their share of miners: Additionally, a large
proportion of residents are employed in manufacturing in Wheeling and

Pari.crsburg.

MDRC'S evaluation in West Virginia has three analyses: process,

impact and benefit-cost. The following sections briefly describe these

studies.

2.
Thz protecd analysis examines the operations of West Virginia's CWEP
progras “or both the AFDCs and AFDC-Us ar' identifies the factors that
faciliiated or constrained implementation. The analysis has two main
#avts. The first describes the content and administration of the progran
vodel; highlighting the major activities and management procedurés. Most

of this line of inquiry was pursued in the first report.
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The second part tracks and explainé the movement of AFDCS and AFDC-Us
through the program, examining the participation rates of a larger sample

followed for a longer period, as compared to the analysis in the first
report: Certain critical questions are alsc addressed for the first time:

what proportions of the AFDC and AFDC-U caseload remained registered with
the program but did not participate; and the éxtent to which participants
worked in their CWEP jobs during their welfare tenure.

B: The Impact Studv
Given the different types of questions of interest for the two

men and women:
1. AFDC Design. Sinece AFDC recipiénts had not for the most part

previously participated in other of West Virginia's mandatory we-k

the program would have impacts on recipients' earnings, employment or
welfare receipt and payments: No attempt was made to test the feasibility
of implémenting a work obligation for the full caseload.

To estimate impacts (or program effects), an experimental design was
experimental group, whose members were eligible to participateé in CWEP, or
a control group, in which members were not assigned to CWEP. (Both groups
were eligiblé for émployment and training activities other than CWEP but,

as noted, these services were limited in West Virginia.) Impacts were
eéstimated by comparing the welfare and employment expsriénces of the
experimental and control groups over time. (Since random assignment

=21~ HO



characteristics except services received, any statistically significant

differences 4in the groups' experiences should have resuited from

The experimental design allowed the following questions to be
addrescsed for the AFDC group: bDid CWEP have 1impacts on enrollees'

employment and earnings, receipt of welfare or the size of their benefit

newly-determined WIN-nmandatoiy (new registra) ts)?  Did they differ by
degree of disadvantag:: i.e., those with and without prior employment?
Howevar, measuring impacts in a program with an ongoing participation
requirenént 1S Soméwhat problematic. - Sincé recipients in West Virginia are
supposed to work in a CWEP job for as long as theéy are recéiving welfare,
there could bé fnc post-program follow-up on thoSé who were still on welfare
and working in CWEP at the end of this study. In fact, a substantial share
of CWEP participants were still at their work assignments at the conclusion
of data collection. Thus, CWEP'S full potential to affect job retention or
earnings, once an individual is off welfare, is not completely reflected in
this analysis. For this reason, the impacts over a longer follow-up period
could be more positive or negative.
2. AFDC=U Design. The key focus of the AFDC-U demonstration was
to test the feasibility of implementing CWEP on & large scaleé: 1i.e.,
placing as many AFDC=Us as possible into CWEP positions. Sirnce all of the

AFDC-U caseload was eligible, the designation of a control group =- 1.e., a

group of individuals not eligible for CWEP -- would have interfered with

the area-wide saturation goal of the demonstration. Instead, therefore, a

-22-
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comparison design was selected that tested the incremental effects of
increasing available CWEP slots to serve a larger share of the caseload, as
compared to a moré limited share (no more than 40 psrcent, which was
roughly the norm in the rest of the state):

Four administrative areas were selected to implement the full caseioad
saturation initiative. Four other areas, with only normal resources, wire

£°"2s. Although this desig- v~ less rigorous than an experimaatAl one,
some information could bé obtainéd about CWEP effects on an incremental

in the four saturation areas to those of registrants in the -our comparison
areas: (In contrast, the AFDE impact design measured “he effects of Some
exposure to CWEP versus_po exposure by means of randomly assigned
experimental and control groups within the same geographical areas.)

As will be discussed in Chaptér 3, from the outset of the

demonstration it was realized that thé resultS from any evaluation of the

or random assignment design, would not be as reiiabie. Although the

designation of a control or non=research gr.\p in each area would have
diluted the program's intent, the matching of administrative areas was very

difficult. Despite careful procedures, there wer * inevitabie differences

ences in the characteristics of the caseloads. Statistical techniques were
used in this report in an attempt to correct these differences but they
could not adjust for all of th-m. Thus, any observed differences in out-

comes between the saturation and comparison group sample members may partly
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reflect differences in the characteristics of the areas. This limitation
should be kept in mind in interpreting the AFDC=U impact results.

However, the fact that both the AFDC and AFDC-U groups studied repre-
sent all of the WIN-mandatory caseload makes this state ome of particular

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

€. The Benefit-Cost Analvsis

operated for the two groups: In the overall analysis, net benefits come

payments -- both those observed in the study period and tncez estimated

over a total period of five years after research entry. Benefits and aosts

are analyzed from several points of view -- that of the welfare recipient

The interim report focused on the 1,307 AFDCs randor” - assigned to the
experimental group from July through November 1983, and 1,615 AFDC-US --
either those who were already régistéred with WIN in the saturation areas
as of March iééé, or those who régistéred in these areas between March and
June 1983.

This final report extends the intake period for both sampies to April
1984, and also includes in the analysis thé AFDC control and AFDE-U compari-
son area registrants. The full AFDC sample consists of 1,853 experimentals

and 1,841 controls. A total of 5,630 AFD7-Us -- 2,798 in the saturation



areas and 2,832 in the comparison areas -- make up the AFDC-U sample.
VII. The Current Report

The report is organized as follows: Part I contains two chapters:
this one and Chapter 2, discussing the nature of the CWEP jobs for both the
AFDCs and AFDC-Us as well as participants' and their supervisors' views of
the value of work and participants' attitudes about the work-for-benef;t::
requirement.

The balance of the report is divided into two more parts. Part IT

presents the findings of the CWEP study for women, while Part ITIT contains
the evaluation of CWEP for men. The first chapter of each part (Chapters 3
and 7) describes the research—~design, sample and cata sources; the second

(Chapters U4 and 8) considers the différent participation patterns; while
the third (Chapters 5 and 9) analyzes impacts. The fourth chapter

(Chapters 6 and 10) discusses the benefits of the program relative to its

costs for each group.
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CHAPTER 2

ASSIGNMENTS: PARTICIPANT AND SUPERVISOR PERCEPTIONS

Parts II and %II of this report present answers to some of the
feasibility questions about CWEP for the AFDC and AFDC=U groups == 1.s.,
scale and participation, which in part explain how willing recipients were
to take part in & mandatory program. The analysis in this chapter
addresses another set of questions: What happened on the worksites, and
how did participants view the experience?

Overall, this chapter examines issues of job quality, participants’

productivity and their attitudes toward a work obiigation. It does so by

drawing on the responses of 94 CWEP participants (60 men and 34 women) and

their worksite supervisors to a survey questionnaire administered in alil
six MDRC demonstration states with work experience components: The
findings presented here are the same ocnes discussed in the first West
Virginia report -- at the time the worksiie study was compléted. However,
because of the importance of the CWEP worksite experiénce in West Virginia,
the discussion is included in this final volume.

The following questions are the main focus:

® What kinds of jobs were assigned to CWEP participants?

e How important was the Job to the agency? Was it make-work or

a valuable contribution?

e What skills were important in the Jobs, and what skills levels

did participants bring to the Job? How much did they improve

their skills on the job?

e How satisfied wcre supervisors with the participants' work,

and how did their performance and produotivity compare with

-26~
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those qualities in otheér workers?

e How satisfied were participants with the work requirement and

their CWEP jobs?

follow: Findings about Jobs; participant performance and attitudes wiil be
presented separately for the men and the women who, in all but four cases
of female AFDC-U recipients; corresponded to the AFDC<U and AFDC assist-
ance categories. (Males were excluded from the AFDC research sample, as
explained in Chapter 3.) The chapter opens with a brief discussion of the

types of jobs assigned to CWEP participants.

I. Iypes of Jobs and Sponscfing Agencies

With a few notable exceptions, nearly every type of local public and

nonprofit sgency sponsored CWEP participants, although local school dis-

tricts were underrepresentec, to the disappointment of staff in séveral
area offices. Staff in the more rural counties commented that schools wepe

positions, others encountered resistance, partly because staff believed
théreé weré negative attitudes about welfare recipients working with
children.

Also not represented among State agency sponsors was the Department of
Community Work and Training program. That department had undergone

layoffs, and central office staff concluded it should not be approached for

C -2l 78
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CWEP placements.

Table 2.1 profiles the positions held by CWEP participants according
to types of agencies, while Table 2.2 shows the distribution by level of
govermnment for participants workihg in public agencies: These tables were
compiled from data on all work Sponsors and CWEP participants during the
month of April 1984 in the elght AFDC-U demonstration areas (both
satreation and compariSon) and the nine AFDC demonstration areas. Table
2.1 shows that a higher proportion of women than men worked for nonprofit

elderly, child care and similar kinds of services.

The types of jobs held by CWEP participants in April 1984, Gsing Ehe
same data source; are displayed in Table 2.3. Men (Just over Ralf) worked
in low-skilled janitor/porter, outdoor grounds maintenance, and garbage
coliestor/refuse disposal positions. Another 200 of the 1,271 men held

somewhat higher-skilled construction jobs, many in home weatherization for

work related to the installation and repair of water lines for local public
service districts. Women held different types of positiaas; some k0

had service jobs, primarily in food services. One-fifth held positions as
housekeepers,
The distribution of CWEP assignments for the 94 participants in the

study sample, shown in Table 2.4, reflects the same overall pattern.
Typical assignments included the following:

-- A woman works as an office aide in a community nonprofit

zgency, keeping records, answering thc phone and greeting
people.
-28-
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TABLE 2.1
WEST VIRGINIA
NUMBER OF CWEP PARTICIPANTS ANO WOAK GPCNGORG, BY AGENCY GECTOR AND TYPE

Nusber of Participents R
Agsacy end Sactor Typs _ I {  _arvc-u AFOC KusSar of Eponsore
Public Bactor Agancias
7777777777777 N - : ]
Stats Arsoriss 12 0 ?
Public Works - 866 48 70
Uttritiaa/Santtation B8 K 12
General Adafnfetration 115 24 17
Perke/Racrastion 1282 [ a3
Protecsive Garvicas az 3 22
Socisl Barvicas 23 26 8
Trenaportation 11 1 1
Houeting __ B1 [ ]
Cuttura/Arta e -7 8
Educetion 124 31 12
Haelth b 84 24 8
Niecellsnsous 61 3 ]
_tetet® 1257 178 210
MNon Profit Agancies
Yoush Sarvicas ] 3 6
Parks/Racreation 10 0 _1
Wulti-Sarvica Organizations 88 28 20
Ssnior Citizen Sarvices 48 27 185
Social Sarvices 62 28 22
Esploysant/Treining 21 ' 2 s
Houaing 11 7 3
Educstion 14 10 13
CulturssArta '3 1 a
Weeten 26 ? 13
Voluntssr Firs Ospartesnts a3 Fi 12
d 18 3 8
__Totsl I 342 126 21

___ BOURCEs  Wusbare ocspilad fros sork aponsor contrscts ssirteinsd by tha Wast Uirginia

blplrt.lnl of Husan Sarvices {n the widna dasonatration srass.
NOTEB1 _of tbie table: participants srs dafinad ss thoas 1Adividuals who
ware working et CWEP workattes cn April 30; 1884:

“Includas Natiomal Guard fectlitise.
®lnctuges Juventla eateation cantar sad atats egriculturs axparissntsl atationa.

7fji;f@i;;;;;ii;i,;iii;i; ths nusbar of participents ofted as iériihi if public esctor

sganciss and the ssapls §n Teble 2.2 fe dus to misstng dats.
- ) cletfon, hietoricsl sssocietion; pubtie ecantry clubs Ghild
cure sganoyr fersars ssrkats end ceesteriss.
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TABLE 2:2
WEST VIRGINIA

NUMBER OF CWEP PARTICIPANTS WORKING IN GOVERNMEMT AGENCIES
AND NUMBER OF WORK SPONSORS, BY LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT

Number of Participants

Lavel of Government 7 AFDC-U  AFOC Numiber of Sponsors
Locel School Districts 72 2y 6
Villages 4 0 2
Towns 157 8 a5
Cities _ 448 43 70
City-County - 23 2 4
Counties 147 22 23
State 316 - 71 80
Totat® 1168 a7z 220

SOURCE:  Numbers compiled from work sponsor contracts maintained by the

West Virginia Departmant of Human Servicas in tha nine demonstretion sreas.
NOTES:  For the purposes of this table; participants sre defined as those
individuale who ware morking at CWEP worksites on April 30, 1884.
8. . . . R O _ Ll ol
The discrepsncy betwaen the number of participan;e g‘itredras o
working in public sector agencies in Tablo 6.1 and the sample in the above tabte
is due to miesing data.
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TABLE 7.9
WEST VIRGINIA
DISTRIBUTIO® OF AFDC-U AND AFDC OWEP PARTICIPANTS ON APRIL 30, 1964,
BY JOB CLASSIFICATION

- - - AFDC-U - AFDC _
Job Classification ) . o __ 4 n__ % n X
Cisricat Jobs 1.8 o a1
Genaral Offics Clorli. MaiL Cl.erk. Fil.e Clerk 18 68
SBtock Clark, Record Clerk <] 36
Raceptionist, Appojgtment Clerk 2 10
Miscal lansous ClLerk 0 10
Servica §9§3 11.0 . 28:3
Houseksspar, Launderer o 18 17
Kitchen Halpers Diet Aide; Hospital Afide 34 3
Warehouse Worksr b 83 ‘ 0
Migcal lsneous Bervices 25 22
Indoor/0Outdoor- Majntenance Sl 47.8 : 18.89
Groundskeeper ‘ 137 2
Jsni tor7Partar o 28 51
Sawage and Refuse 0fsposal 189 5}
Cnitrﬁétibn _ - - 30.8 - 7.1
Watharization, Building Repeir, Road Repair 308 17
Water Line Construction snd Maintunnnca 45 3
Carpenter's Helper 38 1]
Mi scal llmoq! ggbs - = 8.4 _
Agri cul.turg and Forestry 74 1
__Att Others. - 33 ]
Totai ) 1279 100,0 280  1B0.0

_ BOURCE: MDRC calculacions fram case files maintained by the Work and Training
DivisiOn. West Virginia Depiartment of Human Beirvicas.

.. NOTES: _ For the purpose of _this tahlLs, purtiéipanta ars dafi ned as those
individusls who ware working et CWE® vorkai tes on April 30. 1984.

Jdob_clagsifications are basad on tha. U.S. Department of Labor's
o;c;:petional titles, from the t 8g, fourth adition,
1877,

o Oistributions may not add exactly to 100:0 percent because of
rounding, B
aiﬁélii'déé i:iih’i'ai*; taller, and miscellansous clerical occupetions:
Includaa chitd care; dispatcher; counsalor; parking attendanf.

itaard. barbar. practicel nurse, racreational fecility attendant, and miscellanaous
personal urvicea.

; includu protective servicess truck drivur. bue and ambulance drivar,
nriphic arti It. wiscellansous manufacturing occupatione, end miscellaneous trenspor-
teation occupations,
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TABLE 2.4

WEST VIRGINIA

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SIHPLED CWEP PARTICIPANTS.

BY J0B CLASSIFICATION AND SECTOR OF WORK SPONSOR

) T —
S B Male Fematle
Characteristic 7 o Participants Participants
Job Ciassification
Clerical 5.0 32.34 [#s+]
Service 11.7 37 .1
Indoor/0Outdoor Msintenance 53.3 11.8
Construction 26.7 5.8
Miscellaneous® 3.3 2.9
Totsl B - ]l 4000 | 1p0.0
Sector of Work Sponsor
Public Agency B6.7 61.8 [**]
Privats Non-Profit Agency 13.3 38,2
Total o ) 100.0 | 1o00.0
Totel Number of Sampled CWEF #srticipants | 60 . 34

SCURCE: Interviews conductsd by MDRC Field Rinénrch Stefr batueen July

4983 and March 1864 with a random semple of participsnts in CWEP jobs and their
worksite supervisors.

NDiESE Job classifications are based on the U:S. Dapirtment Df tebor [

occupational titles» from the Pictiopary_of Qggga_igngi_llllggn fourth edition,
18727.

Oistributions mey not add exsctly to 100:D percent because of
rounding.

S
Includes agriculture; forestry and packuging.

A chi-square test was applied to mate-femsle differences:

Statistical significance is indicated at the following levets: * = 10 percent;
#% = FE peiccentjy *** = 1 percant.

the two groups, at the lLevel of significance indicated.
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-~ A voman is working as a secretary in a community nonprafit

agency, typing records, filing and bookkeeping.

-~ A woman assists at a community action agency in preparing and

serving food to senior citizens.

-~ & group of men are working on weatherization crews for a

community action agency, hanging storm windows rnd putting in
insulation in the homes of economically dis=dvantaged
families,

-~ A group of men assigned to a city public works department
sweep streets, dig ditches, load garbage, fix flat tires,

repair potholes, and perform othér maintenance work.

-~ A man reads water meters, assists in their installation; and

performs repair and maintenance on water 1ines for a loecal

public service district;

rate it normally commands in the labor market. According to supervisors,
70 percent of the job assignments would have paid the minimium wage ($3.35

per hour). Another 16 percent were rated as paying between the minimum
$5.00 an hour.

The typical CWEP schedule for men (over three-fourths of thé worksite
sample) was full-time work during the first two or last two weeks of the
month. Although half of the women also worked a similar schedule; the
others (45 percent) worked part-time all four weeks: This corresponded to
the program's AFDC emphasis that women work during school hours, which

often prévented eight-hour work days:

The low skills levels of many CWEP positions did not necessarily mean

that the jobs were "make-work," a term which usually implies that the work
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has no particular importanceé to the agencies. When supervisors and
participants were asked to choose from a series of statements describing
the vziue of the work to the agency, thé majority of assignments were
described #s a "necessary part of the day-to-day business of the agency."
(See Table 2:5;)

Participants were more likely to say their work was necessary thau
were their supervisors, even though the overall distribution of resr ses
for both groups appeared similar. This is because participants' and super-
visors' responses did not always match in pairs: that is, individual parti-
cipants who rated their jobs as necessary did no% always have supervisors
who also rated the jobs that way. Conversely, when a participant ranked a
job as merely helpful; the supervisor may have considered the work mome
necessary.

Certain factors influenced the supervisors' answers and not partici-
pents® -- the most notable being whether the agency was public or
ncnprofit. Supervisors in nonprofit agencies, which were understaff:d and
especially hard-hit by the termination of the CETA's Public Service
Employment program, rated participants' jobs as more important than did
public agency supervisors;

Although the majority of assignments for both tien and wWomen were
called necessary, there was a tendency for women and women's supervisors to
describe their work as more important to the agency. Two factors may have
contributed to this. First, women were more likely to work in the hard=
pressed nonprofit agencies than men. Second; they tended to worn in
offices where they interacted directly with supervisors and were involved

in the every-day functioning of the agency. Many also performed service-



TABLE 2.5

WEST VIRGINIA

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF WORKSITE SUPERVISORS' AND PARTICIPANTS
CHARACTERIZATIGN GF CWEP JOBS IN TERMS OF IMPORTANCE TO THE AGENCY

Co o _ _Msle _ Femals
Degree of Importance L ... 4 Perticipants Perticipants
Supervisors' Eiééééiién

Nececeary Work 60.0 78.4 [*])

Work Can Wait; But Eventually - L

Nesds to bs Dons 30.0 8.8

Helps if Work is Done 10.0 11.8

Work 1& Not Parricalsrly o o

Important to Agency 0.0 0.0

Total S 100.0 _ 100:0_ .
Participants' Perception

Necessary Work 76.7 g8.2"

Work Cen -Wait, But Eventually o

Needs to be Done 10.° 11.8

Helps {f Work 15 Dona iz 0.0

Work 15 Not Particularly -

Important to Agec-cy 0. 0.0

Total § __ _1p0,0 100.0
Total Number of Sampted CWEP Participants §J _ 34

BOURCE:

1983 and Merch 1984 with & random &sm

worksite soupervisors,
____ NOTES;
rourding.

a- o L
Chi-square test inappropriate

frequancies.

- A chi-square test was
Statistical significence Levels are

percent; *** = 1 parcent.

o A significance Level shown in bracket
distribution of the get of charecteristics is_signif
at the Level of significance fndicet

the two groups,

L0
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related tasks needed on a daily basis: e.g., housekeeping; where food must
be served every day. Many of theé men, on the other hand; performed mainten-
ance or manual labor functions. While this work is important, it may be
considéered 1ess pressing on a day-to-day basis.

As gnother measure of the value cf work, supervisors were asked if the
ne longer a Gi'tY program. Only five answered that the work would no longer
be done. The 89 supervisors who saild the tasks would be coitinued were
asked who wiuld do them. (They could give more than oné response.) Exist-
ing regular employees were mentioned most often (by 53 supervisors), indica-
ting that the work was important enough ts do at the cost cf increasing
workloads, but not so demaéging that 1t wouiid o/érwhélh current staff.
Volunteers and other Subsidized workers weére alsc méntioned (by 20 and 17
supervisors, respectively), reflecting che tight funding in many of these
agencies. The lexst common answer was hiring new i6gi-r employees (the

response of seven supervisors), which again indicates the yrevailing budget

coustraints.

Another way to consider the importance of CWEP work is to examine the
participants' relative productivity. If participants produce very little
work in the course of a day compared to new employees in comparablé posi-
tions or to other subsidized workers previously holding the job, their work
may be "non-work," rather than "make-work."

Supervisors were asked to compare the amount of work the participant
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did in a typisal day to the amount performed by a new regular employee.

same amo:int. hé pos-ibility that the partiripant did more than a new
regular employee a3 not offered as a choice, but it was recorded if the
supervisor volunteered it. More than half of the supervisors rated the
participants as doins the same amount; and over 20 percent volunteered that
participants did morc work than a new employee. It should be noted, how-
ever, that bias 1s porsible: in some cases, a high rating might reflect a
comparison between a new regular =rvioyee and an experienced CWEP partici-
pant, one who had already been woriig for several months in that Jjob,

In fact, some of the p;ftia k¢ jers experienced in worksite jobs.
At the point when chese interview. were held, participants' average time on
the job wa= 13 weeks for the women and 35 weeks for the nen.! The men's
overage, however, obscures a very wide distribution: 16 pércent had been
on the jJob less than two months, 16 perceni for two to four months, and 9
percent for four to six months. At the higher end of the scale, 6 percent
had been working for 14 to 18 months, and 7 percent for 18 to 20 months,
There were no significant differences bztween men and women in supervisors’
ratings of their performance compared t. regular workers, despite different
lengths in their tenure.

The 44 supervisors who had previously overseen adult participants in
CWEP participants to those workers and rate their job perfirmance; attend-

ance; behavior; job skills and maturity as the same, better or Worse. The

-37= 86



O

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TASLE 2.6
WEST VIRGINIA

SUPER, ISOR COMPARISON OF CWEP PARTICIPANTS

PSEéiﬁéiéé,ﬂi;iitﬁniinﬁ”nf Supervisors by Response:
éﬁéracfggﬁgtjé Pahtggfgéﬁti b inge ?ari?éfsbn&n o
Being Compsrec i _Boatter D Same Worase ____Totsl_
Mals Participrn:s a
Job Perfore nce 481 an.7 1.1 100.0
Attandanca 37.0 40.7 22.2 160.0
Bshavior 33.3 51:8 148 100.0
Job Skills 51:8 37.0 11.1 100.0
Maturity 29,6 63.0 7.4 100:0
Overail R | 51,8 48.1 0.0 100.0
Female Participanto o
Job Perforesace 28.4 58.8 11.8 100.0
Attendsnce 28.4 47,1 23.5 40030
Behavior 471 35.3 7.6 1C0.0
Job Skills® 18.8 50.0 31,3 1000
Maturity 17.8 58.8 23,5 100.0
Overall 47 .1 47 .1 5.8 _}  189.0
_SOUFGE:r  “"nterviews conducted by MORC Fiald Reesarch Staff beatween July 18983

and Merc 18804 with worksite supervisors of a rendom sampte of participants in CWEP

Jobs.
_NOTES:

rounding.

Oistributions may not &dd ‘st to 100.0 percent beceuse of

a. - . , Lo R R R R . .
o Only supervisors who had pri.iously suparvised sdult subsidized
wockers in_& government program other than CWEP were esked to meke a comparison. __
Responses were collected from only 44 of the B4 supervisors. Twenty seven of thesc
responses were in reference to mele participeants end seventeen responses wére in
reference to female participants:

. "ALL thres compsrative terms ware prasented as response choicas for
aach _type of -work hebit or skill., For exempte, "Have you found tha. CWEP workars
are_better; about the same or worss thsn those othsr workers in terms af job
performance?"

c o B
Missing one response.
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"better" (joo performance and job skills). Asked for an overall Judgment,

Supervisors' judgments of the women were similar. The AFDC mothers
were more frequently "better" in terms of behavior, the "same" or "better®
in performance and attendance, but the "same" or "worse" in job skills s-id
maturity. The only significant difference between men and women was in job

":e responses above present a picture of work assignments as neceasary
to the agencies' functioning and not make-work positions. Given that thesic

Jobs made real contributions to the agencies, it is natural to ask if they

were of value to the participants. The next section discusses the

potential of skills development for participants and how much took place in

“hese CWEP jobs.

Iv. Skills Developgent

Work sxperience programs are typlcally expected to help participants
gain general work skills, such as good work hzbits, and to teach them how
to interact with co-workers and supervisors.2 These might be called job=

participants are the primary focus of this study.

Supervisors were asked about two groups of skills -- cognitive and
general working skills -- and which of several specific skills in each
grouping were important for the job in question. Additionally, as a very

ccagh proxy of job complexity, siverviscrs were asked which kinds of tools
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or equipment were important to a job. Skills in these two groups, and the
types of tools; are listed below:

. .
¢ ability to read and write

® arithmetic skills

ana General working siilis

ability to communicate well

cooperating with co-workers

dealing with the public
using one’'s own initiative
working well without close supervision

and

Eg‘ Iy

simple tools .

tools requiring dexterity
simple machines -
complex macrines

As shown in Table 2.7, women's jobs required more skills than the
men's, and more of their jobs required each *kili (with the exception of

not always statistically significant, che trend was consistent. The types

of skilis which were Jjudged particularly important to the Jjobs also

reflected the different nature of men's and women's assignments. Men

tended to use simple tools, such as brooms, shovels and rakes (although

some used relatively ccmplex machines, such as trucks and power tools).

Women also used simple machines, such as photocopiers ~r the telephone, but.

8

needed more cognitive skills, the ones most likely to be required in office:

settings. These wore thé least 1ikely skills to be necessary for the men's:

Jobs in whick they often worked as la%orers. Such skills were not even.

essential for the more skilled carperter or mechanlc positions.

=30=
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TABLE 2.7
WEST VIRGINIA

SKILL REQUIREMENTS OF CWEP JOB8S, BY SKILL TYPE

S Male  Femslse
Type e 55"‘ i Participants 7 Aﬁfilﬁffiﬁéﬁiﬁ,mﬂ

Average Number of Skills Importent Per Job o
Cognitive Skitls 0.3 0;aess
3.1 ;

Gansral Biitle . 3.0%s
Parcent of Jobs Where Gognitiva Skills
Were I. srtant®
Reading/Writing 20.0 50,0%8*
Arithmetic 10.0 28;4%»

Parcent of Jobs Where Genaral Skill&s Were
Important®

Cooparete With Cn-Workers - 66.7 78:4
Deel With Public 55.0 73,5
> Dun Initistive 80.9 82;4%*
. Without Supervisicn 76.0 79:4
swewunicate Wetl 51.7 73.5%
Jsrcant of Jobs Where Ability to Usc Tools
Wag Important®
Simple Toots 68,3 47:1%
Tools Requiring De:terity 50,0 32;4
Simple Machines 18.3 58;B%%s
Compiex Machines 60.0 23,5%%x
Totel Number of Sampled CWEP Participants 60 34

SOURCE:  Interviess conducted by MDRC Field Research Staff batwern Juty

1783 .y March 1884 with worksite supsrvisors of e random ~amplé of participants

NOTES: ®Bupervisors could specify more than one type of ekill,

A two-teited t-test or chi-squaré test :as spplied to male-femaie
differences. Statisticat significance Levels are indicaved ag: * = 10 parcent;

** = 5 parcentj *** = 1 percent.
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and at the time of the interview. Supervisors were also asked “- judge
participants' adequacy in the following seven work habits, which apply to
all jobs and work settings:

attendance and punctuality;

concentrating on tasks; ,

working quickly and in a timely fa: -‘on;
following instructions;

calling in when sick or late;

completing tasks thoroughly; and )
learning from mistakes or consStructive criticism.

The results are presented in Table 2.8.

In brief, results frew ULoth Tablés 2.7 and 2.8 show that most Super-—
visors judged participants adequate or better in work habits and general
skills before they began their CWEP jobs. 1In all but two instances, at
from the outset. Whil: only 2 few jobs demanded real competency ir réad-
ing, writing or computatisi. a1 participants at the worksites could have
met these demaznds. (Staff assigne? these positions to participants who had
those skills in the first place, since remedial education was not available
as an ancillary service in most cases.)

The higher levels of participant deficiency in the use of simple

machines; such as office equipment (still less than one-third of all parti=

cipants) appear primarily to reflect womepn‘s assignments, where c¢yping and
photocopying had to be mastered. A surprising one-third of participants
also had to [3zin adequacy in the uve of complex machines.

The reiatively small proportion of partic!ants thc were vt suffi-
cient in basic Jjob-holding skills (such 38 calllng in siek, razalar

attendance, or working w2ll without close supervisi.?) bpad alaost all

gz 1



TABLE 2.8

WEST

VIRGINIA

ADEQUACY OF CWEP PiHTICIPANTS _IN SELECTED SKILLS AND HORK HABITS

IHPDHTAﬁT FOR THEIR JOBS, AT THE START OF THEIR JOBS

: AND AT TINME OF INTERVIEWS, AS JUDGED BY THEIR WORKSITE SUPERVISORS
Percentage of Participunti th !or :®
. Adaquats or
Number of CWEP More Than o
Jobs Where Adequate at | Inadequste at| Inadequate at
T Skill is Stert of Start of Tims of
Type of Skitl or Work Habit| JIaportent CWEP Job CWEP Job _Interview
COQnitiva Skitls o
Reeding/Writing 28 100 0 1
Arithmetic 16 100 0 0
Genc.ial Skills o
Cooperate With Co-Workers 67 80 10 0
Deel With Public 58" 78 22 2
Toke %wn Inftiative 64 77 23 2
Work Without Supervision 72 76 24 1
Coxwunicats Watll 56 £0 20 0
Abfility to Ues Tools -
Simplte Tools 57 a8 2 2
Toots Raquiring Dexterity 41 -1 5 ﬁ
“imple Machines 31 71 29 8
Somptex Machines ¥} 66 34 0
Work Hebits o i
Attendance Nllb B6 14 5
Concentrates on Task N/ A B7 13 1
Works Quickly N/A B7 13 2
Foltows Inetructions N/A 84 6 0
Cstls in Sick N/ A 87 13 6
Completes Tasks N7A B8 12 2
Lesrne From Miztakes N/ A 86 4 T e

sobncs.fi er Ju
ard March 18983 with vorkaite superviso 8 of # rendom sa~~'a of paerticipants in CWEP
Jobs.

NOTES»i A tutal of 94 CWEP nupervisors vere in.erviemed: Parcentagﬁﬁigrgi

bzssd 6n tnly thos ans wiere th. sup:rvis.r indicated that th: skitt wes 1nportant.

bu/A i
the ndequas, - ¥

snplicak ;e berause ali scizrvicors were eskrd to
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reached job adequacy at the time supervisors were interviewed. Hence, for
the one-eighth to onr-quurier of participants ~ho could benefit from skills
.wprevement, CWEP provided effective trainii«.

In addition to supervisors, partieci.. .cs cnémsélves were asked aboub
learning on the job. They were asked if they strongiy agreed; somewbat
z3reed, somewhat disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement "I have
not learned anytl ing on this Jcb."™ Their responses, expressed as percent-

ages, are as follows:

 Male _ Female
Participants Partieipants

Strongly disagree.:.: 47 35

Somewhat disagree.... 17 2

Somewhat agree.... .. : 13 12

Strongly agree....... 23 29

Total 120.0% 100.0%

The responses indicate that :any partici-.ints learned something new in

their CWEP positions, althougr if shoula »e noted there was not much
correlation between their respcns:s und the judgments of supervisors to the
questions on skills improvement. One possibility is that participants
could have been referring to something they had learned on the job other
than concrete skills.

The same skills improvement questions were posed to samples of
worksite supervisors in other states in MDRC's Demonstration of State Work/
Welfare Initiatives. To cite two, the supervisors in San Diego; Californis
tended o find a 8lightly highér share of participants adequate or better
at the start of their CWEP assignments thar did the supervisors in West
Virginia, while respi.ses from Maryland were much the same as the West

Virginia ones. It Should be emphasized that the experiences in all six



state programs were more =zimllar than different. Moreover, most

Two critical issues in mandatory work programs are the level of the
participants’ Job satisfaction and their sense of the fairness of a work
requirement. To evaluate their perceptions, participants were asked a
series of questions at several points in the interview. Intentionally, the
same issue was explored moré than once, with alternative wording. For
example, questions were worded so that an affirmative response to one but a
negative response to another would indicaté a conzintent zttitude. This is
a standard practice in surveys on attitudes, an? rseent researeh indicates
thav it may be particularly important in 3ntervic:~ 73 ch resy ndents who
have little formal education, and who are more lik:i than most to give

asked about fairness seemed to indicate a consistent attitude. The
questions and responses to the first were as follows:

How satisfied are you shout receiving

(welfare) benefits like this == that
is;, tied to a job -- instead of simply

receiving your benetits?

Men Women
Very satisfied......... 50 u7
Somewhat satisfied..... 40 35
Somewhat dissatisfied.. 2 9
¥ct satisfied at all... 8 9
Total 100.0% 100.0%

5= -
4



A somewhat different questior, with a reversed response direéction and a
reference to the participant's family, was presented as a statement in
which respondents could select one of four levels of agreement:

"I do not like having to leave my family

to go to a job where I only get a welfare

check."

Men Women
Stf‘ongly Agree...... 12 K
Somewhat Agree...... 22 29
Somewhat Disagree... 16 21
Strongly Disagree... 50 k1
Total - 100.0% 100.0%

In their responses, men and women alike generally accepted and, in
fact, were satisfied with a work-for-benefits arrangemcat: When given a
choice to indicate "satisfaction® or "strong satisfaction" -- the first two
answers to the first question (prior page) an? the last two reaponses to
the secondé =-- haif of the men indicated a strong satisfaction in both

questions, although some expressed ¢issatisfacticn about leavinz the family
to work for a grant. Women were slightly less iikely to be satisried,
particularly in responsé to the statement about leaving their children; 38
percent indicated that they did not like to do so. However; nearly half
expressed strong satisfaction with thé work-tied-to-bencfits formuiation.5

A third question dealt with the issue of fairness in terms of fisur~
cial equity. Responses to that question generally did not correlate to the
two just cited. The question and responses were as follows:

I'd 1ike to ask you how useful your work

is to the agency. Let's say you compare

the usefulness of your work to the amount

of money you receive in bénefits -- who

46~
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would you say is getting the better end
of the deal: you or the agency?

Men Women
B‘e;,;;oncl~ 2ees 00000 20 !5
Neithér Ché..-x.....; 18 12
B‘e agencyoooooooggoo 62 73
There's no connection 0 (4}
Total 100.0% 100 0%

Both men and women indicated that they thought the agency got the
beétter end of the bargain, saying in effect that they believed their
contribution was worth more th: the implicit minimum wage for which they
were working: A higher share of the women made this observation, but the
difference between the two groups was not statistically significait.

The fact that somewhat gﬁ.i‘f;rént patterns were obtained from simiiar
questions or statements with different wording shouid not obscupe the
important finding that a very large proportion of CWEP participants --
somewhere uetween 60 and 90 Fercent of both men and womén == werée satisfied
with the CWEP work requirement. This occurred despite ine Fact that the
great majority cf participants thought the work sponsor was getting the
betisr end of the bargain financially,

in addition; all bui three of the 94 respondents understood that their
grants were in jeopardy if they did not meet the participation requirement,
not perceive the mandatory nature of their work assignments: The satisfac-
tion was also confirmed by the preports of trke MDRC researcher who, in
conducting intor iews with participants and staff members in area offices,
found widespread acceptavc: ~f the program, particularly for men.

However, it is possible that participants might thirk that a require-
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ment to work for their benefits was fair, but not be satisfied with the Jjob
itself. Several questions examined this issue -- for example:

"Overall; I like my Job."

Mer Women
StPODgly Agr'ee........s;;h};; 62 §§
Somewhat Aggee:::...;;;;;;.:; 27 32
Somewhat Disagree:....:..:.:: 3 0
Strongly Disagree.:::::::::3: 8 3
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Another series of dﬁeétiéﬁé iéie asked iﬁéiéiﬁ the participants were
they fit their reply. The following 1is one eiéﬁﬁiei

"The kind of work I'm doing on- this job -
will help me get a decent-paying job later.?

Men Women
Strongly disagree.... 18 6
Somewhat disagree...: 14 15
Somewhat agree::::.:. 40 38
Strongly agree:...... 28 41
Total 160 0% 100. 0%

In responding to this and other similar quec iBﬁé; participants
reported high levels of 365 satisfaction with thelr current éééigﬁﬁéﬁfé;

These findings are geheﬁélly consistent with other research studying
work experience arrangements.6 Moreover, they make sense in tne context of
West ﬁirginiéis Béckgrbund and tréditidhé. They also offer some broad

are acceptable to welfare recipients: when the work 1S of value to the



sponsor/employer; when it is expected to lead to somethifg better; and when

the content of the work does not serve to remind participants that they are

%undeserving® welfare recipients.
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CHAPTER 3

sample generated. A final seéction presents the key data sources and
assesses the data's accuracy.
I. The Research Design

The evaluation of CWEP for AFDC womén was conducted using an experi-
mental research design in which random assignment generated an experimental

and a control group. Members of the experimental group were eligible for

members of either group took part in any non=CWEP WIN activities.

The inclusion of a control group 1a thé research desig: permits
estimation of net program effects. Examining outcomes (such as job
placements and departures from welfare) without the use of random
assignment would not assess the program's achiévements accurately since
positive outcomes for CWEP enrollees cannot all be attributed to the

program. In fact, research has shown that a significant proportion of AFDC



recipients find jobs and leave welfare on their own in any given periods!

control group (not eligible) reveals the effects of the program.
Data were gathered for members of both research groups on a series of

specific outcomé measures: the proportion employed, average earnings, the

proportion receiving AFDC grants and average AFDC payments:  Program

report indicate whether program effects are statistically significant at
the 99, 95 and 90 percent iéggis of confidence:. These significance levels
indicate the probability that.-a giVéh experimerital-control difference would
not have occurred by chance.

This CWEP evaluation for women in the AFDC caseload was targeted on
those considered WIN-mandatory -- that is; women required to participate in
employment programs.3  Thé WIN-mandatory women formed three subgroups:
WIN-mandatory applicants for welfare during the study period; AFDC

recipients determined WIN-mandatory during the study period; and those in

Figure 3.1 shows the formation of the AFDC research sample: Random
assignment occurred at WIN registration for both WIN-mandatory appiicants

their readiness for participation in WIN activities. At the beginning of

=54= 1 01



FIGURE 3.1

WEST VIRGINIA

GENERATION OF THE AFDC RESEARCH SAMPLE

Prior WIN Registrants
{registerad bsfore
July 1, 1883}

O

WIN RE-AJPRAISAL

L =

New WIN Registrants
{registsred after
Juty 1; 1883}

|
WIN ﬁEEiifﬁAfiﬁN

[Non-Resesrch—

RANOOM ASSIGNMENT

& registrants in
full-time
school or
training

® male registrants

registrants Less
than 18 years

Experimental
Group

_ of sge
Control e registrants
Group employed full

|

ALL WIN Bervices AlLL WIN Services

including
CWEP
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the evaluation; administrative areas were given thé option of calling in

all their prior WIN mandatory registrants for random assignment at one
point in time or; instead, they could assess and randomly assign appropri-
ate clients in standard appraisal cycles, which ranged from 30 to 180
have evaluated their current caseloads and randomly assignéd all eligibie
clients at the beginning of the study == i.e., 4in July, August or
September, 1983 -- but most areas kept to their normal appraisal cycles.

April 1984. Table 3.1 gives the number of individuals in the ressarch
sample by the month of random assignment and registration status. A large
PrOPORtion of tie research sample (80 percent) was assigned in the First
six months of the demonstration (from July to December 1983). Three=
quartérs of all members of this early sample were prior registrants. 1In
the final four months of random assignment (from January to April 1984),
rardomly assigned clients were more evenly distributed between new and

prior registrants (%3 percent and 52 percent, respectively).

Prior registrants in the sample were a cross-section of all WIN-manda-
tory recipients in the caseload as of July 1983: The new registrants
included a cross-section of all WIN-mandatory applicants, and recipients
who were newly determined WIN-mandatory during the research period, usually
because their youngest child had recently turned age six.5

registrants were aasigneéd to thé eéxpériméntal group and 1,841 to the

=56~
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WEST VIRGINIA
___ __ NUMBER OF AFOC WIN REGISTRAN1S -
RANOOMLY ASSIGNEO, BY MONTH OF RANOOM ASSIGNMENT
(JULY 1883 - APRIL 1984)

: - : Prior New o
Month of Random Assignment Ragistrants Registrents |  Totat
Jutly 1883 ~ 344 85 438
August 1883 815 156 771
September 1883 453 141 584
Octobar 1983 368 126 495
November 1983 218 84 a2
Oscember 1883 éas | 115 340
Janusry 1884 123 118 241
February 1883 112 8z 204
March 1884 80 66 146
April 1884 - 73 79 152
ééppj§7§j;§ﬁ”, 1 =612 1082 3694

SOURCE: Tabulations from MORC Client Information Sheets.
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controls, leaving 1,210 in a non-research category.6 Thus; the research
sample included roughly three-quarters of all WIN-mandatory appiicants and

reciplients in the nine administrative areas involved in the study. The

one-quarter excluded from the research sample and placed in the non-
research category included enrollees in full=time School op training, men

heading AFDC single-parent cases; 16- or 17-year-old youths who were on a

of the non-research group were eligible for all available seérvicés, includ-
ing CWEP.

The cemographic characteristics of the AFDC sample are summarized in
Table 3.2. The vast méjbriti (90 percent) of women in the sample wWere

white, and almost half were divorced or widowed (47 percent).8 The average

age of the sample members was 35 years; and less than half had a high
school diploma or genéral equivalency degree.

About 70 percent of the sample members were prior registrants, and the
majority overall had a lengthy history of welfare dependency. Ovér haif
(5! percent) of the women had received AFDC for more than two years at some
time prior to random assignment. The women had been on welfare an average

of 14 of the previocus 28 months.

force. Only 28 percent of thie sample members reported having been employed
at any tlme during the two years prior to random assignment; and just 18
~ercent had earnings reported to thé Unemployment Insurance (UI) s3ystem
during the year prior to random assignment.

A3 shown in Appendix Table A.1, thére were few differences between the

characteristics of experimental and control groups, indicating that random
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TABLE 3.2
WEST VIRGINIA

 BELECTED CHARACTERISTICE OF THE AFDC SAMPLE
AT THE TIME OF RANDOM ASSIGNMENT, BY REGISTRATION BTATUS

(JULY 1883 - APRIL 1884 SAMPLE)

= --Prjop: - _
Charaoteristic .__Registrante _ Regtistrants Total
Administrative Area (%) o ool
Huntington. 14.5 18:0 15 .,65%*+
Martinsburg _7:7 7.9¢ 7.7
Parkarsburg 13.1 0.0 §.2%3%
Princeton 11.3 11.3 11.3___
Ctarksburg 7.4 11.0 _B.4erx
Fairmont 9.3 11:8 10.1%=
Fayesttasville 831 8.2 8.8
Grefton -8.5 5.2 B,28%=
Wheel ing 18.2 26.5 20,7 %>
Level Qf,thanizetione[z] R - - o
-0 - 1D 23.6 5.6 18.3%»»
11 - 20 11.5 11.0 11:.3
21 - 30 10,8 _B:§ 10.1
31 - 40 -B.4 11.2 8.2
41 - 60 16.3 22.8 18.2
61 - 60 11.6 17.4 13:3
61 - 70 0.0 . 0:0 -0.0
71 = 80 112 14.3 12.1
81 - 80 6.5 9.1 7.4
Age (%) 7 - S o
24 Yaars or Less -4:7 5.5 3.8
25 to 34 Years 47.0 46.3 46.8
35 to 44 Years 35.7 37.1 36:1
45 Years or More 12.3 11:0 11.9
Average Age (Years] 34, 34.4 34.6
Ethnicity (%) - L U S
White, Non-Hispanic 892 81.6 89.ge»
Blacky Non-tispanic 10.6 B.0 g.8%*
Other 0.2 0.4 0.3
Deagree Received [%) o o
None - . . _ §6.0 48.4 54.0%%x
Gensrclt Equivalency Diplome 13.7 11.9 18.2_ __
High School Diploma 30.3 38.7 32.8%%»
. Average Highest Greada -l - o
Completed 10:.1 10.5 10.2%%»
Marital Etatus [%] I o -
Never Married o 16:1 9.1 13,3%%s
Married; Living with - B o
- Bpouse o 15.7 18.3 16.8%*#=
Married, Not Living with S o -
_Spousze_ ___ . 18:4 31.1 22.8%%»
Divorced; Widowesd 48.9 40.2 47 ,0%%»
Average Number of Chiidren = N )
Less Than 4 Years 0.05 0.07 0.086
4 to S _Ysars 0.C8 0.08 06.08__
6_to 12 Yeers 1.21 1.05 1.16%%»
13 to 1B Years .. 0.78 _  ____ _.._ Q.68  _ _ 0.71%*
fcontinued])
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TABLE 3.2 (continued)

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ool N ___Prior - ,ﬁéi -
Cherscteristic . {|__PRegistrants Registrants __ Totat
Averages Numbsr &f Chitdren , - o
Under 18 Yagrs of Age 2.06 1.84 2.00%%*»
- ___ b
Any Chitdren (%] o __
Less Than 6 Years 10. 11.6 10.8_
8 to 18 Ysars 85.3 83.0 94,6%%»
Prior AFOC Dapandancy (%) o - o
Never on AFDC 4.0 3z2.7 13.8%%»
Iwo Yesrs or Lass 31.:0 34.0 31.8%
Mor® Thsn Two Yasrs 64.8 28.3 54.2%%»
Ever Raceived AFDC .in Two
Years Prior.t0 Rsndonm . . P N o
Assignméent (%) 84:8 48.1 B1;2%%s
Total AFDC Resceived in Two
Yaars Prior._ to Hendom L e o= o o
Assignment (§) 3372.61 820,85 2654.47%%»
Average Months on AFDC .in
Two_Years Prior to Random o - o
Assignment 1757 5.2 14,.0%%>
Hetd Job st Any Time in the
Two_Years Prior to Random ~ - o
Assignment (%) 18.8 49.2 27 .Be*»
Held Job at Any Time During
Four Quarters Prior- ¢ o - o
Random Assignment (X) 14.1 27:1 17.8%%s
Held Job at Any Time During
Quarter Prior go Random _ — o
Assignment (X) 6.2 17.7 8.6%%x
Average-Earnings Doring
Four Quarters Prior ¢t o U - o
Rendom Assignmnent [§) 257 .28 806 .46 447 ,43%%=
Avarage Earnings During
Quarter Prior o Rsndo# o . S
Apsignmant (%) 85.08 223.11 104,30% %%
Averege: Months Employed
During Two Yaars Prior to o S B
Random Assignmant 1.5 5.9 2.,8%%%
For Longegt Job Held in Past
Two Years _ S e o Lol - = -
Average Hourly Wage Rate($) _3.58B ~3.80 3.73%%s
Average Weekly Hours = 33:1 34.3 33.7
Ourstion of Job (Monthsj | ~_ 14.7 20.1 o f .. 17.5%%s
Totsl Sample® 2612 1pB2 3692

. SOURCE: _Calcolations from MDRC Client Informstion
Insurance earnings and welfare racords from ths State of

NOTES:

<0107

Sheets and Unamployment
West Virginie.

Distributions may not add to 10C.D percent because of roundings.
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TABLE 3:2 (continued])

8. ____ _ - . - - = - - L I
o oL Level of urbenization i5 defined a6 the percent of individuals
Living in en urban sres in each county according to 1980 censutc datas.

b Lo oo ___ I __._. .. - . . S
- ___ ... Distributions_may not add to 100.00 psrcent becauss individuals
can have children in more then one catagory.

c- . - o T o ,
oo - - - ~Calcuiated from Unemployment Insurance earnings rscords from the
Stata of West Virginia. Since many individusls worked cut-of-state or in Jobes
not covered by the Ul Systam; earnings data fro& the Wast Virginia Unemployment

Insurance Systgm 18 considsrsd to undarreport tha income for sample membars,
. 'For guestions concarning Longest job; sample sizes are bsead on
the number of individuals who report & longest job on the Client Informatiaon

Sheet. _Due_to_missing dats for salected characteristics, these ssmpie sizss

vary from 510~512 for prior ragiatrants and from 472-474 for new ragistrants,
e_ o .. T - - o
~e_... _.._.__ _For_sgelected characteristics- Sample Sizes may vary up to 28
semple points due to missing data.
’f" R ol S s _ - -
: - No individuals in Perkarsburg wera coded ss new registrants on
the Client Information Shaets. 7
. ...... . _Differences bestween registration statuses are stetistically
significant Using a two-teiled t-tast or chi-square test at the fotlowing
Llavels: * = 10 percant; *% = § percent; *** < 1 percent.
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similar in background characteristics.

As expected, there were large diff‘éréncés between the characteristics
of new registrants and those of prior registrants. Prior registrants had a
more extensive history of welfare receipt: 65 percent had received AFDE fop
more than two years, while only 28 percent of the new registrants had
received welfare for this length of Zime. Correspondingly, the prior regis-
trants were less likely than the new registrants to have held a job at any
time in the prior two years: 19 versus 49 percent of the new registrants
had done so. The prior registrants were also less likely to be high School
graduates or to have a general equivalency degree than the new registrants
unmarried (65 percent and 49 percent; respectively). Because of these

differences, these two groups are analyzed separately as well as together.

This evaluation uses a wide range of both quantitative and qualitative

data. State administrative records from the WIN Information system, the

Unempioyment Insurance system and the AFDC payment system provided quanti=
tative data on program activity; employment, earnings and welfare
payments:9 (Table 3.3 shows sources used for the different types of data
and the length of the follow-up period.) State and federal reports which

describe trends in the size of the welfare caseload before and during the
study period and characterize labor markets in the demonstration areas help
place the AFDC caseload and economy of West Virginia in a national context.

Information on demographic and socioeconomic characteristics of registrants
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TABLE 3.3

WEST VIRGINIA

LENGTH OF AVAILABLE FOLLON-UP FOR THE AFOC RESEARCH SAWPLE,
BY DATA SOURCE AND PERIOD OF RANDOM ASSIGNMENT
[JULY 1883 - APRIL 1984 SAMPLE)

Dats asd Sdurce

Last Date Data
Are Available

Date Stag!g;go
Bo Cotlected

duy
September 1983

| ‘vctobare

Dacebar 1983

January~
March 1984

Aprit
1984

Progran Dats frow the
NIN Titornation Syaten
(WI§)

Quarterly Employment
6id aaratnga data fiom
the Stats of Weat Vir-
ginia Uneaploynent
Insurance Systen

Nonthly Welfars Grant
Paymanta fron the State
of West Virginia AFDC
Paaenta Systen

Wonthly Unemployment
fron the State of West
Vitginta Urenploymant
Insirance Syaten

Decembar 1984

Third Calendar

Quarter 1385

Janusry 1986

Decenber 1985

Date of Rendon
_———— — - _a
Aseignment

4 Duartars.
Prior_fp_@upyom
Acsi gnment

24 Nonths.
Priar to Randon
Assignment

12 Months.
Prior to Randon

Aesignment

15 Months

B QGartare
After Randon
Assignment

29 Noitha

28 Nonths

12 Wontha

7 Uiiartars

Mter Randon

Assignaent

26 Honths

25 Wontha

9 Nonthe

§ Uiariers
Aftar Randon
Asei gnment

23 Manthe

22 Wontha

B Honths'

5 Quarters
After Randon
Asgignnent

22 Months

21 Nonths

~ NOTES:

CRandon sasigment occurred ot different pointa 1n the client flov. Applicants nars randony

ageignad at initial WIN registration; vther new registrante ware randonly assigned when nemly redatermined
WiN-mendatory. For prior registrants, randon 0861 gnment occurred 8t reappraiEali ol thar aF Ea baginning of tho
CWEP evaluation, or at the reguler cyclicat WIN reapprsisal;

(continusd]
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TABLE 3.9 [continved]

SIlpta nembars randonly. asuign:d {n AprL 1984 have botuaen g an@ g_lonthu af tracking data
For the process

b--
fnltun-up. dupanding on whether they were randoaly "519!!?,!9 §ha eatly or Later part of April,

analysis; these sampte members are considered to have 9 monthe of fattow-up:

Elptoylunt and aurnings data are baced on Unauptoyuant Insurance airningﬁ racords which repurt

earnings on a catendar quartar basis,
Tho cutonduu quartor of randou uasignmont {8 not considered to ba fott0i-0p quirter for

enploynent and earnings for the West Virginia OWEP evalustion
Tha firat lanth of futtuw-up for watfare grant payments and Unenpluylant Insurence benefits

inctudes the month in which an individuet {s random!y aaaigned.

~ PO~

Imciad |

. ——
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in the sample was collected on a form prepared by MDRC. An MDRC survey of
a random sample of CWEP worksite participants and their supervisors
provided information on the nature of work and the attitudes of
participants about the jobs and the work requirement.

Also central to this study were qualitative data collected through

A.
The CIS, designed by MDRC, constituted the major source of demographic

data about the AFDC research sample. At random assignment, program staff
asked clients for the information necessary to complete the CIS form. The
CIS contained data on standard demographic variables (age, 3ex, ethnicity,
family composition and educational attainment) and basic information on
welfare and employment histories; with particular attention given to each
client's experience during the two years prior to random assignment.
Overall, the CIS data were accuraté and complete:?0
B. Administrative Records

1.

ystem (HISY. This system provided

computerized data to track program participation, job placement; deregistra-

tion and sanctioning. Information was collécted from the beginning o
random assignment in July 1983 through December 1984. In assessing the
quality of the WIS data, the MDRC on-site field researcher examined case
record files for a randonly selected sample of 47 clients. This comparison
of WIS data with information in clients' case folders indicated that WIS

was an accurate and complete source of information on program activities:
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This

of this information. AFDC data w3re collected on each sample member
beginning two years prior to random assignment and ending January 1986.71
A test of the quality of the research data revealed that the magnitude

evaluations of state work/welfare programs.12 However, differences in the
bia‘béit’;iaﬁé of experimentals and controls with discrepancies were small and
not statistically significant, so thit discrepancies do not bias the
analysis of program impacts. Therefore, the computerized AFDC payments

system was considered an acceptable source of information for the research.

This system provided data on the quarterly earnings of and monthly UI

benefits paid to the sample members: Using Social Security numbers, MDRC

In some instances,; reliance on UI-reported earnings undsrestimates

For example; Ul records do not include off-the-book earnings, earnings that
employers aré not required to report (such as those of domestic workers),
or earnings of people who have moved or who work out of the state.

Potential underestimation was a particularity difficult research issue in

West Virginia, partly because many research areas bordered other states.

H\
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Euﬁthéiﬁdré; the poor 1labor market in West Virginia may have encouraged
sample members to seek jobs out of the state or to take temporary jobs from
which earnings may not have been reported to the UI system.

Data quality checks conducted to determine the accuracy and the
completeness of the UI dats revealed that as many as 40 percent of the jobs
held by thé womeén either prior to random assignment or aftér random assign-
However, there were no significant differences in the extent of the non-
reported earnings between experimentals and controls,1% Although the
&éébéé of underestimaticn would be the same for experimentals and controls,
éﬁ§ impacts on employment or earnings would be underestimated.

Unemployment Insurance data for the full sample were &vailablé only
through five quarters of follow-up, although a follow-up of eight quarters
was possible for the earliest sample members. (These counts excludé the

quarter of random assignment.)

c.

Other duahtifative data sources for this report include interviews at
the CWEP worksites and extended follow-up data collected from WIS tracking
records for a subset of early registrants. Data about the perceptions and
experiences of CWEP participants and their supervisors were collected by
MDRC field researchers as part of a worksite study which used a standard=
ized survey instrument. A random SubSample of 34 womeu and 60 men working
in CWEP assignments during the period from July 1983 through March 1984 was
selected: Interviews were conducted with these AFDC participants and their
supervisors,

Extended program activity follow-up data were considered necessary for
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the analysis: Over half of the research sample was still registéred with.
the program at the end of the data collection period in December 1984, and.

225 AFDC clients were still participating in CWEP in December 1984. To

146) was drawn from those clients registered with WIN as of December 31,
1984; excluding those people who had continually been in a long=term

holding status during the study period, that is, were not considered
appropriate for CWEP assignments:

This subsample of clients was followed through May 1986, and dereg-
istration (if it occurred) and dates of CWEP participation were recorded.
These updated data were used in the benefit-cost analysis to predict length

of program enrcllment and CWEP participation and; in the process analysis,

of program operations at the local office level and to examine such issues

as the development of CWEP jobs, assignment decisions, staff understanding
of CWEP objectives, and the administrative process of sanctioning. These
data were primarily collected through background interviews (64 in all)
with each Work and Training Division caseworker and supervisor in the nine
area offices and through a series of structured reports on each aspect of
program activity.  The reports drew on data sources intended to complement
each other and provide cross-checks; including formal and informal inter-
views with program staff (and when possible with clients), observation of
program activities, examination of written materials (e.g., procedures

manuals) and case file searches. Thé reports covered the pericd from May



1983 through June 1984.

In addition, MDRC Operations staff regularly visited the West Virginia
program to obsérveé program activities and to interview staff. Their
reports were an ongoing Source of information about program implementation.
initial project plans and subsequent operation guidelines, and statistical

reports detailing participation.

-



CHAPTER 4

This chapteér discusses the extent to which AFDC program registranits
participated in CWEP. It was not the state's intention == nor were
sufficient funds available -- to run CWEP for single parents at a
universal, or saturation scale. Child-care assistance was not provided
early in the demonstration, and transportation reimbursement monies were
not sufficient to cover the costs of large numbers of participating women.
Consequently, program operators were given no participation goals, but
the program for women should be kept in mind throughout this chapter.

The first West Virginia report indicated that CWEP participation was

modest, although the analysis was based on an early sample followed for a

short period (three months). Among AFDCs registering through November
1983, 16 percent of the experimentals participated in CWEP within three
months of random assignment.

The participation analysis in this réport differs from that of the
first report in several ways. First, it examines the participation
patterns for the entire sample randomly assigned from July 1983 through
April 1984, including both controls and experimentals. Second, all sample
members were tracked for a longer period of time: nine months after

research entry. Additionally, those randomly assigned during the first
three months -- half of the full sample == were followed for 15 months.

This extended follow-up is particularly important because of the ongoing

-70- .
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participation requirement and the fact that CWEP assignments wers frequent=
ly not made until several months after random assignment.

Third, this participation analysis answers new questions. Several
measures of participation are presented instead of just one, and the
intensity of program participation is aiso examined:

The chaper has several sections: The first depicts the overall
indicators of participation, highlighting the differences between experi=
mentals and controls; between new and prior registrants; and among the nine

research areas. The next section examines the participation patterns of
important subgroups; while the third part looks at participaticn over time,
using varying lengths of follow-up. The rourth section analyze: the
program status o registrants at a specific point in time to determine how
many were still eligible for CWEP but had not yet worked in a program job.

The last section reports on the intensity of participation.

The questions in this section are basic: What proportion of the sample
ever participated in CWEP? What activities other than CWEP were avallable?
How did participation patterns differ for new and prior registrants?

ﬁéééﬁéélif was summer vacation when CWEP for women began in July 1983;
the program got off to a slow start. Few women were assigned to or
participated in CHEP until September: And; as noted in the first report;
CWEP staff had more difficulty assigning womén to worksites: Less than
half of the AFDCs in the sample had a high school degrée, and only a smaii

proportion had recent work experience. These educational deficiencies,

1
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along with a lack of clerical skills; limited the number of womsn who met
work sponsors' immediate needs. Additiorally, staff noted that the AFDC

mothers had mors health problems and greater hesitstion than the fathers to
leave their childrer for work. These factors, combined with the require-
ment that staff ensure that participants had adequate child=cars arrange-
ments, made it more time-consuming to place the women in CWEP positions.

who were available for assignment to CWEP in any given month participated.

For example, of the 1,004 individuals who were randomly assigned to the

experimental group by October 1983 and were still registered with WIN in
October, 130 experimentals, or 13 percent; participated in CWEP during
October. . In April 1984, 281, or 21 percent of the 1,374 experimentals
available for CWEP, partic’pated during the month.?

As shown in Table 4:1; within nine months of random assigrment, 21
percent of all AFDC experimentals participated at least one day in a
worksite.2 Consistent with the research design, very few -- less than 1
percent -- of the controls participated in CWEP. Participation in non=CWEP
services was also relatively rare. As noted in Chapter 1, DHS had
dedicated its resources primarily to CWEP, and other types of activities
were limited. Table 4.1 shows that only a small proportion of both
experimentals and controls (6 pércent) participated in non-CWEP activities
during the follow-up period. (Non-CWEP services included individual job
search, group Job search, on-the-job training, institutional training and
JTPA services;, as shown in Appendix Table B.1.)

Less than one-eighth of the study sample was placed in a job during

the nine-month follow-up period. The proportion of placed experimentals

=T2=
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TABLE 4.1
WEST VIRGINIA
KEY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS OF THE AFOC SAWPLE WITHIN NINE NONTHS
AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT; BY RESISTRATION STATUS AND AESEACH GROUP
[ULY 1983 - APRIL 1084 SHNPLE]

Prior Ragistrants Now Registrants Total

Porfomasiica I cator Exporimentals Gontroln | Exgorimsntals  Controls | Exporimentals  Contrals

Participated 1n OMEP 2.0 oieer | g5y 1,00 2.9 Bieee
Perticipatad 15 Otfiar Activity 6.3 6.8 6.3 5,0 6.3 B:2
dob Placsmant’ 13 5.4 15:1 1,1 118 108

Daregi stared 30:6 30,8 69,5 60,8 4.3 836

Senctioned Y FRT 1 B

Smple Stz 12% 1416 o 55 183 164

SOURCE:  NORC colclations from the Weet Virginia NIN Inforsation Systan,

~ NOTES:  ALL psrfaraice {ndicatore ore calculated o g parcentags of the total mimber of individiala in the indicated
research group,

PorGicipatiun 16 dotinad aa actanding ary sctivity for st Losst are thys

whether the werd refdaaly Geaigied 1 te et ier or Lot part of RoedLi For e prdcass analjels, thase aaapio mmbars re
consi dored to have § months of follor-up,

Smply ambsra raidanly aasi gnad 17 ApriL 1984 have batween 8 and 9 nchths of Erocking data follor-up; depending on

~ Progeam placament information is based on employmant that 18 reparted to progeam steff, Progrs placenent dats
will not be uged to msssurs {mpacts,

~ Diffarences batiosh resaarch groups ore stetistically significant using m chi-square tast at th following (avele:
* =10 parcant; ** = 5 parcant; ** = 1 parcant,

IToxt Provided by ERI




and controls was similar: 12 and 11 percent, respectively. However, while
employment programs frequently use these placement rates to gauge program
success, these rates reflect only the employment that comes to the
attention of program staff. To the extent that registrants find jcbs and
do not report them to their caseworkers, placement rates will understate
true employment rates. The employment rates presented in Chapter 5; based
on Unemployment InsSurance Jﬁéébrdé, are a more accurate estimate of
employment among experimentals.3

During the nine-month follow-up period, 42 percent of both the experi-

mentals and controls were deregistéred from WIN. Very few of the women

(less than 2 percent) in either the experimental or control group were
sanctioned because they were not in compliance with the program's
requirements,

Chapter 3 indicated that new registrants and prior registrants had
different demographic characteristics, as well as different backgrounds in
prior employment and welfare receipt. Table 4.1 shows that the two groups
also had different participation pattérns. Twenty-seven percent of the
prior registrants in the experimental group participated in CWEP, while 17
percent of the new registrants did so. Although there were no differences
in their participation in non-CWEP activities or their rates of sanction-
ing, placement and deregistration rates did differ. New registrants had a
somewhat higher placement rate (by 5 percentage points) than prior regis-
trants, but a vastly higher deregistration rate: 69 percent of the new
registrants were deregistered from the program within nine months, while 31
percent of the prior registrants left the program. These differences are

generally due to the fact that new registrants are usually more employable

Tl
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than those on the rolls and will thus leave welfare more quickiy;

It is important to note that these overall performance indicators mask
variation in the participation patterns across the nine administrative
areas: As illustrated in Appendix Table B.2, CWEP participation pates
ranged from 9 percent in Grafton to 38 percent in Princeton. Placement,
deregistration and sanctioning rates also differed by area. These
staff practices or philosophies: For example; sanctioning, although not
common, was clustered 4in two areas: Martinsburg and Huntington.
Observation and interviews indicate that, in Huntington, staff were strict
about the mandatory nature of CWEP participation.

High levels of sanctioning; however; were not correlated with high
participation, since participation rates in Martinsburg and Huntington
ranked second and sixth among the nine areas: It is also interesting to
note that the three areas with the highest CWEP participation were also
designated saturation areas for the AFDC-U demonstration. It is possible
that staff efforts to attain high participation rates for the AFDC-Us had a

spill-over effect on assignment patterns for the AFDCs.

This section looks at the patterns for new and prior registrants and
other important subgroups of the full sample to see if some segments of the
targeted population participated at higher rates than others: The analysis
of these data, together with qualitativé data from observation and staff

interviews, suggests how registrants were assigned to CWEP.



As noted earlier, prior registrants had higher CWEP participation
rates than new registrants: This difference was not due to official
policy: as a rule; program staff did not assign the prior caseload to CWEP

positions before new registrants. Instead, it appears that, because prior

registrants remained in the program longer, they were more 1likely to
5éééi9é a CWEP assignment than the short-term new registrants. Some case=

more likely to call on them, but actual assignment practice had more to do
with who was 5till registered with the program.

There were no clear patterns indicating that assignment practices were
relat~d to the job-readiness of the clients: On the one hand, as shown in
Table 4.2, women with a high school diploma or GED were more likely to
participate than those without a high school degree: (Among the new regis-

women with relatively long AFDC histories were more likely to participate-
than those who had been on AFDC for less than two years: For prior and new
registrants, there was about a 5 percentage point difference between the

recent employment. However, not many prior registrants -- less than 20
percént =- had held a job within two years prior to program registration:

Of interest is the fact that there was no clsar correlation between partici-



TABLE 4.2
WEST VIRGINIA

OVEP PARTICIPATION RATES FOR THE AFDC EXPERINENTALS,

B8Y SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS D RESISTRATION STATUS
(JULY 1883 - APRIL 1984 SANPLE)
B o Prior - o
Chsractsriatic | _Regiatrant Nes Ragistrants Total
Adafniatrative Area ) -
Whasl ing 27.0 17.8 2.5
Faimmont 15.3%0e O.0%%% 10,20
Marti naburg 28.0 6.8 21.5
Pariarabarg 27.8 WA 27.9
Clerksburg 25.8 18.9 225
Brafton 11,288 0.0%e _B.40ss
Hantington 37.6%% 20.6 31.6%es
Feyettaville 1780 211
Princeton 42,79 38,198
Age - - -
24 Years or Less 17.8 20.7 16.8
25 to 34 Years 31.5%se 20,7 2g.1%e*
35 to 44 Yesrs 25.1 13.1 21.4*
45 Years or Mare 19.8%+ 7.7 17.0%»
Ethmicity L
Whita; Nor—Higpanic 26.5 15.4%% 23,1
Black, NonmHispenic 31.8 31,9200 31,83+
ALL Others 25.0° 0.0 6.7
Degrae Receivad -
High School Diploma - o
__or Equivelent 30.1%s 20:1% 26.8°
No Degree 23.8%* 13.3%¢ 21.6%*
Marital Status 7 -
Never Marriea 32.7% 34.6%* 33.1%2s
Married, Living with Spouss 17.1%0 13.3 15.9%%s
Herried, Mot Living with o o
Spouge 27.5 1.0 241
Divorced; Widowed 28.3 12.6%* £4.0
Prior AFDC Dependancy B
2 Yssrs or Lass 24.4 14.9* 20.0%°°
More Than 2 Ysers 28.5 21.3% 27,3848
Held Job At Any Tise During
Four Querters Prior to Random
Assigrmant )
Yas 32.0 17.8 2a.8
No 28.3 16.2 237
(continuad)
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;ABLE i;E iwnti mkdj

Prior

Chsracterictic Registrants | New Registrants Total
Hald Job at Any Time During
Two Yesrs Prior to Random
Asefigment o . .

Yee 29.5 17.3 22:8

No 26.6 16.5 24.5
Raceived AFDC in Tuo Ysers
Prior to Rendom Asefgment L

Yes 27.5 18:9¢ 26,1000

No 18.9 13.8* 14.8%es
Level of Urbanization' L
8- 10 22.1%* 10:0 21.0

11 - 20 16.4%09 22.0 1B.0%*
21 - ao , 40,190 1.9 35 0%
31 - 40 ‘ 42,69 26,70 36.9%e
31 -5 .18.0%%s 10.2°* 15;598%
§1 - 60 20.3% 12.4 17.98%s
61 - 70 0.0° 0.0 0.0°
71 - &0 34.0¢ 18.3 28.7*
81 - 80 o 37.8%¢ 28.6%* 34.5%%s
Seaplo éiia" i'asﬁ 557 1850

SQURCE: Citcﬁllfionl frcn MDRC Cl‘lont Infomat‘lon Shents. Unempl oyment Insurence

esrnings records from tha State of West Virgini e, and program tracking records from the
West Virginfia WIN Information System.

NOTES:  Participation is dafined as attanding ONEP for &t lesst ofe day:

) Snplo members randomly assigned in April 1984 have between B and 9 wonths
of tracki ng data follow-up, depending oh whether they wers fandomly ecsigned in the

earlier or (ater part of Aprit: For the process analy&ic: thess sanple wGmbsrs re
consfiderad to have 8 months of follow~up.

N/A indicates not ippii&iﬂ;g’éé@g@a iﬁi@jﬁéiﬂralﬁis in Parkersburg were

coded es new registrentc on the Client Information Sheets.

lﬁv-[ af uchnizltion 18 Bafimd es the percent of individuets Living 1n en

urban ares in esch county eccording to 1980 census data:

due to -1uing datea.

c- S
Chi-equsre test inappropriste dus to Low sxpected cell frequencies.

For sach column {n the tablo; s statisticsl test wes p.rforiid to d-unine

-hodur the pnrtlclp.tion reta for sach suboategory was diffor-nt fru th- av-r-ne pnrti—

.chuhd oj prior ngi-tunt- in mtutinn wes not uéiiiﬂnﬁly diﬂ-r.ni tm the sverege

participetion rete achieved by prior regietrents 1n ell Other erses: Diffarencas in
participation rates ir Comperison to 4ll other groups srs statistically eignificant using

s chi-square teet 8t the following tevels: * = 10 percant; ** = § parcent; **® = 1
”rc‘ﬂtc
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Figure 4.1 Gﬁowé the cumulative participation rates for registrants
randomly assigned in the early versus the later months of the sample intake
period. As seen in the figure, women randomly assigned through September
1984 were tracked for 15 months: the group entering the sample from October
April 1984, nine months.

For all groups =- early and later sample enrollees -- participation
rates increased at a steep pace during thé first six months after random
assignment. The rates continued to climb after that point; although at a
slower rate. Ultimately, the 15-month rate of participation for those in
the earliest group of sample enrollees reached 33 percent. This indicates
that some experimentals began CWEP assignments well after program entry --
as much as 12 months later. Some registrants may have been initially

As their situations changed, some were assigned to a CWEP worksite:

Also seen in Figure 4.1 is the high cumulative participation rate of
early sample enrollees. This high rate is probably a reflection of the
predominance of prior registrants in the early sample, who were more likely
to participate in CWEP than new registrants. As noted in Chapter 3, three-

quarters of the registrants randomly assigned from July through December

1983 were prior registrants.

IV. Participation and Continuine Eligibility

Thus far in this chapter, participation has been deéfined as the propor-
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FIGURE 4.1

CUMULATIVE CHEP PARTICIPATION RATES OF AFOC
EXPERIMENTALS. BY PERIOD.OF RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

(JULY 1983 - APRIL 1984 SAMPLE)
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tion of registrants who participated in CWEP for at least one day during a

specified i‘éii_éw-uib period. Seéveral problems are inherent in this méeasure..
For one; 1t makes no distinction between those who participated for a day
and those who participated for a much longer period, thus ignoring their
length of stay, or the intensity of participation.

A second problem is that these ratés may understate tre program's
ability to serve the targeted caseload. Participation rates based on all
registrants may incorrectly suggest that all women remained eligibie for
CHEP assignment throughout the study period, and that certain registrants
somehow avoided participation: In reality, sSomé women remained in the
program for only a short pericd of time, leaving welfare or the program for
a variety of reasons (e.Z., remarriage or the birth of a child). Staff may

program tenure. Other registrants may have become employed part-time after
program entry and were thus not available for a CWEP assignment: The
extent of a program's ability to serve the targeted caseload is mope
evident whén only the eligible registrants are taken into account.

This analysis examines the proportion of clients who, at a specific
point in time, were still on welfare; registered with the program, did not
have jobs, and had not yet participated. This 1is the eligible group on
whom the program had not imposed a CWEP participation requirement. For
CWEP operated for women, that proportion was quite large. Figure 1.2

cxperimentals (27 percent of the new registrants and 4 perceit of the
prior registrants) were still registered, not employed, and had never

participated. (Appendix Tabie B.3 contains the full breakdown.)
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ALL AFDC: PROGRAM, EMPLOYMENT, AND WELFARE
STATUS IN THE NINTH MONTH
AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT
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There are several .reéasons why the proportion of registrants not served
by the program might be so hign: First, as shown in the tabls, only 38
percent of the experimental sample had either left welfare or had been

deregistered by thé ninth month after pandom assighment. Ih othér words,

there was not much welfare turnover in the West Virginia AFDC caseload.
The majority of registrants in the sample; particularly the priop
registrants, were still available for CWED asgignments nine months after
their initial appraisal or reappraisal.l

Another explanation is the philoSoPhy of the program for women. West
Virginia's historical emphasis on 1linking welfare to work has been
associated with AFDC-U men, not the women: To avold interfering with
women's child<care duties, only women without child-care problems were
assigned to CWEP, probably imposing limits on the proportion of registrants

who could be assigned. (Although, whén pressed in interviews, many staff

day care had been available.) Transportation funds for large numbers of
women were also not available, but, given the program's limited focus for
mothers, were not likely to be needed.

Finally, although interviews with program staff indicated that the
great majority of those assigned to CWEP were willing to take part, not all
the women assigned to CWEP participated. A variety of factors account for
this nonparticipation, including attitudinal, health, transportation and

scheduling constraints.

The CWEP program for mothers, as for AFDC-U fathers, irnvolved a contin-
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uous béﬁtiéibétidh requirement. That 1s,; once assigned to a worksite,
women were expected to work until one of two situations occurred: they left
welfare, or they remained on welfare but were no longer WIN-mandatory.
This section presents information on how much time typical participants
spent at CWEP worksités and whéther théy worked every month they were in
the program.

Intérviews with worksité participants and Supervisors as part of the
worksite study (described in Chapter 2) indicated that women worked an
average of 53 hours during each assigned month; fewer than one in five
worked less than 40 hours. Work schedules took one of two patterns. Half
of the women worked full=time either the first two or last two weeks of
each month; the others worked part=time for all four weeks. Work schedules
often coincided with school schedules in order to obviate the need for
child care.

Those who participated tended to do so for a fairly long time. As
shown ir Table 4.3, of the 364 women in the early sample who participated
in CWEP within the 15-month follow-up period available, two-thirds worked
in a job for more than three months. This finding is important because one
of the open general questions about CWEP is how long people will stay in
the program if the work requirement is indefinite (i.e., lasts as long as a
person is on welfare), as in West Virginia. Many state programs, for a
number of reasons, limit their work programs to 13 weeks, and this study is

the first to offer evidence that CWEP == operated on an onguing basis ~-
will involve welfare recipients for a substantial period of time. Five

percent of the West Virginia women, for instance, worked during virtually

every month -- 14 or 15 months -- during the 15-month period studied.
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TABLE 4.3
WEST VIRGINIA
NTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF NUMBER OF MONTHS PARTICIPATED IN CWEP

FOR AFDC EXPERIMENTALS WHO PARTICIPATED WITHIN 15 MONTHS;

BY REGISTRATION STATUS

(JULY - SEPTEMBER 1883 SAMPLE)

Nuebar of Months.  PrioF New -
Participsted in CWEP | Ragistrent Registrant ~ Total
Ons Month 7.5 3.4 6.8
Two Months 12:1 15.5 12.6
Thrae ;ﬁhtﬁi 12:1 8.6 11.5
Four Months 8.5 13.8 9.3
Five Months 6.2 13.8 7.4
Six Months 5.6 8.6 6.0
Seven Months 7.5 10.3 B8:0
Eiaﬁt Honths 6.9 6.9 6.9
Nine Months 7.8 1.7 6.9
Ten Montha 6.5 1.7 5.8
Eleven Months 4,2 5.2 4.4
Twalve Months 2.6 3.4 2.7
Thirteen Months 3.6 5.2 3.8
Fourtsan Monthe 3.9 0.0 3.3
Fiftesn Months 2.0 0.0 1.6
Totst" ) 1000 100.0 100.0
Saaple Bize 306 ) 58 364

SOURCE

NOTES:

[ ]
for O months; e
follow-up.

Tests of atatiastical eignificance were not celculated.

éiibli size includes Eiﬁmip&ivjénlii iﬁp wera coded a8 participsting
ince they perticipeted onty & few days in the fiftecrth month of
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However, the statistics presented in Table ﬁ.é also understate
participation in that the follow-up period is limited to 15 months: 33
percent of the early participants were still participating in CWEP during
the fifteenth month after random assigmnment. A better estimate of length
from the sample of 146 AFDCs for whom participation data past December 1984
were obtained. (See Chapters 3 and 6.) Within the 31 to 33<month f£ollow=
up period provided by this extended data, registrants participated for i6.§
months. Since 20 percent of these registrants were still participating at

the end of this two-and-one-half year follow-up period, a five-year
bi‘bfiééti'dﬁ of participation was also calculated. Using these data, it
appears that the average numbep of months in which a participant would be
likely to work in CWEP during a five-year period would be 13.6 months.5

ever participated at least one day -- registrants participated in every
month they were in the brogram. This measure of "continuous participation?
was determined by reviewing a sample of 751 experimentals randomly assigned
1984, The results indicate that women who participated in CWEP did not
rarticipate on an ongoing basis. Although women in this sample were
eligible for CWEP during every month of 1984, only 55 percent of those who
Conversely, only 4} percent of those participating in December had partici-
pated in the first month of 198%4.

A review of this special sample of 751 experimentals also confirms a

point made previously in this report: because of child-care considerations,
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CWEP assignments were suspended for many women during thé summer months.
As depicted in Figure 4.3, participation rates dropped dramatically in the
summer, going down from 21 percent in May to 11 percent in July, and then

rising in Séptember to 17 percent.
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FIGURE 4.3
* CHEP PARTICIPATION RATES OF AFDC EXPERIMENTALS

REGISTERED WITH WIN THROUGHOUT 1384,
BY REGISTRATION STATUS
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CHAPTER 5

This section summarizes the short=term employment and earnings
impacts, &s well as changes in welfere receipt and payments, for the AFDC
research sample. The overall results are based on data collected on ali
AFDC sample members over an 18- to 21-month period beginning with random
assignment. The data for several sets of AFDC subgroups are then analyzed

separately.

I. Analvsis Issues

As explained in Chapter 3, an experimental design was used to estimate
the impacts of CWEP, with random assignment generating an experimental
group eligible for CWEP and a control group which was not. Observational
and other data indicate that the planned service differences between the
research groups were maintained for the duration of the study. About 24
percent of the experimentals participated in CWEP, in the short term, while
a negligible 1 percent of controls did so. Noh-CWEP activity was low for
both groups.

The AFDC impact sample consists of a total of 3,679 women -- 1,078 new
half botween experimental and control groups.l These individuals, who were

tracked to collect at least six quarters (18 months) of earnings data and

seven quarters (21 months) of data on weélfare payments, a follow-up period
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sufficient to determine short-térm impacts. However, CWEP's duration in
West Virginia is open-ended -- i.e., a recipient may be required to work as
long as she receives welfare -- so that many recipients were stiil in CWEP
at the end of this follow-up. Program effects for these women may not be
evident until their deregistration from the program -- perhaps some years
hence.

Throughout this chapter, impacts were calculated by comparing the
employment, earnings and welfare outcomés for all AFDC experimentals --
both participants and nonparticipants2 =- to those of all AFDC controls.
were adjusted using multivariate regression techniqués.3 However; although
the total sample size was sufficlent to produce statistically reliable
results; the estimated impacts are still subject to sSome random error and,

hence, should be interpreted as showing the direction and probable magni-
tude of real effects rather than exa:t percéntages or dollars. In
addition, subgroup impact estimates are less precise than those for the
full sample because of the smaller sample sizes.

Impacts are presented for both the full follow-up period and each
follow-up quarter. The final quarter alone will often be cited as theé one
of most interest. As the furthest point from random assignment, it
provides data that indicate magnitude and duration of future program

effects. The control group is also sometimes discussed separately to
provide a description of the experiences of welfare registrants in the
absence of CWEP.

One other issue 1is important in interpreting the impact data: UI

earnings and AFDC Dayments are organized by their systems somewhat differ-
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ently: AFDC payments are recorded monthly, but earnings are kept by
calendar quarter (that is, in three-month periods of the calendap year,
such as January through March). This affects the follow-up for this
analysis. For welfare data, the month of random assignment is the first

month of the first follow-up quarter, but For earnings data, the month of

creating the possibility that some earnings in this quarter were received
by recipients prior to random assignment. Hence, the first true impact
quarter for employment and earnifigs outcomes 1is the second follow-up

As the first step in determining CWEP impacts; outcomes for the full
sample of AFDC experimentals were comparéd to those of the full sample of
AFDC controls: To summarize briefly, thé comparison reveals no overall
impacts on the employment of expeérimentals within the 18-month follow=up
period: Modest but statistically significant reductions in welfare receipt
were found by the last quarter, although additional data suggest that these
effects may diminish beyond the two-year point.

Table 5.1 presents the overall estimateés. The table shows that 22.7
percent of controls and 22.3 percent of experimentals were employed at some
point during the follow-up -- approximately the Same rates. Earnings from
experimentals -- again; virtually no difference. There were other slightly

positive or negetive experimental-control differences in many quarters, but
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TABLE 5.1
WEST VIRGINIA
_ALL AFDC: IMPACTS DF THE CWEP PROGRAM
(JULY 1883 - APRIL 18B4 IMPACT SAMPLE)

ALL AFDC: Now _and Prior Ragistrants
Outcome end Follow-Up Perficd Experibentals Controis Difference
Ever Employed, Quarters 2 - 6 (x)° 22.3 22.7 <0.4
Averags Number of Gusrzers,With - L _
Employment, Quarters 2 - @ 0.58 0.82 -0.04
Evor Employed. (X) o , o - -
Qusrter of Rendom Aesignment 8.4 8,2 0.8
Querter 2 -8.2 -8.8 -0.8
Querter 3 10:8 11.2 -0.3
Qusrter 4 12.0 13.1 =1.D
Quartar 5 12.7 13.8 -1:1
Guarter 6 - 183.4 1338 _._______-0.%
Averegs Total Earnisigs, Quartars 26 ($)° 712.51 712.20 + 0.32
Aversge Totel Earnings [§) S S B
Querter of Random Assignment -88;47 23.32 - 3.85 °
Quertsr 2 100,56 -84,55 + 6,01
Quarter 3 133.08 112.21 +20.87
Querter 4 148.00 164.86 ~_8.66
Querter & 162.46 173.18 -10.73
__Buartsr 6 1 __ 188,42 _ 177 .58 = B.17
Ever Rscsivad Any AFDC Paymento; o o o
Querters 1 - 7 (%) 86.8 86.0 +0.8
Averege Number of Months Raceiviig : o _
AFDC Peyments, Querters 1 - 7 . 14.28 14.46 -0.21
Ever Raceivad Any AFDC Payments [%) o S -
Qusrter of Random Assignment 84.2 83.2 +1.0
Quarter 2 87.86 86:7 +0.8
Quarter 3 78.0 78,0 -1.0
Quarter 4 70.8 72.5 =1.5
Quarter & 85.5 67.8 -2:3
Quarter 6 61.8 63,5 -1.7_
Quarter 7 52.8. = 88:7 _-2.8*
Aversge Total AFDC Payments o o o
Received, Querters 1 - 7 (§) 26B1.37 c721.40 -40,03
Average AFDC Payments Recaived (§) E S S
Quarter of Rendom Asgsignment " 452.43 448.38 + 3.D6
Quarter 2 458.38 453.75 + 5:65
Quarter 3 410.61 412:52 - 1.81
Quarter 4 368:70 376.68 --6.,88-
Querter 5 335.86 350.84 -14.88"*
Quarter 6 328.52 387.47 - _B8:86_
_ _Quarter 7 e 324,77 . 34D.75 _=15.99% _ _ _
Sample Size I | ... 1885 1834

(continued)
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TABLE 5.1 [continued!

... BOURCE: MDRC calculetions from State of West Virginie walfare and Unemptoyment
Insurance earnings records.

___NOTES: -~ The earnings and AFDC payments data include zsro values for_ sampie
members_ not anptoysd and for semple members not receiving welfere. Estimates are
rugruu:ion-idi@?;iyipgjhg;orginary,tulit 8quares, controlling for pre-random o
8ssignment charscteristics of cample menbers. Thare may bs slight discrepancies §n
Celculeating sums and diffsrancad dus to rounding.

T - For smplLoyment end sarnings, the qQuertar of random essignment refers
to tha cslendar quarter during which 8n_{ndividual _wes randomly assigned. For AFDC_
t

n
the quarter of .random aseignment refers to tha thr&s monthe baginning with
n which &n 1ndividual weas randomly assignad.

[ - oo - o o I L. L
— _ ... _QGuarter 1, the quarter of random_essignment; may contain Some eéarnings
from the pariod prior to réndok essignment and is therefors sxcludad from the
messures of total follow-up employment and sarnings.

: A two-tailed t-test was applisd to differences beisssn experisentel
and control groups. Statistical significance Levels are indicated as: * = 10

parcant; 2% = § percent; *** = 9 pmrcent.
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these never approached statistical significance, indicating no underiying
differences in employment or eéarnings betweéeén reséirch groups.
Chapter 3 pointed out that some women might have taken jobs (such as

domestic positions) in which earnings were not required to be reported to

the UI system. Also, several of the research areas were located on state

found in this table:. Experimentals and controls, however, wére subject to
the same UI reporting requirements, and randomization across areas should
have caused both groups to have similar access to such employment. Never-

theless; if there are impacts for employment or earnings, they are likely
to be underestimated because of this earnings problem.

The absolute levels of employment shown for controls indicate that
normal employment rates for this population are low. Even allowing for
underreporting, income from employment appears substantially lower than

that from welfare payments throughout the follow-up. Welfare payments in
themselves, however, were not substantial. West Virginia is a relatively
low-grant state, and few individuals (less than 2 percent of the impact
sample) were able to work and supplement their earnings with welfare.’
Virtually any steady employment in West Virginia will disqualify a person
from réceiving welfare.

One contributing factor to low employment was the normally weak labor
market in West Virginia, aggravated during the research period by the
nationwide economic recession, The averagé statewlde unemployment rate at

the start of the demonstration was high, peaking at 18.0 percent in 1983,
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the highest in the nation at that date, and decreasing only to 13.1 percent
in 1985.5  Although the labor market improved over time, it remained
generaily poor.

Even given these conditions, the average rate of control employment

percent). This increase reflects thé typical job finding behavior of
welfare clients in a weak, though improving, labor market: In a stable
economy with low unemployment, Jjob opportunities would have been more
abundant for both control and experimental groups, but the benchmark set by
the control group employment rates would have alsc been higher. It is
therefore not possible to determine exactly what effect West Virginia's
labor market had on the impact of CHEP for AFDCs.

The lack of employment or earnings gains may also be related to local
attitudes and the level of clients' skills. 1In West Virginia -- a rela-
tively traditional state -- child care rather than employment is considered
the primary responsibility of mothers. The Department of Human éériieés,
therefore, placed a higher priority on program partieipation and employment
for the primarily male AFDC-U caseload than for the female recipients.
This background also helps to explain the women's poor prior employment

history: It was difficult, for example, tc find women with the skills

needed for the available CWEP clerical positions.6
Program design may also explain the findings. No formal job search

component linked the subsidized work experience and the private labor
market. Since the women had 1ittle prior employment;, they may not have

sector Jobs. Evidence from other states in MDRC's Demonstration of State




Work/Welfare Initiatives indicates that intensive job search training under
supervision in urban settings can produce substantial employment gains for
women without a recent work history. Whether this would have worked in
West Virginia's rural and weak labor market remains an open question.

welfare savings, although a statistically significant reduction in welfare
incidence did not occur until the seventh and last quarter of follow-up.

At that point, AFDC receipt had decreased by 2.8 percentage points from the

this same quarter, welfare payments were down from the control group level
of iéﬁi to an average $325 per experimental, a $16 difference amounting to
a 4.7 percent reduction in benefit éiﬁéﬁaifij?éé;f

These impacts may not, however, persist. Quarter by quarter, the
impacts had increased over the research follow-up period, but some evidence
suggests that this trend may not continue very long beyond the obseérvation
period. In particular; the data in a longer-term follow-up of the earliest

several ways. One possible explanation in West Virginia is that, by
working more closely with the women in CWEP, staff were aware of recent
adjustments. However, a special study in which MDRC examined the case

files of a sample of both experimentals and controls found a high level of
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for controls.® In fact, MDRC field staff observation suggests that case-

workers knew personally the family and employment circumstances of most
clients, regardless of research group affiliation.

Some individuals may have decided to leave welfare rather than parti-
cipate in CWEP, perhaps because they did not want to jeopardize iobs in the
private sector they already had, or because they had access to income from

a spouse or other family members.9 In eithér of these circumstances,

welfare reductions could have occurred without earnings gains.

III. Short-Term Impacts for AFDC Subgroups

question: Does CWEP, as implemented for AFDCs in West Virginia, produce
larger impacts for any particular subgroup?

In summary; no significant improvement in employment was found for any
subgroup of the AFDC sample, mirroring the results for the sample as a
whole. On the welfare side, past research has often found that a larger
share of welfare savings can be attributed to the positive outcomes of more
dependent subgroups: i:e:, those with higher levels of welfare receipt.
There were, however, no 1larger welfare reductions for the more
disadvantaged subgroups in West Virginia. 1In fact, it was the less rural
client, with a high school diploma or a shorter history of welfare receipt,
who appeared to garner the bulk of AFDC benefit reductions. The grant
reduction for this recipient averaged from 8 to 10 percent of thé ordinary
welfare outlay per contrcl during the last follow-up quarter.

Table 5.2 presents impacts in the final quarter of follow=up for




TASLE 5.2

WEST VIRGINIA

ALL AFDC: IMPACTS OF THE WEST VIGINIA G OVEP PROG RAN,

BY SE:EETEIJ SUBGRQUPS

(JULY 1882 - APRIL 1884 IMPACT SAMPLE)

ALL AFDC: New snd Prior Registrants
- Efgl:oyad Dur‘l ng 81 xth Average AFDC Ptyments Received
Percent | Quarter of Follow-Up (%) In Saventh Quarter of Follow—Up (s)
_ . of = ) -
Characteristic Semple Experimantats Controls Difference | Experimentsls Controls Difference
AFDC Status - - o
Prior Registrants 70.7 12.4 11:8 + 0.6 361.25 876.58 - 15.33
New Ragistrants 28.3 15.8 186:5 - 2.7 236.76 254,32 ~ 17.56
Liiiﬁti’i of Prior AFDC
History o o
Two Years or Less 45.7 7.4 17.3 - 0.2 253.88 277.85 - 23.87%
Mdre Than Two Yeers 54.3 10.2 10:8 ~ 0.6 384.41 383.77 - 8.36
Areas
Hur.tington, Wheeling, ~ ) I L
_Parkersburg a5.4 13:7 14.0 ~- 0.3 305.78 33273 - 26.97*
All Others 54.6 13.1 13.6 -~ 0:5 340.57 347.43 ~ 6.86
Number of Children - I oI
One 38.1 16.2 14.9 +1:3 245.53 264.83 - 18.30
More than One 60.8 11.5 13.1 -1:5 375.55 389.41 - 13.87
Enplcycd Diii*i ng Year
Prior to Rgndom
Assi gnment o o
Yes 17.8 31.8 34.6 - 2:8 229:69 239:89 ~ 10:30
No 8.1 8.3 B.2 + 0:1 345.53 362,76 - 17;22
High School Diplaonme ~ ) -
Yes 45.9 18.1 18.7 - 0:6 286 .57 319:48 - 32:92%*
o 54.1 B.3 B.6 - 0.3 356.85 358.58 - 1.63
Semple Size 1845 1834 1845 184

BOURCE: MDRC calculations from State of West Virginia weifare and Unemployment Insarance racordss

NOTES s The AFDC peyments deta include zero velues for sample mambers no; gnptuyed Vand for Sampta

nnbara not receiving welfare. Estimates sre regression adjusted using ordinary Least aqueres; cqntrutting

for pre-rendom eeeignment cherecteristice of semple members. There may be slight di screpancies in catcuteting
suns and differencee due to rounding.

{continued)
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TABLE 5.2 (continued)

~_"Percent uf Sample" may differ slightly from demographic tables of Chaptar 3 because 15 casec
with missing data were dropped from the impact sseple.

Subgroup impacts are produced from coafficienta of treatment-subgroup interaction terms for &

ragression run on the full AFDC sanpls. Intarsctions are not &imultsnsouss only ons eet of treatment-subgroup

dummnies was sntsrsd in the equstion at a time.

a - - o o o - - [,

o Individusls who reported zero for number of childrsn wera considered to have more than Jna
chitd.

b ol o , o

Persons ware considered employad during ths yesr prior to random ®&8&ignment {f they had Ul

esrnings in any of the four prior quarters.
c-- P - - - - o _ Ll oo N N - L
The high school diplama category includes individuals with & Gensral Equivalancy Diplama.

A tno-teiled t-test was appliad to differences betwean axparimentsls and controls. Stati€ttical

significance Levels are indicated as: ® = 10 parcent; ** = 5 percent; **% = 1 percent.
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selected subgroups. In the case of this table, the last quarter was chosen
because it can best indicate the possible long-run effects of CWEP. Since
the subgroup samples are each only a f{raction of the full sample, any

statistical significance than estimates of impacts for the full sample.

A more complete discussion follows below on subgroups of particular
policy interest:

A. New Remistrant/Prior Registrant Impacts

Variables representing pre-program welfare tenure may predict future
dependency: Therefore; impacts were calculated separately for the two mein
full sample; (20 percent were new registrants; 71 percent prior regis-
trants). Prior registrants were already on welfare and registered with WIN
prior to the start of research in July 1983.10 New registrants entered the
research sample because they had just been found WIN-mandatory, whether at
the time of a recent welfare appiication or during the redetermination
procedure for on-board welfare recipients.

The analysis shows that; as expected; new registrant controls were

for new registrant controls in quartér 6 but only 11.9 percent for prior

vegistrant controls. New registrant controls averaged $254 in AFDC
payments in quarter 7, only two-thirds of the $377 paid to prior
registrants. Despite these differences, neither subgroup experienced

statistically s’ nificant employment gains in the final quarter of

follow=up. Welfare impacts were also not statistically significant for

=100-




from those for the full sample. (Seéé Appendix Tables C:41 and C.:2 for a
complete set of quarter=by-quartér impact estimates for new and prior
registrants. ) |

Another measure of prior welfare tenure did, however, suggest possible

experienced statistically significant welfare reductions of $24 during the
last follow-up quarter: The average payment of $254 for experimentals is
an 8.6 percent reduction from the control group mean of $278. In contrast,
the difference in welfare payments for experimentsls on the rolls for more
than two years amounted only to $9, a not statistically significant
difference. This measure of prior welfare receipt split theé full sample
more evenly than the new registrant/prior registrant grouping, an important

statistical consideration that may account for the different results.
Nevertheless; these findings should be taken as only suggestive; the sample

B. JImbacts for Less Rural s
The combined areas of Huntington, Parkersburg and Wheeling contained
U5 percent of the sample: These three areas ranked first, second and third
in the proportion of urban population, and first, second and fourtli in both

total population and proportion of the 1labor force involved 1in
manufacturing: 11
As seen in Table 5.2; separate impact estimates for sixth-guarter

employment and seventh~quarter average welfare payments were prepared for




this area cluster and the balance of theé Samplé as part of the subgroup
analysis. Although neither cluster showed employmént gains, statistically
significant welfare savings were concentrated in the less rural aress. AS
above, the magnitude of the difference is large enough only to be
suggestive, but these findings are similar to those in an urban/rural
subgroup analysis performed for a program in Virginia as part of the
Demonstration of State Work/Welfare Initiatives.12 The Virginia findings,
also based on small subsamples; pointed to statistically significant
welfare savings for urban areas that were somewhat larger than savings in
the rural areas.

C. Impacts by Level of Fmpiovability

employment and the presence of a high school diploma -- all failed to
reveal impacts on employment for experimentals (the left-hand side of She
columns in Table 5:2): Lack of a work history or a diploma do constitute
significant barriers to employment: controls with either of these charac=
Holding a diploma nearly doubled this rate (to 18:7 percent); while recent
prior earnings more than tripled it (to 34.6 percent). 1In contrast, the
number of children made almost no difference in the propensity of controls
to work: However, it s worth repeating that no subgroup distinguished by
these characteristics showed employment gains from the CWEP initiative.

were also found in welfare outcomes: Receipt was higher for controls with
more children or without prior earnings or a diploma:. Among these

cateégoriés, only the no-diploma experimental subgroup showed statistically
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significant welfar« saxzvings, a $33 reduction amounting to 10.3 percént of
the corresponding :ontrel group base of $319 for the quarter.

Di I’**"**!* D ”!"""ijg i EE E"’E’E 2 EI':’ I g’a i:' I: 2’ I g jE: ! i,

The main focus of this chapter has been the programn's impacts over six
or seven quarters from random assignment. However, f{uture program effects
are also important in comparing the program's benefits to its costs over
time -~ as in the next chapter: Some program benefits and costs may occur
after the relatively short follow-up period as participants continue to
work in their CWEP slots or as they find jobs or leave welfare for other
reasons. ihéréégpé, /é longer period -- five years -- 1s used in the

As discussed in more detail in Chapter 6, future program benefits are
estimated by extending, or projecting, the impacts observed from tracking
data during the last two quarters of follow-up for each sample member. A
number of assumptions are made sbout the direction and rate at which these
impacts will change. Thé last two follow-up quarters are used as the base
period for projeéctions because they are more likely to provide accurate
indications of futur~ patterns than earlier quarters:

Since sample members enteéred the study on different dates, the base
pariod quarters for individuals occurred at different points in time,
depending on a person's date of random assignment. For example; for the
earliest sample members who wéré randomly assigned during July, August and
September 1983, the base period for éapnings.was their eighth and ninth

follow-up quarters. For those i“éndomi'y assigned during April 1984, the

base period was their fifth and sixth follow-up quarters: For each sample

mémbér, data colléctéd during the study period were combined with estimates
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of future benefits to cover a five=year period. (Chapter 6 discusses the
assumptions used in projecting effects beyond the observation period.)

Experimental-control differences in the projection base period were
small: These estimates support this report's overall conclusion of no
earnings impacts and also indicate that the modest welfare impacts may fade
after about two years of follow-up. The negative quarterly earnings differ-
ential of $11 in the last two quarters was not in the range of statistical
significance: Quarterly welfare savings of $4 were not statistically
significant and were lower than earlier quarter 7 welfare savings.

Although no short-term differences in impacts were found for new com-
pared to prior registrants, longer-term differences were evident. Among
new registrants, experimentals received $33 less in earnings per quarter
than controls and $10 less in welfare payments: Although neither of these
differences is statistically significant, they suggest that the benefit-
cost analysis will project some velfare savings for new registrants along
with an earnings loss of larger magnitude. Over the base period, the
experimental-control differential for prior registrants was less than that
for new registrants; the estimated earnings loss and welfare savings were

each $2.
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CHAPTER 6

This chapter assesses the benefits and costs of CWEP for AFDC women i
West Virginia. It draws on the findings of the process and impact analyses
and in addition utilizes data collected specifically for the benefit=cost
analysis, A benefit=cost énéi?sié is a useful way to compare the effeécts
of programs to their costs, and to assess the overall value of a program.
the evaluation assesses CWEP from the viewpoints of AFDC applicants and
recipients served by the program, government budgets, taxpayers and society
as a whole.

This chapter focuses on the key aspects of the analysis and its
results; rather than on the many calculations performed: The chapter
begins with an overview of the analytical approach, presents the various
produce the overall results. It will consider the distributional effects
of the program as well as its usefulness to society as a whole. An
assessment of the policy significancé of the results will conciude this
chapter.

Readers who are interested in the technical aspects of the benefit-
cost evaluation, as well as in further details on data sources, should

consult an earlier paper which documented thesé featurés of the analysis.2




1.

The analysis examines differences in outcomes between experimentals
and controls in order to address the question: What are the average
berefits and costs of the CWEP program per experimental, above and beyond
what would have happened in the absence of the program? It is important to
recognize that these estimatés are averages calculated for the experimental
group as a whole -- both those members who participated in the program and
those who did not, the latter group including some who were never approved
for welfare. The main reason for inciuding nonparticipants is that it is
very difficult to sfatisticéiif isclate effects on nonparticipants from
those on participants. Moreover, some costs are associated with nonparti-
cipants, including those of reviewing their reasons for not participating
and those of any sanctioning for noncompliance.

In determining the benefits and costs of the CWEP program, the
analysis estimates the value of the program's effects on several tangible
outcomes, and the costs of the resources used in producing those effects.
The outcomes considered include experimental-control differences in the
foiioﬁing:

® Value of Services Provided by CWEP Participants

e Earnings and Fringe Benefits
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e AFDC Payments

& Medicaid Payments

e Food Stamps Payments

9 Unemployment Insurance Payments

e Transfer Program Administrative Costs
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Thé analysis weighs these program effects against two types of costs:

Operating CoSts of the Program

& Expenditures for Allowances and Support Services
are valued in terms of thé resources produced, saved or used as a result of

CWEP.  Experimental-control differences in earnings, transfer payments,
CWEP stipends and support services other than child care were regression=
adjusted to control for pre-random assignment characteristics.3 Program
effects on earnings, AFDC benefits and Unemployment Insurance compensation
are directly measured in dollar amountS. These outcomes were estimated
using the Unemployment Insurance records and AFDC data described in Chapter
3. Taxes, Medicaid, Food Stamps and transfer program administrative costs
were imputed ratherr thar directly méasured; the UI records and AFDC data,
together with information on taxes and other transfer programs, provided
the basis for t - estimates.

Finally, p::grém operating costs and the benefifts of CWEP services
were estimated fri@ «i’srivm-ntal-control differences in the length of ZCWEP
and overall progr.. en:ulli--%, which weré measured using WIN Information
system (WIS) data ak. infsemat.on collécted on post-observation enroliment:

published data znd pr.ugrae &xpenditure récords.
This resource-cost approach 1is practical, consistent and relatively
easy to interpret. However, it accurately values tangible effects only

insofar as the social demand for these resources is reéflected by the cost




estimates.!  Moreover, dollar values cannot be ascribed to intangible

effects, which may be important in an overall assessment of the program.
For the AFDC group, the data used to estimate various benefit and cost

components cover an observation period beginning in July 1983. The end of

ram enrollment data on the full research sample) to January 1986 (for AFDC
records data). Given that random assighment of the AFDC group occupred
between July i§§§ and April 1984, the length of observation ranges between
9 and 31 months depending on the time of a person's registration and the

data source. For éxample, for a pérson randomly assigned in July 1983, the

length of observétion for earnings data is 27 months; while an applicant
enrolling during April 1984 had an earnings follow-up of 18 months:. In
many cases, registrants were still in thé program at the end of the
observation periocd.

An important aspect of thé analysis 1s that observed effects are used
to estimate benefits and costs per experiméntal over a five-year time hori-
zon (starfing‘wifh each person's random assignment to the research sample):
In wddition o costs incurred d..ing the period for which tracking data is
aveiiable, thz analysis considers the costs of thé program over the entire
fiveswvuir period since the leusih of CWEP participation was limited only by
the lcryth of time a persun reuained on welfare. Some of the benefits

epuld &iz- accrus beyond the p.»fod of data collection. Therefore, the

7 -lysis sviimates ihe banefits and costs after data collection. based on

sEedrvnlos  sbout tne way in which sffects calculated for the observation

perdnd g yre Gurged after it em d.
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The potential benefits of CWEP aré increased output 1in CWEP
assignments and 1in regular Jjobs, incréaséd tax payments due to the

inocreased earnings and reduced dependence on transfer programs: These
benefits will be discussed in turn.

A, Observed In-Program Output

CWEP participants were assigned to work experience positions in

government agencies and nonprofit organizations and providéd labor wWhile

obtaining job experience. Experimentals th - - - - uroduced valuabie 200es
and services during community work experic: <r seneral, members of
the control group did not. (Since a fr i © the control group did

participate in CWEP, this analysis uses th. .. periment:l-contrsr aiffere
ences in days assigned to CWEF.) Giver the design of' the program, particu-
larly the unlimited duration of CWEP, output during work assignments was an
important benefit of the program. For more information about the CWEP
assignments, see Chapter 2.

In keeping with the resource-cost approach, the value of this output
was estimated as the supply price of the labor service provided <- that is,
the cost to an agency of obtaining alternative labor to supply the same
service. Data from the worksite survey and the WIN Information system were
used to calculate the value of this output:

First, the productivity of AFDC participants in CWEP relative to
regular workers was estimated by supervisors who participated in the
worksite survey. The survey revealed that worksite supervisors considered
that CWEP workers, on average; were as productive or even slightly more

productive than regular workers: the productivity ratio was 1.08. This
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productivity ratio was multiplied by the regular workers' average wage rate
($3.59), and then marked up by 15 percent for fringe benefitsS o result in
the average value of CWEP work per hourb: $i.41 an hour as shown in Table
6.1. That is, under the assumptions of this analysis, the participating
agencies would have had tc pay $4:41 an hour in wages and fringe benefits
to hire someone else to do the amount of work performed on average by a
CWEP worker. The value of CWEP work per hour was multiplied by the average
number of hours participants worked per assignment day (1.77). The result-
ing figure for the value of work per assignment day was then multiplied by
the experimental-control différéncé in average days assigned to CWEP per
experimental (45).7

Using this approach, the experimental-control difference in the vaiue
of the output produced by CWEP participant® during the observation period
was estimated to be $350 per AFDC experimental. Since a higher proportion
prior registrants stayed in CWEP longer than the new registrants, the value
of CWEP outpuﬁ for pribr régistrénﬁé was considerabiy higher: 5517 for the
former compared to $192 for the latter.

B. mrhrrrr

Dbsérvation of program enrollment for tne full sampie ended in

December 1984, but many CWEP participants remained in worksites after that
time. Post=observation in-program output was estimated using data that
were available through 15 months from random assignmént Ffor the early
enrollees (who entered the research sample from July to September 1983) and
using data that were gathered beyond December 1984 for a random sample of

146 of these early enrollees8 foilowed through April 1986.9 The estimate
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TABLE 6.1
WEST VIRGINIA
AFOC: ESTIWATED NET' VALUE OF OREP OUTRUT PER BOERIIENTAL

Value of Output Componants

A - B N D E F
Average Deys Averape Days Average Merage Hours  Vatue of Total Valos
lasiged Through  Assigrad 1/ Totel Days  Workad Por ~ OEPWork  of Output
12/64 Through Five Assi gned Day Assigned par hour (CxDxE)
Years Frou_Raiidon (A+B)

AFOC Sample Ansigment.

Fll Sampls & 7 16 1,77 $4:41 $903

Now Hegistranta 2 % 68 17 . 5%

Prior Registrents] 54 ) 138 1,77 4 050

SOURCE:;  MDRC calculations frow the MORC Workad te survey, West Virginia Report of Service Activity (ROSA] dstas and Ehe
West Virginia WIN Information eystem;
~ NOTES:  The results are based on o sple of 1845 axpertaeitals and 1834 controle, and are expresaed in 1534 doilara,
Because of rounding) dotail may not multiply to totals,

B - e o
Tha nat cost or benefit is tha valus of that cost or benefit per experimental minus the valua psr contral,

Assigment days include all non-work days and weekands from firat participation day to Lest, The values in

colunns A, B, and G represant axperimentat~control differancas 17 assi gnment days per experimental,

U - [,

The obsarvation perfod for tha foll sample wes though Dacember 1984, Addi tionat enrot thent information wag
col L6cted for o random ssmple of 145 exparinentals and controls still enrollad 1n December 1984, Tais {nformation wes used to
estimate +«Lue of output for experimentals and cantrols through Five years froa rendon agsi gwent;

Average hours worked per day essigned were astimated from worksite survey date on the number of hours {ndividualg

workad per month assigned to OMEP,




of post-observation CWEP output amounted to $553, based on an estimate of

full sample, $542 for new registrants and $1,059 for prior registrants.
Throughout this chapter; the term "net" will be used to refér %o
experimental-control differences; for example, the net valué of output
me-.ns the value of output for experimentals minus the value of output for.

controls.

Policymakers may be interested in the value of output per CWEP

feipant rather than the net value of output per experimental. (AS

stated at the outset of this chapter, the experimental group contains
nonparticipants as well as participants:) The gross value of CWEP output
averaged $3,359 per CWEP ~articipant from the experimental group, based on

an average of 431 days that participants were assigned to CWEP.
Thres important caveats about the value of in-program output should he
considersd. First, unlike regular labor market output; the CWEP output was

ness to pay for it: employers obtained labor services through CWEP at no
direct cost. Thus, the supply price of the output does not necessarily
reflect Cemand for thé output. alihough there is evidence that the demand
was substantial,l!

Second, the value of SEIF Joos to the participants themselves is diffi-
cult to determine in 4ollars, AS notéd in the first report, the worksite
survey indicated thi: ¢he majority of participants were satisfied with the
sor’ requirersnt aud llied their Jobs. Although any increase in parti-

cijants' well=being through working 1s an intangible benefit not included



in this benefit-cost analysis, it should be kept in mind when assessing the

full benefits of the program.

could have displaced other workers, who might haveé iubsequently become or
remained unemployed. To the extént displacement occurred; the net vaiue of
the increased output to society would be reduced by the output produced by
the displaced workers. As it turned out, evidence suggests that the short-
term displacement caused by CWEP jobs was minimal.1?

C. Other Observed Benefits

not increase from regular employment by the end of the observation period.
For the AFDC group as a whole, the experimental=contrcl earnings difference
during the observation pericd was a negligible =$2, as seen in Table 6.2.
Among new registrants, experimentals earned $200 less than contiols. In
contrast; for prior registrants, experimentals' earnings increased by 79
over controls. These results were calculated for the full observation
period; extending beyo-d the fixed follow=up reported in Chaptér 5 to the
end of data collection in September 1985;

Table 6.2 also presents the estimated value of fringe benefits earned
on regular jobs: Fringe benefits were estimated as 18 percent of earnings,
baved on national employment compensation data for the types of low-wage
jobs typically heid by experimentals and controls:13 Since fringe benefits
are directly related to earnings effects and such effects were negligible,

the full saspie alsc showed no overall gain or loss in fringe benefits.

The experimental.-control difference in fringe benefits was positive ($14)
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TABLE 6.2
WEST VIRGINIA
AFDC: ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL-CONTROL DIFFERENCES IN EARNINGS,
_ FRINGE BENEF1TS, AND TAXES PER EXPERIMENTAL
FOR THE OBSERVATION PERIOD®, BY WELFARE STATUS

_ N New  Prior
Component of Anmlve:- ) S i Full Semplo  Rggistrante Ragistrants
Earnings 3 ~$200 $79
Fringe Benef: .r o® -36 14
Taxes
Federal Incoma Tax 8 1 10
- b .
Stata Income Tax 0 -2 1
- b o _
Sccist Bacurity Tax 1] -14 5
- o i o B b
State Salas and Exciss Texes -1 -3 0
Total Taxes | 7 -18 18
Semple size B ) 3678 “078 2601

BOURCE: MDAC calcutations from Unemployiant Insurance records and from publishad

@ata on tax rates and employee fringe benefits.

_ NOTES:  Diffarances are regression-adjusted using ordinary teast squares;
controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of sample members: Beceuss of
rounding, detail may not sum to totals:

a_. - L o .
o _The end of the obsesrvation period was September 1885 for Unemployment
Insurance earningé records.

b . L. ___ I . ) ) 7
Estimeted value Lass than $0.50C and greaater than -$0.50,

166
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Experimentals' reductions in earn=

ings from regular jobs resulted in some tax increases and some decreases,
depending on the AFDC subgroup and type of tax. For the full sample and
prior registrants, total tax payments increased ($7 and $18, respectively),
while the new registrants paid less taxes overall (-$18). These taxes were
imputed based on experiméntals' earnings (total earnings in the case of
payroll and sales { s, earnings over a base nt for income taxes),
other income (for sales taxes), marital status and dependents, the relevant
tax rates and average consumption patterns. The rasulting estimates are
consequently experimental=control differences in taxes due according to the
law, 14

3. Reduced Dependence on Transfers. DeSpité the lack of posi-

public transfer programs. They received less AFDC than their control
counterparts; although this effect was offset somewhat by increases in Food
Stamps and Unemployment Compensation.

Changes in four types of transfers were estimated: welfare (AFDC),
Unemployment Insurance, Food Stamps and Medicaid. For the bé.efit-cost
analysis; experimental-control differences in welfare benefits were calou-
lated from AFDC records data for the full follow-up period -- as opposea to
the fixed period covered in the impact analysis: The benefit-cost analysis
also drew information on UI benefits from UI records. Differences in the
other transfer payments were not directly measured, but were estimated
using various data sources. Food Stamp differences were imputed on the

basis of household income (including earnings, AFDC and UI) and the

~i15=



earnings disregard (18 percent of earnings) as well as estimatéd child=care

months: 16 The value of the average monthly Medicaid payment made to public
assistance recipients on Medicaid in West Virginia during 1984 was used to
estimate experimental-control differences in Medicaid payments; 17

Results for the observation period are presented in Table 6.3. The

AFDC payments to the experimental group decreased by $57 for the full
sample, $55 for new registrants, and $58 for prior registrants: The full
samplé and the prior registrants also received 1ess Medicaid than
corresponding controls, but the program had no effect on Medicaid for nes.
registrants. This reflects the fact that new registrants did not
experience reductions in weélfare incidence, despite reductions in welfare
payments.

Results for other transfers show 1ittle additional savings beyond
thoms observed for AFDC and Medicaid. Unemployment Insurance was virtually
¢imilar for experimentals and controls. Second, estimated Food Stamp
transfers increased, in particular foF new registrants. This increase in
Food Stamps resulted from the decreaseés in éarnings and in AFDC payments
received by experimentals, both of which are used in calculating the Food
Stamp grant.

The overall reduction in transfer payments to AFDC experimentals was

$62 dollars per experimental. Thé nét reduction for prio’ registrants
=116=



AFDC: ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL=CONTROL DIFFEREN

TABLE 6.3

WEST VIRGINIA

AND AOMINISTRATIVE COSTS PER EXPERIMENTAL

FOR THE OBSERVATION PERIGD®, BY

WELFARE STATUS

CES IN TRANSFER PAYMENTS

] o o Futt. _ New Prior
Typs of Payment or Cost - Sampte ~Registrants Registrants
Transfer Payments
AFDC - -857 ~$53 -%58
Unemploymant Compensation 2 2 1
Mediceid -25 7pb -35
Fscd Stamps 18 az ]
Total Transfer Payments -62 -11 ~80
Adiinistraiive Costs
AFDC - :éb ib ;gb
Unénji. Lyment Compeneetion (1] 96 (1]
Medicaid -2 o -2
Food Stamps 1 3 1
_ o ¥ o _ o
_ Totsal Administrative Costs - & -11 B
Sample Size - , 3678 ) 1078 2601

SOURCE:  MDRC calcutations from AFDC and Unemployment Insurence peyments records,
published data on Mediceid costs and welfare sdministretive costs, and the West Virginie
WIN Information System.

NOTES:  Differences sre rogregsion-adj usted using ordinary least equares,
cont~olling for pre-random assignmant charecteristine of sample members. Because of
rounding, detail may not sum to totals:

“The and of the obsaristinn pariod wes January 1886 for AFDC records,

buéaibir igéﬁffbr Unemployment In..isnce benefits records, and September 1885 for

b 7 o . - - - . oL
Estimated vatue less then ¥D.50 and greeter than -%$0.50,

1Ry
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was larger ‘4307 than for new registrants ($11). The difference beétween
reductions for prior and new registrants is largely due to the estimated

program effects on Medicaid and Food Stamp payments.

influence theé administrative costs of making these payments. Changes in
the administrative costs incurred by the AFDC program were estimated by
multiplying the experimental-control difference in months enrolled by the

average administrative cost per month per enrollee. Changes in administra=

tive costs for Medicaid, UI and Food Stamps were estimated by multiplying
the experimental-control differences in transfer payments by the estimated
average administrative cost per dollar of transfer. The administrative
cost figures were derived from data for “he State of West Virginia and the
federal government;"é

The resulting éstimatés in Table 6.3 generally mirror the findings for
transfer payments. The estimated administrative cost savings were $7 per
experimental in the full sample, with moSt of the savings coming from the
AFDC program. The changes in administrative costs were nex:- zero, with
small increases for new registrants and generally small reductions for

prior registrants.

period only: However, the analysis also assSesses the benefits that ocour
after this period from increased outp:i and taxes and reduced dependence on
transfers. To calculate these benefits, assumptions were made about how

the size of the impacts changed after the observation period. The follow-

ing explanation of the procedure used to estiaate post-obsérvation effects
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discusses the base estimate, time horizon, decay rate and discount rate.

First, the base estimate selected for projection was the experimental-
control impact difference (for example, the difference in earnings) for the
last two quarters of the observation period. (For the earnings data, this
dence available, and therefore the most appropriate basis for projéction.
Chapter 5 presented the experimental-control differences in earnings and
AFDC payments in these last two quarters. For the benefit=cost analysis,
program effects during this base period were also estimated for fringe
benefits, tax payments, non-AFDC transfers, and transfer program administra-
tive costs; using the same procedures used to measure or impute values for
the observation period. Table 6.4 shows the base period impacts that were

Second, the time horizon over which the benecfits were projected was
set at five years from the point of random assignme::. This is approximate=
ly the average length of time AFDC applicants remain on the rolls nation=
7ide.19 1In order to estimate benefits for the AFDC sample over this five-
year period, benéfits had to be projected into the fufure for different
lengths of time, depending on the daté of random assignment for each
person. For example, for someone enrolling in July 1983, the observation
pericd was approximately 10 quarters (with the length of the period varying
by data source); for a person enrolling at this point, benefits were
projected for about two and a half years. For a person enrolling in April
i§85; however, only seven quarters could be observed, so the projection
period covered more than three years.

Third, the decay rate is the raté at which the base estimate is
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TABLE 6.4

WEST VIRGINIA

AFOC: ESTIHATEO BENEFITS DURIﬂé THE 0

PROJECTION PERIOD,

ERVATION PERIOO. o
PER EXPERIMENTAL

E

O

Obssrvetion Period® Projaction Period Five Yaar Total
- - Common Addi tional Projectjon Projected |(Dbserved Pius
Bansfit Varisble | Follow-up ‘ollow-up Base Amount Proj ected])
Earnings Tl -2 “ged -885 -$87
T ¢ ¢ - : "
Fringe Benafits 0 0 -4 -15 -16
Tex Paymsnts 5 2 -1 -3 3
AFDC Payments -33 -16 -8 -30 -85
Other Trenefsr B - N
Payments -3 -2 3 13 7
Transfer Program . - e }
Administrstion . ~4 LI I 0 -3 -10

-- - tou MORC celcﬂle:iOns fron -orkeife survey; Unemploynent Inaurence
sarnicgs. eggigiyuents recorde; AFOC payments records; published deta on Medicaid
téex rates and employee fringe benefits end the

€ OURCE :

wolfare adrinistrative COBt B,

costs,;

West Virginis WIN Information System.

ﬁeeq@ge &re expreeeed in 1383 dollare end therefore -1Ll not
presented in Tables 6.2 and 6.3. Because of rounding,

precisely
deteil

,,,,, NOTES:

letch obeerved resolts

mey not sUm to totals.

®Based on svaileble follow-up dete.:

The proJection beee period is zhe Leet two quiirters of evaileble
fotto-—up for en individuat. Progrem effects ubeerved duoring this base period ere

nuttiptied by a proJection factor to estimate benefite from ths &nd of the
,,,,,,,,, ProJection

sstimates sassuUme ilpucte dacline at en annual rate of 22 percent after observetion

pariod.

obsarvation pariod to five years from the point of rendom eesignment.

c- - - o . . . I . . C
Estimated value Less than $0.50 and greater than -8%0.50,
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assumed to change over time. The fact that a large number of registrants
remained enrolled in thé program at the end of the observation period makes
it difficult to predict long-term trends accurately from the available
data. Therefore, different assumptions were used to compute a range of
estimates. One assumption was that the magnitude of the experimental-
control difference observed during the base period continued unchanged
during the extrapolation period. This assumption is supported by some
studies of employment programs for welfare recipients.20 Another assumpe
tion -- that there are no future benefits -- is the same as assuming that
decay of the effects in the last two quarters of the observation period is
infinitely high. An alternative assumption -- that effects decay, but do
not completely disappear == yields estimates between those derived using
the two other assumptions. Most studies suggest that impacts do decline
over time: For example, a national study of the WIN Program found that
earnings effects decayed at a rate of 22 percent annually for women in the
sample:21 This estimate is used as the decay assumption in all tables that
show the program effects through five years from random assignment:

Appendix Table T © includes the five-year outcomes derived from the other
two decay assumptions.

Finally, the discounting prccodure adjusted future benéfits to theip
1984 dollar values:22 This procedure took account of both inflation and
the vz!lue of foregone investment after 1984. A real discount rate == that
is; a rate adjusted for inflation -- of 5 percent per year was used for
this purpose.23

Table 6.4 presents estimates of the benefits in the common follow-up

period for which all individuals have data (the follow=up period uséd in

-121-

173



Chapter 5); the additiona®l ' - w-up peériod following this common period
(varying in length depending urn vzen an individual was randomly assigned);
and the estimated post-observatitn or projection periocd (for which benefits
dual). The last column of Table 6.4 shows the total esi.imated benefits of
CWEP. The projected benefits substantially increased the total benefit
estimates for the AFDC group. The five<year estimate for earnings is
larger than might be expected from the estimated impact for the observation
period (-$2) since the impact in the last twe quarters of follow-up, the

base period used for projection, is of greater magnitude (-$21).

I1I. Costs

program enrollment described earlier. Operating costs were estimated for
four major functions that staff performaa:

® Intake/assessment

e Compliance Activities

® CWEP worksite development and follc-i-up

e Job Placément and other activities
Thesé functions are Shown in Table 6;5; First; the average cost of each
function was estimated per experimental and per control separateiy. The
intake/assessment and compliance costs weére estimated based on the totai

staff timeé spent on thésé functions pér experimental and per control. The
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TABLE 6.5

COST ELEMENTS OF THE COMMUNITY WORK EXPERIENCE PROGRAM, BY PROGRAM STATUS

Progrem Bimtus Fixed Costs Veriable Costs

Registrant ihtikéidiiiai;iﬁt Job Placement and Other
~ Activities
Compliance

CWEP Workeite Davalopment/
Ongoing Steff Contact
CWEP ?ranbbortatibn

Stipend

Any Active Statua 3 Support Servicas

v

NOTES: Fixtd costs are determinad by an individual's antry into a
program status; ihi[e variabla costs ara determinad by the Lenath of time the
individual remeins in that stetus,

b- T
_ 'Any Active Status" refers to the follouing registrant statuses:
CWEP, group or individual Job search, gkills training. educstion, DJT, and
employmant.
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and job placement and other activities -- were estimated in two steps. For
CWEP activities, ‘the cost was calculated per day assigned to CWEP and for
job placement and other activities per program enrollment day; these two
costs were then multiplied by the average number of days (days assigned to
CWEP and program enrollment days, respectively).2® Finally, the experi-
mental-ccntrol differences were estimated for each of the four cost
categories.

Table 6.6 presents "net" costs, defined as the cost for experimentals
minus the cost for controls. The costs presented in Table 6.6 cover both
the observation period and the period from December 1984 through five years

from random assignment.26 The net operating cost per AFDC experimental
during the observation period totals $36. The negative costs for intake/
assessment and job placement and other activities simply indicate that the
cost per control for these categories was slightly higher than for
experimentals. This finding is not surprising since CWEP was the only
service offered to experimentals that was not offered to controls.

contrcls in informal Job search or other activities, although controls did
not participate in formal non-CWEP activities more than experimentals. The
net operating cost beyond December 1984 amounted to $71 per AFDC experi-
mental, resulting in a total operating cost of $107 per AFDC experimental.
(Costs for compliance and intake/assessment activities were not estimated
beyond December 1984; most of these costs were probably incurred during the

observation beriod.)
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TABLE 6.8

WEST VIRGINIA

AFDC: ESTIMATED NET® PRUSRAM CUSTS PER EXPERIMENTAL

Estissied Costs
From End of Obser-
vetion Period Through
= o - , b Five Years From 6 B
Type of Cost | observad Costs Random Assignmant Total
Program Oparating Ccats
Complisnca Activities T -- $1
Intake/Assessmant -3 - -3
CNEP a8 78 127
Job Plecensnt and
Other Activitias -10 -8 -18
CWEP §%ipends 60 31 81
S . _d -
Chitd Care 58 -- 58
Other Support Services ;
bl = . d .
Costs D e B P 3
Total Net Costs ] wsiss $102 $260 B
, BOURCE: MDRC calculations from West Virginie Report of Sepvice Activity (ROSA)
deta, the West Virginia WIN Information system, and West Virginia Department of Human
Services fiscal dsta.
NOTES : The results are based on & ssuple of 1845 sxparimentals and 1834 controls,

\nd are expressed in 1884 doitars: . The differences in CWEP stipends are ragression-
1djusted using ordinary least Bquares; controlling for pré~random assignment

*harscteristice of sample members. Becsuse of rounding, detail may not sum to totsls.
& - o ) o
Tho net cost or bensfit is the value of that cost oF benefit per

rxperimentel minus the value per controtl,

< _ - - - S o
. Ths_observation period for the full sample ended in January 1886 for CWEP

itipends and Mey 1886 Tor child cara; skt othar costs wers observed through December
884,
~ “Additional enrotiment information was colléctsd for a random sampie of 146
nntals and controls still enrotied in December 1884, This information wes used
te costs for experimentels snd controts through five years from random
Urnase costs were not estimeted beyond the observation period.

e ,,,7 P oy
-125-1 %77
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The observed and future net costs for new registrants and prior regis-
trants are presented in Appendix Table D.2. The higher cost of the CWEP
directly reflects the fact that the average number of days in CWEP was
higher for prior registrants than for new registrants,

B. Allowances and Support Services

The second category of expenditures for CWEP includez allowances and
support services paid for by CWEP funds, as well as some child-care
services paid for by Title XX funds: (See Table 6.5.) CWEP partic!pants

status.27

The largest expenditure for support services was for the CHWEP trans-
portation stipend of $15 to $25 per month. The AFDC automated records
provided information on CWEP stipends since the same automated system
1ssued CWEP and AFDC checks. The regression-adjusted experimental-control
difference in payment amounts was then adjusted upward to account for

manual cheécks usually issued the first month a person was in CWEP: The

average experimental-control difference in stipends was estimated at $60
per experimental during the observation period, with prior recipients
receiving moreé transportation money than new registrants. Since CWEP
1984 ocut<off for other cost data), future stipends were estimated from
February 1986 through five years from random assignment.28 Experimentals
were estimated to receive an additional $31 over controls in this

post-observation period.
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Title XX child eare was used for a2 small number of AFDC CWEP partici-
pants.29 In gen:ral, the program placed women in worksités from September
to May and during school hours: (See discussion in Chapter 4.) However,
some CWEP workers felt it would be beneficial for women to continue ip
their worksite assignments during the summer months. In thé second summer
811ghtly more than before. Both experimentals and controls may have been
referred to Title XX services when participating in non=CWEP program acti-
vities or when employed. Since the experimental-control differences -
those activities and in employment was near zero, it was assumed that there
was no experiuental~control difference in the cost of non-CWEP Title XX

services. The average experimental-control difference in Title XX child—
care costs during thé observation period was $59 for the full sam~le.
(Data limitations prevented assessing this cost beyond May 198.. o
estimating differential costs for new and prior regis . ants.)

Support =zsrvices other than child care were also used infrequently.
The average expenditure pes person enrolled in any active éaéegory was
estimated for the period from October 1953 to September 1984, using program
fiscal data and WIS enrollment data.30 This unit zost per active enrollee
wa:c then multiplied by the regression-adjusted experimental-control differs
ence in active enrollment for the entire tracking pericd, resulting 1r an
experimental-control difference in average payments: The experimental-
control differéncé in this type of support service payment amcunted to only
$3 for the full samplé ($2 for néw registrants and $3 for prior regis-
trants). As in the case of child care, this cost was not estimated beyond

the observation period.
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¢:  Gross Costs per CHEP Participant

is important to poli~ymakers. Over theé fivé-ysar périod covered by the
analysis; the average gross ccsi of rerving an AFDC experimental who parti-
cipated in CWEP included $556 “or orerating the CWEP componert itself, $96
$10 for compliance activ:iies. In addition; each CWEP participant
received; on average; $402 iu CHWEP stipends, $214 for child care and $13

the five-year period following random assignment:. (This figure reflects
costs accrued over the five-ys=ar period for peofle who par:- cipated in CWEP
at some point during the obsarvation period and therefore *ncluces time not

«n CWEP as wel. 28 during participation.)

IV. Overall Re.ilts

This section presents overall results from four persneciives by tctal=
ing all measured benefits and subtracting costs: Table 6.7 presents t-:
benefits and losses from the perspective of the welfare sample (the program
registrants included in this study), estimated for the five-year period.
The estimates were calculated per experimental, including nonparticipants
as well as participants; For the full sample, experimentals showed an
average net 1oss of $84 per experimental over the five years. Their

reduced earnings and AFDC payments plus their out-of-pocket expenses31
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TALE 6.7

WEST VIRGINIA
FROM THE PERSPECTIVL OF THE WELFARE SAMPLE

B - B ] . New _ Prior
Corponent of Analysis | Full B:nfle Regisirants  Registrants
ﬁnhkfifi
Increass in Non~AFDC Trensfers $7 $50 -$8
Incrassed Subbabi Services 163 114 170
Lossas
Reduced Earniags -a7 -454 “2
Recuced Frings Bansfits ~16 ~er 11
Increasad Tex Peymonts -3 a7 -24
Réduced AFDC Peyments -85 “12a -68
_ Out-of-Pockst Expensas” | - =32 ~62
ﬂéf G8in or Loas? - o -$22 ~$481 - $80

SOURCE: MDRC calculatione from WIS and othar progren activity dats; MORC

worksita survey; Unsmployment ihéuren;@ e¢arnings and paymenta records; AFDC
peyments records; A0SA deta; progrem fiscal dataj and pubLished and unpublished
data on tax rates, employee frings benafits and administrative moEts for AFOC,
Medicaid, Food Stempss, and Unemptoyment Insurenca.

) NOTES:  Positive numbers indicate & banefit; negative numbers indicste a
Loss, Components are Listed as bsnafits or Loases depanding on whether &

bensfit or & Loss occurred for the full sample.

- . Reaults sre expressed in 1984 dollars. The full sample includes
1845 experimentals arnd 1834 controks (107€ new registrants, 2801 prior
registrants).

- Proj ection °stimates sssume {mpacté dacline at an annual rate of
22 percent after the observation periods

o *stata policy prohibited plecement of participants into CWEP
positions where out-of-pocket expsnses could occur. However, the worksite

eurvey enablaed resaarchers to record some out-of-pocket expenses that were not
necessarily raported by participants ¢ progrem staff.

b o : . S

The net gain or toss is the &um of ell beaneTits and LoBB&EE.
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outweighed their increased support services and non-AFDC trarsfer payments.

The net outcomes differed for new and prior registrants over the f'ive
years. Wiih a net loss of $481, new registrants lost more in earnings and
AFi:C payments than did the full sample. On average, prior registrants
received more in earnings and, due to their higher leve® ~F mariicipation
in CWEP, received more suppor” ‘ervices. AFDC losses for = ..: registrants
were smaller than for the r-: registrants. In these ways, prior regis-
registrants experiencel greater tax increases than new registrants, the net
outcome for prior registrants was a gain of $80.

that accrue to federal, state and county budgets. Accordini to this pers-
pective, increases in tax payments; decreases in AFDT grants and reductions
in the conts of administering transfer payments constitute benefits. In
contrast; government dollars are expended to operate the program, to
provide support services, and to cover the increase in non-AFDC transfer

payments. As seen in 7able 6.8, for the full sample, the program resulted

in a net increase in expeaditures (or loss from the  -;  tive of the
government DLudget) of $169 per experimentat. The net -t ootcome was

similar for new and prior registrants with an increase in expenditures per

experimental of $153 for new registrants and $186 for prior registrants.

from the perspective of the budget. AFDC payrents to experimentals



E

TABLE 6.8
WEST VIR ;NIE
FROM THE TAXPAYER AND GOVERNMENT BUOGET PERSPECTIVES

AFOC: ESTIMATED BENEFITS AND LOSSES PER EXPERIMENTAL
AFTER FIVE YEARS, BY WELFARE STATUS

- S . o New Prior
Componént of Analysis ]} Full Semple Registrantsg _Regiatrants
Benefits

Incroased Tax Paymants $3 =837 s24

Reduced AFOC Payments 85 123 59

Reduced Transfer Program ) i

Administration 10 -2 14

In-Program dutput 803 542 1058
Losaes

Increase in ﬁbh;AFbC Trensfers -7 -50 8

Progrem Operating Cog- . -107 -64 =131

Support Servica Cocts -153 B -11a 170
Rat Bain or Loco frog the - L
Taxpayer Perspeactive { %73¢a $3889 t873
Hes Gain or Losa from the
ﬁnd;.t Perspactive (excludes o o
Vslue of In-Progrem Output) -§168 = -%153 -$186 B

SOURCE: Se& Table 6.7.
. NDTES1 Positive numbars indicate & Béﬁéfii' negative numbers indicate a

costs Gﬁmponanfs are Listed su benefits or Losses depending on whather e

benafit or LORS occurred for the full samplas

Results ar2 expressed in 1884 dottura. ?ﬁ@ ?uiiiééﬁplé includes

1845 uxbi?iuantils and 1833 controls (1075 new registrants, 2601 prior

registrants):

ProJaction eatinates essume impacts declina at an ainual rate of
22 percant after tha onservation period.

- Tho net gain or luic from the taxpoyaer perspectiva {. oStained by
s dding together atlt benefits and {osses.

b_
777777 The net gein or Loss from the budgat perapacfiva 18 obtained by
adding togathar att benefits excapt In-Program Output. and all Lossas.

St am- 183 .

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



new registrants and the experimental-control différénce in program costs
were higker for prior than new registrants.

The effect of the program on government budgets differs from its
effect on taxpayers. The two perspectives are not identical since tax-
payers are affected not only by budgetary gair: and losses, but also by the
considerable value of output produced by participants in CWEP. Taxpayers
performéd in work experience to the estimated budget savings yields an
overall gain to taxpayers of $734 per experimental, with 1 positive value
for both new and prior registrant categories. (See Table 6.8.)

A rinal rerspective considered here is that of society at large, which
includes both the welfare samyie and taxpayers, (See Table 6.9.) From the
perspective of soclety as a whole, program = fects that are a gain to one
of these groups but an equivalent loss to the other group ylel o net bene=
fit; they are aimply transfers between groups: For example;, a reduction in
AFDC payments 1s a loss ’ the welfare sample that ‘s offset by egual
savings for taxpayérs. In contrast; reduction in the adminiitrative costs
of the AFDC prograr is a net benefit to society as a whole since taxpayers
save money and the welfare sample is not Girectly affected. For the fuoll
sample, the total benefits to Soc.év¢ were astimated at $1,161 while esti-
mated costs totaled $511; yielding an overall societal gain of $650 per
of society as a whole w2s positive ($953) for prior registrants and

negative (-$92° néw registrants.



TABLE 6.8
AFDC: ESTIMATED BENEFITS AND LOSSES PER EXPERIMENTAL

AFTER FIVE YEARS, BY ACCOUNTING PERSPECTIVE

t;ﬁf Perapective
Welfare Catsgory _Welfare Sample Budget  Taxpayer Boclety
Full Semple
Total Banafits $160 $98 $1001 51161
Totel Losses -2334 -267 -267 -511
Net Gain or Loss | -84 =169 734 §s0
New ﬁébi.tiihté
Total Banafits 212 124 666 877
Tctel Losaes ~§82 =277 -277 -868
Net Gain or Las: -487 =153 388 -gp
Prior ﬁigia:a;;ta
Total Banafits : 243 115 1174 1417
Total Loesses . =183 -361 -301 ~-463
Net Gain or Loss 1 e -586 873 953

SOURCE: See Table 6.7,

_ NOTEB: ALL estivates refer to sverege 6xpérinéntsl-control differe -ces.
Extrapolation estire es escume impacte decline &t an annuel rste of 22 parzent

after xha obsarvat: .p period

, “For the we.vare sample; bensfits includs {increassd non-AFDC trensfers
and progeem support services (eip., child cere and transportation); Losses include
reduced ssriings, fringe benafits, and AFDC payments, out-of-pocket expensss and
increased tax payments.

Peor the government budget; benafits jnclude increased tax payments,

redoced AFDC payments, and reduced transfer program edministrative costs: Losses
inctude incressed non-AFDC transters, progrem operating coss and support Bervice
axpenditures,
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Tablz §.9 Shows the overall gain or loss generated bv CWEF from each
. tne four perc.actives discussed above and compares Autcomes for néw
~&5istrants, prior registrants, and the full sample. The economic benefits
.7 the program vary between groups and p-~spectives, with results for the
prior registrants more positive than for the new registrants from all

perspectives éxéept that of government budgets.

As noted earlier, the results of the benefit-cost e¢valuation of CWEP
were calculated assuming that impacts on earnings- and welfare-reiated
outcomes continued to occur after the observation period but decayed at an

annual rate of 22 percent. Because the projected effects constituted a
major share of the total effects estimated for the five-year period (as
shown in Tables 6.1, 6.4 and 6.6), it is usefu! to consider how the overall
benefit-cost results would change if progr 4 ¢ 3ts are assumed not to
extend after the observation period or to continué with no decay throughout
the five years.

The overal. results calculated assuming no post-observation benefits
or costs reveal that for all three groups == the full sampl€, :'6W and prior
registrants -- the outcome from the perspectiveé of the budget remains
negative in value, but of less magnitude than under the origirsl assumption
of 22 percent cCecay. (Appendix Table D.1 presents the resiits for the

perspective assuming 22 percent decay.) The assuzption of no post-

observation benefits or costs also yields improved out-~omes from the

perspective of the welfare sample (for all three groups) since losses for
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enrollees -- in earnings; AFDC payments and out=of=pocket expensés were not
extended over five years., In contrast, this assumption results in worse
outcomeés from the taxpayer and societal perspectives since the assumption
of no post-observation effects iimits the estimated value of CWEP output to
the observation period.

The Second alternative assumption presented in Appendix Table D.1 is
that effects on earnings and transfer payments do not decay aftér the
observation period. For two of the three groups == the full sample and
prior registrants, the assumption of no decay of program impacts changes
the estimate of the net value of the program very little. Since the othep
group -- new regictrants -- experienced greater AFDC and earnings impacts,
the alternative essumption of no decay affects the overall estimates more.
From two perspectives -- the welfare and societz. verspectives, the net
value of the program for new registrants bacomes more negative and from the
other two perspectives «-.. the budget and taxpayer perspectives -- the

results improve

VI. Congluslons

Overall, these findings support two conclusions. First, the net value
of CWEP depends heavily on the value attached to the output produced in the
CWEP assignrents because the program's effects on earnings and welfare and
the progrza'c net costs ure relati-ely modest. Given the high unemplovment
rate during the time of the demonstration and the urlimited duratiosm of
CWEP, the valce of CWEF 1+ WeSt Virginia was not that it led to increases
in pacticipants' financial resources or to scvings in the government

tidget, but rather that CWEP workers porvided - cds an” services te the
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community. If the opportunity to work is considered vaiuable in itselr,
the program may bé of significant non-monetarv value in providing welfare
recipients this opi< ‘unity, which mew not be availabie in ° i+ private
sector.

for new registrants from thé perspectives of theé welfare sanple, taxpayers,
and society as a whole. This finding directly reflécts both iarger experi-
effect for prior registrants than for new registrants. As prior regis-
trants on average remained on welfare for 3 longer period of time than hew
registrants.

This benefit-cost analysis has not taken into account sevéral import-
ant factors worth underscoring. The analytic approach used does not
include benefits difficult to assign a monetary vz 2 =- cuch the degree
to which society values working over receiving = :'fars. The evaluation
also did not consider the implications of welfare mothers spending more
time working and less time with their children although in general the

women worked only during school hours. The factors not weéighed in this

analysis should be considered in interpreting its results.
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CHAETER 7

data Sources used in the analysis of CWEP as operated for the AFDC-U group,
almost ail men.! The first Section describes the r»search design, based on

comp: -ison of pairs of administrative areas with different participation
goal: , Thé following section describes the research sample. A final
sect.on briefly presents the datz sources and assesses data quality. (For

me. . detail on data sources, see Chapter 3.)

areas that were to limit CWEP participation to 40 percent of the caseload

(called comparison areas). The administrative areas were selected to
create pairs matched on a number of factors.2

This design was chosen in order to evaluate the feasibility and
implementation of an open-ended saturation program and to determite the
maximum poSsible participation levels in such a program: This design
permits analysis of the incremental effects of increasing CWEP resources to
serve a greater share of the caseload as compared to a more limited
proportici.

The research plan called for examining program participation in both
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specific outcome measures: pércentage employed, average earnings, percent-

age receiving welfare grants and average welifare payments: Program impacts

were calculated using ordinary least squares.3 ¢ ; tables indicate whether
Program effects are statistically significant at the 99, 95 and 90 percent
levels of confidence. These significance levels indicate the probability

tnat a given saturation-comparison difference would nct have occurred by

The following grcups were included in the AFLC-U resesrch sample: the
entire AFDC-U caseload as of March 1, 1983; all abplicants who ragistered
with WIN between Mzrch 1983 and April 198Y4; and all AFDC-U WIN~-registrants
who moved into a research area between these dates.Y

Individuels in the .. arch sample were observed in two separate

groups. he group of pr!-r registrants consisted of all WIN-mandatory
recipients registered as of March 1, 1983. For this group, participation,
earnings asnd AFDC receipt were tracked from this date. The samplé of néew
registrants included zil AFDC-U applicants who registered with WIN during
the sar. "~ period of March 1983 to April 1984, as well as all
WIN-regi: . ~.m areas not involved in tre demonstration who moved to
either a saturztion or comparison area during that samé period.>

Newly registered applicant: entered the research sample on thé date
they registered with WIN: Registrants who moved into a research area
during the intake period entered the sample during the month in which they

moved into a demonstration area.5 Patterns of participation, employment

-140-

focad |
)



and welfare receipt were observed for this group starting with the date
that they registered or the date they moved into one of the study areas.
The research sample inciuded 5,630 AFDCU registrants: 2,798 1in
saturation areas and 2,832 in the comparison arsas. (See Table 7.1.) The
total number of research sample members differs slightly from the number of
published by the State of West Virginia, for several reasors. As indicated
above, registrants who had moved into the demonstration areas were included
in the research sample. The number of people in the research sample was

also affected by research decisions about assignment to assistance
categories and inclusion of only one WIN-registrant per case:

Since it is not uncommon for individuals to switch between the AFDC
and AFDC-U assistance categories, rules were developed to determine place-
ment into the AFDC or AFDC=U reséarch samplés when changes in category

part of a family given AFDC. For research purposes, a female sample member
on an AFDC-U case that changed status to AFDC generaily became an AFDC
sample member while a man in the samé situation remained an AFDC-U sampie
member. 7

Although more than one WIN registrant could be included in an AFDC-U

case; the State of West Virginia required only oné person per case to

fulfill a work requirement: In the 7 percent Of the cases in which more
than one WIN-registrant was included in a case, only one CWEP-eligibie
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TABLE 7.1

WEST VIRGINIA

NUMBER OF WIN REGISTRANTS IN THE AFDG-U SAWPLE,
BY MDNTH OF WIN REGISTRATION, AND RESEARCH AREA

Month of WIN Registration ]  Number of Individuals
Individuals Who Wera Registared With WIN B , o
®s of the Start of the Demonstration Sstyrution Comparison Total
Septembar 1882 and Prior Months 502 778 1280
October - Dacember 1882 367 257 624
January - February 1883 270 172 442
Total Number of Prior Ragistrants | 11ss 1207 2346
Individuals Who Registerad With WIN After
the Start of The Demonstration
Herch 1889 172 18 311
April = Juna 1883 3p2 265 567
July - Septembar 1883 384 384 768
October - Decamber 1883 312 304 616
January ~ March 1884 4D6 423 829
April 1684 83 110 183
Total Number of New Registrants 1058 1625 azsa
Total Sample 2788 2832 5630
SOURCE: MDRC calculations from tha West Virginie WIN Infcrmetion System.
NOTE: Theé sample presented in this table 16 the derived AFDC-U sampie which

includes only one registrant per AFDC-U case.
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diluting the estimates of participation rates by including people in the
sample who were not required to participate in CWED. 8

Table 7.2 indicates that almost all of the sample members (93 percent)
were male. The average sample member was 31 years of age and had completed
10 years of schooling. Almost all of the members of the sample were white.

began: The AFDC-U sample members Showed substantlal previous attachment te
the labor force, much more than the AFDC sample.

Registrants from the saturation and comparison areas differed in some
measured characteristics. Fifti;six percent of the saturation sample
compared to 60 percent of the comparison sample had received welfare within
the two years before the research began -= a significant difference:
Although the vast majority of sample members froin both areas Were white;
the percentage was lower for the saturation areas than the comparissn areas

(96 percent and 98 percent respectively.) 1In thé 24 months preceding
for six wmonths in contrast to seven months for the comparison sample
members.

Comparison of the saturation and comparison areéas as a whole masks the
wide variation in demographic and socioeconcimic characteristics across

administrative areas. (See Table 7.3:) The percentage of blacks in each
area ranged from .2 percent in Grafton to 7 percent in Princeton. The
percentage of the sample who had recently received welfare ranged from 50
to 63 percent in the saturation areas, and from 50 to 67 percent in
comparison areas.

Although thé four pairs of saturation and comparison areas were
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TABLE 7.2

WE.~ VIRGINIA

SEECTED CHARACTEHISTIIB OF THE AFDG-U SNH.E AT THE TIHE OF

SAWPLE ENTRY, BY na;xsmmun STATUS AND.R RESEARH GROUP
(WWI0H 1983 ~ APRIL 1684 SANPLE)

Prior Regi strants New Registrente Total |
Characteristics Saturstion | Comperison | Saturation | Comparison | BSaturation | Comperison
Adninistrative Aren (%) _ _ _ o )
Huntington 2.3 n/a 33,1 n/a 30.3 n/a
Martinsburg 15.8 n/a 13,8 n/a 14.6 wa
Parkarsburg 19.2 n/a 18.4 n/a 18.8 n/e
Princeton 38,7 n/e 34,7 n/a 36,3 /e,
CLarksburg n/a 23.5 n/s 24,3 n/a 24,0
Fai mont /s 25.4 n/a 22.7 n/a 23.8
Fayetteville o/a 33, w/a 33,5 /a 29,3
Grafton n/a 27,2 n/a 18,5 W/ 22,8
Lival Of Ul‘buniZation [X]a s o o o
i = 10 5.3 19,444+ 25,8 15,1%+ 25.8 18.8%
i1 = 20 0.0 34,409 0.0 0.4 0.0 37,9444
24 = 40 305 0,0%es 22,8 e 258 0,0%es
M- 27.9 0,09%* 30,3 0,00+ 28,3 0.0%%s
M - 50 0.0 46 544 0.0 a5 0.0 45,384
51 - 60 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0° 0.0 0.0°
61 - 70 0.0 00® | 00 0.0° 00 no’
n-o 154 Dot | 213 D0t | 1839 Diees
Bl - 0.0 0.0° 0.0 0.0’ 0.0 0,0°
Sex (%) o B - - o o
Male 8349 3.5 82.7 2.3 83.0 .8
Femal @ 5.5 6.5 7.3 7.7 7.0 7.2
Aga [Z] o o o o o o
24 Years or leas 20,6 19.9 24,0 22,1 2.8 21.2
25 to 34 Years 28,0 @7 %.2 %.5 4.0 4.8
35 to 44 Years 22.7 28,4 22.9 22.3 22,4 23,2
25 Ves2< Op HOP ] 8.6 RIF L 7.7 9,0 8,0 9,9%
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TABLE 7.2 (continuad)

Chiz-actard atic B

Total

Prior Reglstrants L New Registrants

Saturation

Conparison |

Saturatioi

Cﬁﬁﬂmn

|
Conpar{aon

Risrago Age [Veare]

Ethnicity (%)
White; ﬂon_"ﬁiéﬁnic
Black, Non-Hispanic
Other

Average Highast Grace Completed

Harital Status (¥)
Mortiad
Never Married
Divorced; Widowed

Average Number of Chitdren
Less Than 4 Years
4 to5 Years

6 to 12 Years

13 to 18 Years

Aietage Nimbor of Ghil dron
Less Than 19 Years of Age

Ay Children (%)
Less than 6 Years
5 & 18 Var

Prior AROC Dipndsicy i the T
Years Prior to Sampte Entry (%)
Never on AFDC
Prior AFDC
Ttal Waaimt of AFOC Recaived in

24 Months Prior to Smple Entry($]

Average Months on AFDC 1n Two
Yiiii'ﬁiior to Sampte Entry
o o

30,3

85.0
4.2
0.4

10.1
9.3
1.6

1.1

0.70
0,38
0,78
0.44

2,29

70.3
58.0

2028,55

10,5

31,849

0.5%

1.7

0,520
0.37
0:81

0,50
2,30

68:8
60,6

2362,669%¢

12,180

30,7

95,9
3.9
0:2

10,5

70.8
51.1

68,7
31.3

440,26

2:4 _

3.0

87,494
2.4
0,2°

10.6¢

.40
2.8
2.4

0.68
0.28
0,68
0.38

1.98

67.8¢
85,24

34,8

502;80¢

2.7

4# Satupat{on

30.8

85.5
4.2
0.3

103
86,9

1.8
1.5

.60+

2:2000
- -8
02

10,8

96,3
1.7
2;1

0ig5er
032
0.74
0.42

2,12

88,2
56,6%¢

ag;geee
60,1

1285,47%%¢
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TALE 7.2 (continued)

|

Prior Ragistronts l New Registrants . Tomt
" iy pr
ajii-ig,ti,;i stic Saturat{ on Cooparfeon | Saturation | Compapison | Saturation | Coaparson
. - e —— e s s gy *

feld dab at Ay Tiae During Four | gy, ne | @ s | w2 i
Quarters Prior to Smmple Entry(%)
Held Job During Quartar . - B o - . .
Prior to Sample Entry (] 15.7 13.8 2045 22.3 19,7 187
Averago Earnings During Four | N o
Giartars Prior to Smple Entry. | 75140 75 | 157406 1669,39 | 123918 1272,50
Avarage Eorninge During Qgarter | R R B
Priar to Sample Entry (3] 169,61 181,37 | e | s 272,88 2128
Sampie Size” 1139 e | e | 65 | am | eme

SWHCE- Galculutinna from MORC Client Information Sheats and Unemployment Insarance uarninga and wel fare records from
the State of Weat Virginie,

NITES:  Diateibutions nay not add to 100.0 parcent becouss of roundings:

WA {ndfcates not applicable,
Lml of urbanization is defined as tha percent of jndividuals tiving in an urban ares in each county
according to 1980 census data,

bi’ (' may nnt add . 100 NN na rrand b e et o dloddnl - - N N R _ e -
Distributions may not add to 100,00 percent because individuals can havis ctildren {7 Wore Ghsi ofis category,

Ualculatad f rom Unemploynent Insurance earnings racorda frul the State af iiest Virginia. Sinca nany

individuals worked out-of-stste or in jobs not covered by the UI system _aarni ngs data from the West Virginia Unempl oyment
Insurance System 18 conaidared to underreport the {ncome of semple members,

i
For aelected characteristics, sample sizes may vary up to 2 campte points dos to uisaing data,

l‘hi-muara test {nappropriete due to Low expected celt fraquenci 0s;

_ .,ii'i'erencas between research groups are stati aticatly FY gnificant using & tvo-tailed t-test or chi—aiuare test

at EKC .owing Levels: * =10 percont; ** =5 percant; *** = 1 percant;
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TABLE 7.3

~ WEST VIRGINIA
 SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE AFDC-U smu
AT THE TIIE OF SAWLE BNTRY, BV AMINISTRATIVE AREA
(WARCH 1883 - APRIL 1664 SAMPLE)

| : _— . _
. Saturation , 1 : Compari son
) | 1| Fayatte
Charactaristic - 7Hmtinigfnn Hmi arti neburg |Parkarsburg Prlhéiion__ Ctorksborg|Feimont  ville | Grafton
Level of Urbanization (%)° o o . 7
0-10 0.0 4.4 100.0 0:0 10, a 0.0 0 62,0%%
11-20 0.0 0.0 0.0 0:0 0.0 0.0 1000 37,140
21 - 30 ar.7 51.8 0.0 18,2 0;0 0:0 0.0 0,05%%
3N -4 0.0 0.0 0.0 80,8 0o | 00 0.0 0.0%%s
a9 - tjtj 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 68.7 | 100.0 0.0 0,044+
5 - 60 oo | 00 ol I B BT B0 Y
M-8 623 0:0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,0 0.0 0,08%s
Bl - 50 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.0 g0 | 00 0;0 0,0°
Kverags Age Vaars] 08 | 314 WS [ 7 | 5 | a7 | are | mge
Ethnicity () o B e
Whita, Non-Hispanic 97.2 9.9 88,3 8.0 88:8 | 361 86.0 | 08.pes
Black, Non-Hispanic 2.7 4.2 1. 7.0 0.9 3.4 4,0 n.ésss
Other 0.1 1.0 0.6 0.0 0.3 0.4 0.0 0.0
Average Wigheat Grads Comploted | 105 | 9 07 | 02 | 03 | 102 | 03 | 1oqee
56k [%) o - .
Male 94.5 93,3 9.9 9.8 8.8 | %08 84,8 | 51.6%
Fomal® 5.5 8.6 8.1 7.2 §:2 8:2 5.4 8,48+
Marital Status ixi o I P N
Married 975 81.4 87.1 98,3 85.0 85:4 6741 87.4%0e
Divorceds Widowed 1 3.9 1.7 0.8 1 ) AT | 14| 2

(contd nued)

198




TABLE 7.3 [conti nued)

Saturation o Campari s0i:
| | | l L

Ll l.l_._ AR A L .o . Fl__y_iffi‘ I
Characteristic Hant{ ngton{Harti neburg Pgrltyrpbprg grjnpaton Clp;kﬁbﬁrg Faiwont |vills | Grafton
Prior AFOC Dependancy in the Two
Years Prior to Smmple Entry - o

No Priop AFDC 50:0 39:6 37:1 43.8 39;3 35:0 48:8 32,944

Prior AFDC 50.3 60,4 62,9 56:2 60,7 65.0 50:2 £7,1%¢
Hetd dnb ut Any Tilo Duringr Fpnr o
Quarters Prior to Smpte Entry 39,7 37.7 44,4 36.7 44,2 422 39.7 33,004
Avmge I;Earr_ﬂ_ ng_g_ I_il_lri_ gg
Four ﬂuortera Prior to . .
Supta Entry ° (8) 1251.42 | 1256,89 1538,91 | 1066.42 | 1419.04 | 1353.65 11255,82 | 1054,85%¢
Supte Sizo 848 409 525 1016 679 875 833 1 645

SOURCE;  Catculations from MORC Ctient Information Sheets and Unemployment Insurance sarnings and welfare records from

the Siate of West Virginia:

NOTES:

Distributions may not add ta 1000 percent bacausa of roundings.

& T
Level of urbanization fs definod as the parcent of individuals Living in an urban area §n each county

accordf ng to 1880 census dats;

individuats worked out-cf-state or injobs not coversd by the UI system; earnings data from the West Virginia Unemployment

Insurance System 18 considered to underreport the income of sample members,

Fnr satected characteristics; sampte aizes mey very up to 1 ssmpte point dus to missing data.

Chi-quare tast inuppropriate due to Low expectad catt frequancias.

Differancas enong adeinistrative areas are statistically significant using & two-tailed t-test or chi-smuare

bcatcututud fron Umptoiment Inaurénca earni nge racords from the State of Wast Virgi nfa. Since many

teet 8t the folloing levels: * = 10 percent; ** = & percent; *** =1 parcent.

[Kc
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originally chosen because of their similarities, data available aftep the
living in urban areas of 2,500 or more: Saturation areas as a whole also
showed higher rates of employment in manufacturing and lower rates in
wining. (See Table 1.2 in Chapter 1.) Saturation areas were more likely

than the comparison areas to border on other states, and therefore other
labor markets. These eivironmental differences between the saturation and
comparison groups may be moré important than the demographic differences
between the two aggregated groups in accounting for staff experiences in
implementing CWEP and the experienceé of AFDC-U registrants in the two types
of areas,

As recognized from the cutset of the study, the research desizn used
to evaluate CWEP as operated for the AFDC=U group provides less reliable
impact results than an experimental design based on random assigmment to
experimental and control groups. Yet, the designation of a control or

non-research group in each demonstration ares wWoild have diluted the intent

saturate the caseload to the extent possible.

This analysis used techniques to statiStically adjust for differences
in the demographic and economic chi.scteristics of the areas. However,
Therefore; the observed differences in cutcomes bet.een the saturation and
comparison areas may partly reflect differences in the characteristics of

the areas. This limitation should be kept in mind in interpreting the



AFDC-U impact results.

Prior registrants and new registrants exhibited differences in
background characteristics. Prior registrants are more likely to be
long-term welfare recipients than new registrants. In the saturation
months in the two Vears before entering the sample. In contrast, the new
registrants had, on average, received payments in only two of these months.
(See Appendix Table E:1:) 1In the comparison areas, the prior reglstrants
recelved welfare an average of 12 months in the two years before entering
the sample while the new registrants received welfare for an average of
three months. 4lso; prior registrants were less likely to have held a job
at any time during the year before sample entry.

The analysis of the effects of the program on new registrants and
prior registrants was complicated by the fact that CWEP was already
operating in West Virginia when this evaluation of the program for the
AFDC-U caseload began.  Therefore, prior registraits could have been
exposed to CWEP for some time before the evaluation began and, as a result,

might show higher rates of participation and different program effects.

Data used in the cvaluation of the program for the AFDC-U group
included many sources also used in the evaluation for the AFDC group. yAé
in the case of the AFDC group, state administrative records from the WIN
Information system, the Unemployment Insurance system and ths welfare
payments system provided quantitative data o3 program activity, employment,

earnings and welfare payments:9 (Ses Table T:4 for the length of follow-up

-150~



—ITSsT—~

TILE 7.4

WEST VIRGINIA

LENG™H OF AVAILABLE FOLLON-UP FOR THE ARDC-U SAMPLE; BY DATA swnce AND PERIOD OF SAMPLE BNTRY
[MARCH 1883 = APRIL 1864 SAMRLE)

Lenge f FolLav-Us B Periad of Sawpls Entry

~_|Paint at Which )

ﬂl;aat[hte Dnta{Data Starts to it~ | day- | Gckeber January- April
Data Source Arg Available | Bo Collected | March 1883 | June 1063 SeptﬁbeMSBa Deciibihﬂ&i March 1984 | 1984
Progren Data fron the |0scenter 1385 [Date of Smaplo| 21 Wonths | 16 Monts | 15 Worths | 12 Konths | 9 bonthe | 8 Monihe?
WIN Infomation Systen Entry”
[wis)
uuur:erty Emptoynant Thi rd Calandar 4 Gartors | 10 Querters | 9 Quartors | 8 Wuarters |7 Qusrtars | 6 Gusrters |5 uapters
" and Earnings data from [Qusrter 198 |  Prior To Aftar Aftar Mtar | After Mter |  Aftar
the scaiéafi;ai Semple Entry | Semple Entry | Semplo Entry | Semple Entry | Smila Entry Sompie Entry [Sample Entry
Virginis Unupt '
Ingurance Spstem
onthty Wetfare Grait [Janary 1986 | 24 Wonchs | 35 Ronths 2 Mnths | 29 Months | 28 lonths | 2 Momthe | 2 Hontha
Paynents fron the State ~Prior to
of West Virgini aFD[: Semple Entry
Pagnents Systen
Hnnth[y Unmptoym: 1nember W6 | 12 Kithe | 3 Wonths | 9 Hooths | 35 Honthe | 25 Montha | 22 Monthe | 21 Months
Ingurance Bensfits data _ Prior to
fron the State of Wast Sanple Entry
Virginia Umptoymant
Insurance Syetm |

NUTES

Suuple antry occurrad at different points {n the ctient ftm.
OF upon maving into & demonstracion area,

New rehStraints enterad the sample at inftial WIN registration
For prior registrante; sampte entry occurred ot demonstiatisn start,

{conti nued]
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TABLE 7:4 (continuad)

b-
- Indi_v_!!l(_l![! lt_itaring the aiip[a in ﬁprll 1984 heve baﬁaan 8 &nd 8 nonths uf f.racki ng data follar-up, dapending on whether
thoy were rsnduty ascigned in the earty or tater part of dpril; For tha process analysis thace comple nambers are considared to heve 9

months of fot kow=ops ;
Enploysent end sarnings data are based on Unemployment Insurance eernings ecords which report earnings on & calendar quarter
basis:

Calendar quartar of ssapla antty 16 not considersd o be & follor-up quartar for enploynant and earnings,

Tha ﬂrst aonﬁh of follurup for welfars grant paymentc and Umploymnt Insuranca banefits includes the month {n which en
individoat enters the mpta.
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available.) Extended program activity data from WIS were gathered through
random sample of CWEP worksite participants and their Supervisors included
both AFDCs and AFDC-Us; it provided information on thé nature of Ehe CWEP
experience. The data on demographic characteristics collected for the
AFDC-U sample were more limited than for the AFDC group. Qualitative data
gathered as part of the field research about the program operated for the
AFDC group also applied to the AFDC-U group. A brief discussion of the use
of these data in the evaluation of the AFDC-U group will follow. (Chapter
3 provides more detail on data sources.)

A.

WIS furnished data on program participation, job placement, WIN-
deregistration and sanctioning for both the AFDC and AFDC=U groups. In
addition, it supplied information on demographic characteristics of AFDC=U
sample members. Information from WIS was collected from the béginning of
the evaluation for the AFDC-U group in March 1983 until December 1984. The
demographic information drawn from WIS about the AFDC-U group is less

extensive than the information gathered for members of the AFDC group. 10
The available data included age; sex; ethnicity; highest grade completed,
marital status, and the number and ages of children. This information was
gathered at the point of registration with WIN: Therefore, some of this
information may be out of date for those members of the AFDC=U group who
registered more than one or two months prior to entering the research
sample (i.e. before the evaluation began or before moving into a demonstra<

tion area.)

=153=
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B.

This system provided data on welfare grant amounts for each member of
both the AFDC and AFDC-U research groups from the period beginning two
years prior to sample entry and ending January 1986.17
grant amounts with case file payment vaiues for a sample of clients with
both earnings and welfare payments for a given period:12 (See Chapter 3

for a more detailed description of thé tést of the quality of these data:)
The West Virginia research data do not appear to be as accurate as data for
similar samples in MDRC's other evaluations of state work/welfare programs.
However; differences between the percentage of discrepancies in the
saturation areas and those in the comparison areas were small and not

statistically significant. Therefore, thé wélfare payments system was

believed to be a satisfactory data source for the analysis.13

This system supplied data on quartérly earnings and monthly UI
benefits for both the AFDC and AFDC-U group. In both cases, earnings
information was available for each sample member from one year prior to
sample entry until September 1985. For the AFDC-U group, information on UI
benefits was collected from March 1982 through December 1985.

Earnings reported to the UI system in West Virginia may underestimate
total earnings for a number of reasons in addition to the usual recording
lags. Earnings from both off-the-book and out=of=state work are not
reported to the UI system. (For a fuller explanation, see Chapter §.§ '

To test quality of the earnings data from the UI system, these data

were compared to job placement data from WIS. For registrantg entering the

~15)-
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sample in the last month of a calendar quarter; 36 percent of the 836
sample members who were placed into employment, according to WIS, within
six months of registration had no West Virginia UI-reported earnings over a
comparable period. The level of non-réported earnings was found to be
significantly higher in the saturation areas than in the comparison
areas: ™  This was largely due to the fact that the saturation areas
bordered other states. Three of thé four areas with the most uncovered
earnings were saturation areas that border other states.15

1ssué for this program analysis since not only are employment rates and
ééﬁhiﬁgé underestimated, but, more importantly Séﬁuration-ebﬁbaiiééﬁ

D. Other Quantitative Data Soupces

Other quantitative data sources include interviews with 3% women and
60 men working in CWEP assignments and their supervisors, previously
discussed in Chapter 3 on the AFDC group. As for the AFDC grcup, extended
program participation data were collected from the WIS fi11e€s, in this case
for 144 AFDC-U clients still registered with WIN as of Decembep 31, 1984,

These data were collected because 25231 registrants -- approximately U0

percent of all registrants -- were still registered with WIN in December

ment of CWEP jobs, CWEP assignment decisions and staff understanding of

CWEP objectives. These data were collected through interviews, observa-
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tions of ciient-staff interactions, and reports on program activities.

(For nore detail, see Chapter 3.)




CHAPTER 8

This chapier discusses the extent to which AFDC=U registrants in both
the saturation and comparison areas participated in CWEP. As noted in
Chapter 7 on the research design, four administrative areéas within the
state were selected to implement a caseload-wide CWEP initiativé. These
areas were compared to four other areas; which did not havée the resources
to place all eligible AFDC-U recipients in a CWEP worksits. In these four
caseload,

The participation analysis ﬁ?éééﬁféa in this report differs from that
of the first report in that it updates findings and addresses additional
research issues. First, while the previous report focused on only the
saturation areas, this report anailyzes participation patterns for the four
comparison areas as well.

Second, the first report analyzed only a portion of the saturation
area sample: those memibérs of the sampie who had registered with WIN as of
March 1, 1983 and those who registered between March and June 1983. The
analysis in this report examines the participation of all AFDC=Us who were
part of the caseload in both the saturation and comparison areas from March
1983 through April 1984 and follows them for nine months after entering the
sample.

Third, for this report, &xtended follow-up data were available for

early enrollees into the samplé. People who had registered with WIN as of




March 1, 1953, or who registered from March through June 1983, were tracked
for 18 months after sample entry. These ear'y enrollees make up 57 percent
of the entire sample: Additional data vere also collected for a special
sample of early enrollees who were tracked for 3% to 37 months aftsr
entering the sample. This extended follow=up is particularly important
because of the ongoing participation requiremént and thé fact that CHEP
assignments were frequently made several months after sample entry.
exanines the intensity of program participation, i.e. how much time parti-
cipants spent at CWEP worksites and whether participants worked in CWEP
assignments during every month that they were on the rolls.

Thi§ chapter includes severai sections. The first shows the percent-
age of the caseload that participated in CWEP by calendar month for each of

the eight administrative areas in the study: The next section uses a
differant approach; focusing on the participation patterns of a group of
registrants within nine months after they entered the sample. This section

discusses differenceés in participation patterns between AFDC-Us in the

registrants, and among the eight areas within the study: The third section
examines CWEP participation for important subgroups within both the satura-
tion and comparison samples. The fourth section discusses participation
patterns over time, using follow-up periods of varying length. The fifth
section analyzes the program status of registrants at a specific point in
time after entering the sample. ThiS type of analysis is useful in deter-
mining the pioportion of AFDC-U regiStrants at a specific point in time who

were eligible for CWEP but had not worked in a CWEP position. The last
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section discusses the intensity of participation for those registrants who

ever actually worked in a CWEP position.!

1.
state's AFDC-U recipients were participating at a CWEP worksite by the
fourth month of operation. Beginning in March 1983, staff in the four
possiblé, while staff in the four comparison areas weré instructed to keep
monthly participation rates at the prevailing level, i.e. equal to or less
than 40 percent of the caseload.

As shown in Table 8.1, during the study period, the AFDC-U caseload
participation rate for the saturation areas as a whole peaked at 69 percent
in June i§é§. The AFDC-U caseload participation rate gives the pércentage
of registrants in the AFDC-U caseload each month who held CHEP jobs during

that particular month. The Parkersburg area achieved the highest caseload

participating in CWEP during August 1983: The caseload participation rates
in the comparison areas peaked at 40 percent in July 1983. In all eight of
the study areas; caseload participation rates began to decliné in the fall
of 1983 as the size of the caseloads increased; the number of registrants
participating each month continued to increase, but not at as high a rate
as the caseloads.2

During most months for which caseload participation rates were
calculated, the difference between the rates for saturation and comparison

areas was about 30 percentage points: (See Figure 8.1.) As noted in the

.1,
.-
NS
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TABLE 8,1

REST 9 IROI

\
NmmmwmnmmmnmAmwMMMWMDmmmmmmmaﬁMﬁmuﬁﬁﬂﬁummm
BY ADNINISTRATIVE AREA AND CALENDAR WONTR
Fib- I | Beptm | Bete | Wove | Dace | don- | tog-
. vy | orsh | Agrit | Wy fdwe oty duguns| ontor | oar | nber | aava | ey | s
Nuinfotrative Ares. 1080 ) 1083 | 1083 | 1983 | 1883 | 1683 | 1983 [ 1883 | 1883 | 10ed | 1680 | 884 | (0w
Seturation Ardaii
Huntirgton BN RN B : N R R R R
CYEP Participonta 198 [ a7 [ 189 | 204 | 198 f 182 | 200 | 21 ) 222 | 232 | 228 | aup | wy
ABC-U Canalond a8 | a0 | | oo | 20 | as | a8 | e | a0 | as | w2 | 401 | g
Pareieipatian Aate (8] 60,0 | 60.3 ( 60,4 ) 862 | M| 20.0 | 61,0 | 636 | 617 | 83,4 | w2k | 0:0 | wa
Merstmsburg A B N .
CMEP PaR bl &l panti 59 78 98 8l & n 81 80 66 80 3 N 1
it Gomviond e [ 22 | a8 | s | e | 2 | om0 [ | o |t | s | i@ | i
Part1etpition Rite %) WAL WA | W | 883 | 587 | 8.4 ) 568 | a0 | 88,3 | 60,0 | shs | 685 | s
Parkeraburg - I D O O O O
CNEP Participants W4 185 | o155 f 980 | 162 | 154 | 130 | 142 | 1ss | we | 183 | s
AFDC- Conalond a0 20 | 20 foaze [oaos |oae | te0 | ot |oees | a2 | o | o | ma
Participation Reta (] 0.2 | 63,0 | 8.2 | 60,8 | 78,9 { 60,2 | wi0 | 723 | 764 ii;é; 8.0 | 88,8 [ Bjuo
- - - ‘ . .
Prinosten ] bty
CEP Participants 10 | 180 | 246 | 285 | 275 | 263 [ 269 [ 2r2 | 280 | 288 | 2p8 | 317 | 3B
Partisipation Rata (%] .2 | 980 | 512 | 65 | 86 | 6ag | 568 | m0 | SE8 | 61 | S04 | 608 | Gy
- - - N Ny g,
Total for Gituratlan Arib S N R I I TR A R
CNEP Participants SS6 6w | 682 | 743 | 70 [ 607 | e | 6w | vos | 7 | 3 | 78 | g
Aﬁ&ucunnu 1198 11,270 (1,280 {1,455 [1,000 [1,050 1,003 1,008 |14 (1070 .2 [o300 [o;eq
Participation Aute (] A | a5 | 66 | ea | 600 | 65k | B2 | g2 | o1 | 20 | 612 | 6nd | sen
e — N " ,""’
(continued)



TABLE B0 (continued)

TSI~ -

~ - T TN
Fabip~ . - o Eipif 99‘7 Hov= | Do~ | Jug- Fyp-
o uety | Maroh | ApriL | May | duns | gty Agust| anbar | obar | emver | izbit | sy Puery
Aaintatrativa Krio o heea b agea | o1s03 | sme2 [ 18e3 | ¢gai 1933 | 1933 | iea3 | teda | 1483 LT RTI)
I 883
Coaparinon Aransy
Filmont o I Y R N B ] U R R
INEP Partiot pants AL R R T T T TN TYR NP AL IR L T YR AT 19
RROC-0 Coiiced ol | | ae | | o | s | ap w0 | | | s | o
Perticipation Rte (3] S8 08 | 0y 00 ) a0 | ana | s | g e | at | o | dig
Clarksburg N R N T N N
CHEP Partiolpenti 0 [ 105 | 104 83 n i 88 80 88 B0 83 B§ ( ibg
AFDE~U Canniond e | ae | a2 | aw | o | oan | o M | a0 | s | o | e N
Partetpasian Mato (5] %k | a2 | a2 | a0 | ema | a0 | an0 | aes | 2r:g W | s | ang |
Grofton I R T R N U R U -
CWEP Partictpanty W14 | 10 | g | 12 1 f 198 118 | v | 05 | 1g5 107 | 10g
AFiG- Cavalond W | | | g | i | e | o | o | ag | o | s | e
Partictpacian Aot () O a0 | oo | e | and | a0 | s | ana w0 | | | %y
Fapastovitle N e R ]
CHEP Participaiit W6 | 17 | 10 | 928 | 2 | s o | 12 | 115 | 128 | 43 198 | %
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FIGURE 8.1

ALL AFDC-Us PERCENTAGE OF CASELOAD PARTICIPATING
(JANUARY 1983 ~ FEBRUARY 1984)
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first West Virginia report, siaff in the saturation areas procured addition=
sponsored participants and by asking current sponsors if they could use
more CWEP participants.

Data presented in the first report indlcate that caseload participas
tion rates of 60 to 70 percent may be the maximum levels of participation
that can be expected in operating CWEP for AFDC-Us with an ongoing
participation requirement. To ascertain why the remaining men were not
participating in CWEP, MDRC's field researcher reviewed with caseworkers
the situation of each nomparticipating AFDC<U recipient in the saturation
areas from March through May 198%.3

About 30 percent of those not assigned to CWEP received welfare grants
low enough that the number of hours that they would be required to work in
CWEP positions was not sufficient to make their placement attractive to

placed due to difficulty, @specially in thé rural areas, in finding

positions at worksites. Seventeen percent had problems with their heaith
or their family's health: Another 8 percent of the nonparticipants were
judged by caseworkers to have unreliable work habits or poor reputations;
since one objective of CWEP in West Virginia was to improve the image of
public welfare; caseworkers tried to provide sponsors with good workers.
The remaining one-fifth were not participating in CWEP for a variety
of reasons. Some reglstrants were exempted due to participatiocn in train-
ing or part-time employment.} Problems with transportation, particularly

in the rural counties where transportation to the nearest available wWork-

site sométimés would have cost more than the $25 provided, also affected
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assignment decisions.5 Additionally, some nonparticipants had been
assigned to a worksite, but had not yet started participating: Finally, a

few recipients may have been assigned to worksites and; without a good

cause, may have refused to participate.

The preceding discussion assessed CWEP implementation in eight admin-
istrative areas by examining trends in the percentage of registrants in the
month. This section will use another approach, also used in the AFDC

within nine months of sample entry. By following a group of registrants

over time, this approach indicates whether the registrants participating

each month are the same individuals. Furthermore, this analysis reveals
the probability that an individual AFDC-U registrant will participate
within a nine-month follow-up period:

As shown in Table 8.2, 60 percent of the registrants in the saturation
areas and 41 percent of the registrants in the comparison areas partici-
pated at a worksite for at least one day within nine months of sample
entry, for about a 20 percentage polnt difference between the two types of
areas.

As was the case with the AFDCs, non-CWEP activities for AFDC-Us were
minimal.  However, the effort to provide CWEP assignments for as many
members of the AFDC-U caseload in the saturation areas as possible may have

decréaséd thé use of non-CWEP activities. Six percent of the registrants

~164=
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TIBLE 8;2

WEST VIH?INH

KEY PERFORMANCE mnmmns OF THE Amn:u SAMPLE WITHIN NINE MONTHS

AFTER SANPLE ENTRY, BY REGISTRATION STATUS AND RESEMDH GRaip
(MARCH 1883 - APRIL 1884 SAWPLE]

| Prior Registrents | Now Registrants Total

Poiformdnce Indi ca tor Setiiation _ Comporiaon | Satiretion  Cmparison | Gsturation  Conparison
Participetad n IEP . 7.3 51 geee 63,5 30,4948 80.4 R L
Participatad in Other Activity 1. §.geee 1.8 §.3eee §:5 g e0e
Job Placenant” 30.8 21,544 35,9 30,0% 33:8 27,5088
Daregi stered 63:2 51,00 79.4 76.7% 72.8 85,7988
Sanct onad | 1 3,00 5.5 1.89% | g3 2,500
§mpii Siz8 1 1 1659 w5 | o omo

NUTES: ALL perforsance indicators are calculstad as o percantage of the total number of individuals in the
indi ca ted resaarch group.

Participation is defined as attending By aceivity for at Least one day.

Individuals entering the sampta in April 1984 have bet:aan B end 9 months of tracking dats fottar-up.

depanding on wther they entered the sample in the eartier or Latar pert of April. For the process anatysis; thsga mple|
menbers are considared to have § months of foltm—up.

_ Progm placement informetion 15 basad on employment that is reportad tc progras staffs Program placement |
dats will not be usad to measure impacts. |

Differences batwaon research Broups are statistically efgnificant using  chi-squere test at the foltaving
tavats- * =10 percent; ** = 5 percont; % = 4 percent, |
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from comparison areas participated in non-CWEP activities during the
follow-up period while only 2 percent of the registrants from saturation
areas did so.  Non-CWEP activities in the comparison areas consisted
primarily of individual job search and training. (See Appendix Table F.1.):

According to program récords, one-third of the saturation area regls-

period. This figure was significantly higher than the 28 percent of the
comparison area registrants who weré placed during this period:

These placcment rates, howevér, should be viewed with caution. The
rates differ in several ways from the employment rates presented in Chapter

9; which are based on Unemploymént Insurancé records:; To the extent that

registrants find Jjobs and do not report them to thelr caseworkers, the

to the West Virginia UI system == such as jobs which are out-of-state.
During the nine-month follow-up period, a higher proportion of regis-
trants from the saturation areas as oppoSéd to registrants from comparison

areas were deregistered from WIN: 73 percent and 66 percent, Eéépééﬁi?é-.
1.6 sanctioning rates during this nine-month follow-up period were also
higher in the saturation areas than in the comparisSon areas: 6 percent and
3 percent, respectively.

characteristics as well as in prior employment and welfare receipt,
different participation patterns for the two groups are not surprising.

Table é;3 shows that in the saturation areas as well as the comparison



TABLE B.3

WeST VIFGINIA

KEY PERFORMANCE INUICITURS OF THE AFDC-U SAMPLE WITHIN NINE MONTHS

AFTER SAMPLE ENTRY, BY RESEARCH GROUP AND RESISTRATION STATUS
(MARCH 1883 - APRIL 1884 SIMPLE]

Saturation ~ Comparison

e _ Prior Now CPrior  New
Performence Indicstor _| Registrant Registrant | Registrant  Repistrant
Participatad 1n ONEP 71.3 52,g%ee 61.8 32.4%9e
Participated in Other Activity 11 18 5.8 5.3
Job Placement. a0.8 35,904+ 21,5 32.0%%%
Deregistered 63.2 78.4%%s 51.0 76:7%%%
6anctionad 7.4 5.5¢ 4.1 | daees
Semple Size | 4439 1658 1207 1685

SOURGE:s  MDAC calculstions from the West Virginie WIN Information System.

NOTES: ALl perfurmﬁnca 'lndicafors ara calculsted as a parcentage of the totet number

of tndividuals in the indicated registration status.

Participation is defined ee attending eny activity for at Laast one days

Individosls Enfiring the sunple in April 1884 heve bstween B and 8 months of

tracking dete follow-up- déﬁénding on uhather they entered ths sample in the eartier or Later

part of April: For ths procese analyeis, these sample members sare considered to heve S
months of follaw-up:

Progran plecemant 'lnformetion 18 based on smployment that is reported to

program staff: Program placement date will not be used to measure impacts.

Differences batwean regiafrefion stetuses are statistically significent using

a chi-square test st the following Levele: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 parce.t.
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compared to prior registrants, but a larger proportion of new registrants
than prior registrants were deregistered from WIN within the nine-month
follow-up period. Placements and sanctions also differed between the two
groups: placements were more likely to occur among the new registrants
while sanctions were more frequent among the prior réglstrants.

These differences between the new and prior registrants can be attri-
buted to several factors. Since prior reglstrants had been in the program

for longer than the new registrants, they were available for assignment to

CWEP for a longer period of time: Differences between prior and new
bégistrants may also be accounted for by the fact that many of the prioq
AFDC-U regis.rants were participating in CWEP when higher b'articipéi:ibni
goals for the saturation areas were established in March 1983. Forty-
three percent of the prior reglstrants in the saturation areas and 36

percent of thé prior registrants in the comparison areas were participating

as of this date. Since prior registrants had been on the welfare caseload

for longer than new registrants, ocaseworkers may have known the prior
registrants better and may have been more likely to assign them to a
worksite. The fact that prior registrants were more likely to have been
between new and prior registrants is due to the greater probability that

the new registrants, the more émployablé of the two groups, will leave the,
welfare rolls.

differed by area. (Seé Appendix Table F.2.) Among the four saturation
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areas, nine-month participation rates ranged from 51 percent in Martinsburg
to 70 percent in Parkersburg. For the comparison areas, participation
rates also varied; from 3% percent in Grafton to 48 percent in Fayette-
ville.

Job placement figures and deregistration rates differed among the
areas in a pattern generally consistent with the state of their local labor
aarkets. For example, in the Martinsburg area, one of the Strongest of the

eight labor markets, 48 percent of the research sample reported job place-

ments and 88 percent were deregistered. Thege figures, along with the 51
percent participation rate for the area, also reflect the relatively unique

orientation of the Martinsburg staff which, compared to the other areas,
emphasized unsubsidized job placement as a higher priority than CWEP.
Sanctioning rates also varied across the areas, ranging from one
percent in Grafton to 8.5 percent in Huntington. Threé areas, Huntington,
Martinsburg and Princeton; were clustered towaid the high end of the
sanctioning scale. Although the saturation areas as a group had higher

between high sanctioning rates and high participation rates. For example;
the Parkersburg area had the highest participation raté as well as one of
the lower sanctioning rates: Thus, it was possible to achieve high levels
of participation without high levels of sanctioning. Several explanations
cipate, the threat of sanctions may have proved enough of an inducement £6
participate, informal cajoling may have proved effective —= or, despite

noncompliance by some registrants assigned to CWEP, area staff may have



chosen .ot to sanction many clients and still have been able to achieve

high levels of participation.T

III. Sut

Thus far, the analysis of participation has focused on the full sample
and the principal subsamples of new and prior registrants. This section
looks at the participation patterns for important subgroups within both the
some segments of the AFDC-U caseload participated at higher rates than
others. To the extent that participation data indicate which registrants

were assigned to CWEP, analysis of participation prates wiil indicate

areas;

The data do not indicate a clear tendency for caseworkers to select
the more employable AFDC=Us for assignient to CWEP worksites: In fact, it
recent histories of welfare receipt were more 1ikely to participate in CWEP
than their more employable counterpartS. This tendency was more pronounced
in the saturation areas than the comparison areas. (See Tabie 8.4 :)

for registrants who had completed at least 12 years of schooling versus
those who did not have this much education. Howevér; participation rates
did not differ for these two groups in the comparison areas. There was o
clear correlation between participation rates and the level of urbanization

of registrznts' county of residence.

As with previous public work programs in West Virginia, the few female



TABLE 8.4

WEST VIRGINIA

OVEP PARTICIPATION RATES FOR THE AFDC-U SN‘IH}E.
BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS; HEISTRATiBN STATUS AND RESEARCH GROUP

(MARCH 1883 — APRIL 1884 SAMPLE)

New Registrants

Prior Registrants

Characteristic Ssturation Comparison | Ssturation  Comperison
Sex - - -
Male 71:7 52.6%¢ 64.90%e 33,3
Female 84.9 39.7%* 38.0%%s 20.0%%*
Age ) - o
24 Years or Less 68.4 48:3 §1.0 33.0
25 to 34 Years 72.9 63.5 54.8 32.5
35 to 44 Yedrs 68.0 s2:7 51.2 33.1
45 Ysars or More 75.5 4g.8 52.8 26.0
Ethnici ty o R
Whits; Nor—Hispanic 70.8 51.7 83.2 32.3
Black, Non—Hispenic 81 an Saaa’b 46.9 35.8
ALl Dthers 50.0 60.0 25.0 33.3P
Marital Status - o
Marriad 71.4 52.2 53:0 ijg.lj”
Never Marriad 72.2 33.3 64.3 13.5%*
Divorced or Widowed 61.5 3s5.0 37.9 4g8.7%
Years of School Completed - -
12 Yasrs or Mora 67.0% 52.7 49.3%%» 31.3
Less than 12 Years 73.3 51.2 56.4 33.4
Heid doS at Any Time
Duri ng Four Quarters
Prior to Applicaetion o
Yos 67.5%% 43 2% 4g.7% 82.7
_No o 73,2%% 55,7%%s 55.4%* 32.1
{continued)
Nl 227
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TABLE 8.4 (continued)

Prior Registrants __ New Registrants

Eu;ﬁéiirinﬂc - Baturetion Comparison | Baturation Compa rigon
ﬁi?éiié@ AFDC in 2 Years
Prior to Ressarch Start o o

Yes 74.0%%%  52,7%s 57.7%%s 32.2

No 39.1%**  35.6%* 50, 73%» 32.5
Li&it §f Urbanization' - -

8-10 71:8 60.29%s §6.62 28.0
-2 0.0 a7:7% 0.0 36.12%#
21 - 30 71.2 0.0/ §1.2 o.o:
ar-4a 67.8, 0.0 49.9_ 0.0

41 - 50 0.0 ] .éb 0.0 30.2*
81 - 60 0.0 0.0 0:0° 0.0°
61 - 70 0.0 0:0/ 0.0 u;ug
71 - 80 7648, 0:0, 54.7 0.0
81 -80 0.0 0:0° 0:0 0.0
Sampie Size 1138 1207 658 14g25

SOURCE:. Citéulaﬂona from FIDHC Client Information Sheets. Unariployment Insurance ‘earnings and

wel fare racords from the State of West Virginia, and program tracking records from the West Virginie

WIN Information System.
NOTES:  Participetion 1s dafined es attending CWEP for at Lesst one day.

:.nd'lv'l auala onfaring the sample in April 1884 heva baﬁla!n 8 and 9 months of trecking

date tolti:i—up. depénding on whether they entered the saple in the eartisr or Lnter part of April.

For the process snalysis, thess saiple membsrs are considered to have 8 months of follow-up.

777777 Level of urban'lzat'lon 18 defined as the percent of indivicuels Living 1n en urban
srea in each ccunty according to 1980 census date.

b— - L i
Chi-aquare test inappropriste due to Low expected cell fraquencies.

For uch colunn in fhe table. a statistical test wes performed to détémi ne uhet;her

the particuztiuh rate fﬁr sach subcategory wes different from the avarage parrticiﬁﬂ on for sell

other catagorics: For exemple; the 88.4 percent perticipation rate achieved by prior registrents 24

years of ege or younger in the seturation areas was not significantly different from the everege

participation rete achieved by prior registrants of other ages in the saturation aress. Differences

in participation rates in comparison to eLl other groupé are statistically significant using a

chi-squers test at the following Levelas * = 10 parcent; ** = § percant; *** = § parcant.
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AFDC-U recipients in both the saturation and comparison areas participated
at lower rates than the males. Yet; the participation levels of thé women
were noteworthy given the widespread ambivalence of staff about requiring
female heads of cases to participate in CWEP when an adult male was alsc a

member of the case.

Figures 8.2 and 8.5 show the cumulative participation rate for regis-
trants entering the research sample in the eariler and later months of the
enrollment period. Differing follow-up periods are available Ffor each
group. For example, AFDC-Us entering the sample through June 1983 have 18
months of follow-up data.

Although participation rates increased quickly in both the saturation
and comparison areas during the first six months after enroliment into the
research sample, the slope of this increase is much more steep in the
saturation areas. This reflects thé bigzer push in the saturation areas to
assign as many registrants as possible to CWEP.

Past the six-month point, the lines depicting the cumulative participa-
tion rates are almost identical between the two types of areas: This indi-
cates that in both the saturation and comparison areas; if an individual

was not assigned to CWEP within six months of registration or when the

research began, the chance of being assigned to CWEP at a iater date was

However; the likelihood of being assigned to CWEP after being on the
rolls for several months was not nil: participation rates continued to

climb over time at a slow rate past the six-month point. Among those for

si713= 2289



FIGRE 5.2
AFDC-U SATURATION GROUP: CUMULATIVE cyep

PARTICIPATION RATES, BY PERIOD OF SAMPLE ENTRY
(MARCH 1983 - APRIL 1984 SAMPLE)
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FIGHRE 8.3
AFDC=U COMPARISON CROUP: CUMULATIVE CHEP
PARTICIPATIUN RATES BY PERIOD OF SAMPLE ENTRY
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registrants entering the sample from March through June 1983), the 18-month
participation rate in the saturation areas was 71 percent while the corres-

ponding rate in the comparison areas was 52 percent.

V.

Thus far in this chapter; participation has been analyzed in two ways.
The first section presentéd caseload participation rates, showing the
in CWEP during that particular month. These caseload participation rates

do not indicate whether the participants are the same individuals each

registrants in the AFDC-U samplé who participated in CWEP within nine
months of sample entry. This measure of participation may understate the
ability of the program to reach the targeted caseload by including ail

registrants in the sample as the base, although not all registrants in the

sample remained eligible for CWEP throughout the study period: In fact,
over two-thirds of the registrants left the rolls within nine months of
entering the sample. Neither of the two measures indicates whether
registrants participated for a short or long period of time.

far, this section presents another type of analysis of participation which
measures the program's success in saturating the AFDC=U c¢aséload with CWEP
in a different way. This approach examines the proportion of clients who,

rolls, did not have Jobs and had not yet participated. This is the group
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eligible for the program but not reached by the CWEP participation
requirenent.

Figure 8.4 indicates that in both the saturation and comparison areas,
this group of registrants was small. (Appendix Table F.3 provides more
detailed figures.) At nine months after sample entry, U percent of the
saturation area registrants and 17 percent of the compariSon area regis-
trants were still on welfare, were not employed, and had never participated
in CWEP. The proportion of prior and new registrants not covered by the
participation requirement was similar: 3 percent of the prior registrants
and 4 percent of the new registrants ir the saturation areas and 19 and 15
percent, respectively, in the comparison areas:

The difference in coverage between the saturation and comparison areas
can be explained in several ways. First, as noted earlier, registrants in
the saturation areas were more likely to be deregistered from the program
registrants in the comparison areas was still available for CWEP assign=
ments nine months after entering the research sample. Second; as deseribed
in previous sections, more effort was made in the saturation areas to get
as many available AFDC-Us as possible into CWEP. The 4 percent of the

saturation area registrants who wére not subjected to the CWEP mandate were

chapter, who were exempted from CWEP. 1In addition, those registrunts wh
had not participated in CWEP by nine months after sample entry may have
been sanctioned previously dué to noncompliance and by the nine month point

may have been back on the rolls.

235
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FIGURE 8.4
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CWEP, as operated for AFDC-Us; was intended to require continuous
participation: once assigned to a worksite, registrants were expected to
work until they left the welfare rolls. This section discusses how miich
time typical participants spent at CWEP worksites and whether participants
worked in CWEP assignment$ during every month they were on the rolls.

Interviews with worksite participants and supervisors as part of the

average of 66 hours during each assigned month; fewer than one in eight men
worked less than 40 hours per month.9 Over three-fourths of the men
typically worked full-time during either the first two or last two weeks of
each month.

Most of the men who participated in CWEP did So for a fairly long
time. As shown in Table 8.5, of the 1,138 registrants in the saturation
areas who entered the research sample by June 1983 and participated in CWEP
within 18 months ¢! sample entry, T6 percent participated at a worksite for
more than three months during this period. The comparable figure for
participants in comparison areas was 71 percent.

This finding is significant in that in West Virginia, the requirement

to participate in CWEP was ongoing, unlike in the WIN Work Experience
programs run for welfare recipients in many othér states, which assigned

participants for 13 weeks of work. Yet, in WIN Work Experience programs,
work could be full-time regardless of the grant amount, while CWEP in West
Virginia did not involve full-time work. Nearly three-quarters of those
who participated did so for more than three months. Fourtsen percent of

this early group of participants in the saturation areas performed CWEP
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TABLE 845
WEST VIRGINIA
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF NUMBEBR_OF MONTHS_PARTICIPATED IN CWEP
FOR AFOC-U SAMPLE WHO PARTICIPATEO WITHIN 15 MONTHS,
____BY RESEARCH GROUP
{MARCH - JUNE 1883 SAMPLE]

" Number of Months -
Participated in CWEP o 4 Ssturation__ = Comparison
One Month 4.9 Cog.2
Two Monthas 5.6 11:6
Three Months 10.0 8.0
Four Months 8.1 5.8
Fiva Months 5.8 8.2
Six Months 5.3 5.0
Seven Months , 4.3 6:3
Eigﬁi Months 3.8 5.1
Nine Months 4;7 5.7
Ten Months 2,7 3.8
Elaven Months 4.5 3.5
Twelve Months 3.2 4,7
Thirteen Months 3,3 2.9
Fourteen Months 2.8 3.1
Fifteen Months 3.5 2;8
S8ixteen Months 3.9 2.0
Seventeen Months 4;7 2.0
Eighteen monthe 13.8 8.9
Total” _}  d@os0 . 400:0
Sample Size 1128 837

. SOURCE: MDRC calcutetions from the West Virginia WIN Information
Systen.
___ NOTES: Participation is defined as attending CWEP for at Least one
dey.

Tests of statistical significance were not examined.

a LI T o . . S

L _Sample size includes ons. individual who wes coded as .

participating for 0 months, since this individual participated only a few
days in the sightsenth month of follow-up.

o —iéé?gg
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work during every month of this 1é;ﬁbﬁﬁﬁ period. The comparablé figure for
the comparison areas was 10 percent.

However, the statistics presented in Table 8.5 understate the extent
of participation in that the follow-up period is limited to 18 months: 35
percent of the early sample participants in both the saturation and
comparison areas were still participating in CWEP during the eighteenth

participation -- i.e. one that is not truncated at 18 months -- can be
obtained from the special sample of 144 AFDC-Us for whom participation data
were obtained beyond December 1984. (Chapters 7 and 10 provide a fuller
obtained for this sample.) Thése data indicate that not only were
registrants from the saturation areas moré likely to participate in CWEP
than their counterparts from the compariSon areas, but that once they
Participated, they were 1likely to continue to participate for a longer
period of time. Within the 3% to 37-month follow-up period provided by
this extended data, participants from the saturation areas worked during
12:4 months and participants from the comparison areas worked during 11.0
months. However, since 12 percent of the saturation area individuals and 9
percent of the comparison area individuals were Still participating at the
end of the 34 to 37-month period, a projection of the number of months in
lated. The estimated average number of months in which & participant would
be likely to work in CWEP during a five-year pericd was 15.@ months for the
saturation areas and 11.9 months for the comparison areas. 10

Thé following explanation may account for thé longér length of stay in
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CWEP in the saturatioh than the comparison areas. In the comparison areas,
where caseload participation rates were restricted to around 40 percent,
worksites than in the saturation areas; where an effort was made to assign
all registrants appropriate for CWEP: Therefore, in comparison areas,
registrants would be more likely to be available to replace a participant
who was not cooperating. In the saturation areas, staff may have been more
likely to try to work out difficulties and keep participants on the work-
sites, since few othér registrants were available to take their place.
Although the information presented thus far indicates lengthy parti-
cipation among the 60 percent of the registrants from the saturation areas
and the 41 percent of the registrants from thé comparison areas who parti-
cipated at least one day at a worksite, it does not address the question of

whether registrants participated during eveéry month in which they received
welfare. Some indication of the extént of continuous participation can be

determined by examining participation for a specific group of registrants
over time. Such data are available for a sample of sié registrants in the
saturation areas and T48 registrants in the comparison areas who entered
the research sample from March through Décembér 1983 and were registered
with WIN continuonsly through 1984; everyone in this sample was on welfare
throughout the year. Eighty-four percent of those who participated in CWEP

participating in January. Thus, almost all of the AFDC=Us in %he
saturation areas participated in CWEP on an ongoing basis.

However, participation was not ongoing in the comparison areas. / A

oo
Y
Poad |
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significantly lower proportion of registrants in thésé areas appear to have
participated during every month in which they were registered with WIN.
comparison areas were still participating in Deécembér and 58 percent of

those who were participating in December had also participatéd in January.
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CHAPTER 9

This section presents the employment and welfare experiences of the
AFDC=Us eligible for CWEP. Saturation-comparison differences are first
discussed for the full Sample: 2,798 individuals in the combined saturation

areas and 2,832 in all comparison areas. Each sample's patterns of employ-

to sample entry up through 8ix or seven quarters after that date:

The primary objective of the CWEP AFDC-U demonstration was to test the
feastbility of saturation, or making the work-for-benefits rule mandatory
for as many of the AFDC-U é€ligibles as possible. Questions of scale were
paramount: what was the maximum CWEP slot availability; the staff capacity
for assignment and monitoring; and the upper limit of caseload coverage?
Answers to these questions required that the saturation test be conducted
on an area-wide basis for all AFDC-Us, not by randomly assigning and
studying portions of the AFDC-U caseload within areas. This priority
therefore forced trade-offs in the scope and reliability of the impact and

Consequently; a comparison area design was put into place, under which
estimations of impacts on employment and welfare receipt are usually

problematic. In the West Virginia design, two problems were paramount.



the kind of treatment. CWEP participation in the comparison areas was
limited to a maximum of 40 percent of thé casetoad monthiy, but, in the
saturation areas, the slots were unlimited. The differences between out-
comes woult show the effects of CWEP operated at a iimited scale compared
to CWEP run at saturation level. (In contrast, the AFDC study examined the
effects of some CWEP compared to no CWEP, as represented by the control
group.)

the types and condition of the labor market (as discussed in Chapter 7) may
hide or distort CWEB's saturaticn employment and welfare effects. (This

issue was not a concern in the AFDC analysis because random assignment
created two demographically similar research groups distributed evenly
across areas.) Different labor market conditions could cause character-
1stics of the welfare caseload to vary by area and could also directly
affect the availability of unsubsidized employment and, hence, olients'
departure from the rolls. It is thus difficult to tell hoy much the

estimates of program effects were distorted by pre-existing client
differences and the differing extent of job opportunities.

In addition, MDRC's analyses of impacts for OBRA-type programs in
other states have led to the expectation that employment effects for
AFDC-US will be small or even non-existent; although welfare savings are
frequently found.! The inter-area differences in the West Virginia AFDC=U

demonstration may be large enough to obscure any modest employment, and



even welfare effects.2 1In addition, true incremental program effects can
be clouded by unmeasured area differences in local polities or culture or
in details of administrative practice:

A first view of labor market differences across areas can be Seen in
unemployment rates: Table 9.1 displays area quarterly unemployment rates
at an early and a later point in time during the demonstration period. The
unemployment rates varied considerably both within and across the satura-
tion and comparison areas; and were not similar by matched area pair.3 The
wide range by area -- from 12.0 to 30.4 in the first period; from 9.8 to
25.1 in the later period -- confirms that local conditions could indeed be
a confounding factor in sstimating impacts in the AFDC-U demonstration:

In addition; the quality of employment and earnings data almost

certainly differed in the saturation and comparison areas, tending t

further blur underlying differénces in work activity.? #As discussed pre-
viously, the Unemployment Insurance earnings records do not contain infor-
mation on individuals working out of state and or in uncovered jobs:5 (In
the AFDC analysis, this was not a serious problem because experimentals and
controls had an equal opportunity to work out of state or take uncovered
states, while only two of thé compariSon areas were: Saturation area
AFDC-Us may therefore have been more 1likely to find work out of state, and
their employment would not be recorded in West Virginia's ©I system.6 &
possible loss of measured employment in saturation areas would make the
actually be the case.

These design and data quality problems lower the chances that inter-
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TABLE 8:1
WEST VIRGINIA
LOCAL AREA UNEMPLOYMENT RATES BY EELECTED CALERDAR
QUARTERS, FOR THE ORIGINAL MATCHED SATURATION-COMPARISON PAIRS®

Locel Ares Unemployment Rates
Aprit-Jduns 1883 Octobar-Decamber 1884
AREAS; éitﬁiitibﬁ]bo-ﬁ-riusﬁ Saturation Compariaon|Seturation Comparison
Huntington/Fairmont 20:7 13:3 13.1 14.4
Parkeraburg/Clarkaburg 6.5 1735 8.8 12.1
Martinsburg/Grafton 12,0 18.8 10.2 16.3
Princeton/Fayetteville | 2.3 z0.4 15.3 25.1

SOURCE:  Lubor and Economic Research Section; Depsrtmsnt of Employment

Security of ths Stats of West Virginias Local Ares Unemployment Statistics.

NOTES: “Saturation and comparison sreas sharing seversl siaflér character-

istics were paired st the start of the EéEUﬁgtri;10ﬁ;7 The initial analysis plan
for the {mpact study celled for estimation of saturstion-comparison differences

separetely for sach of the original mstched pairs, taking & weighted average of

pairwise differences as the full eample impact.
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area differences can serve as a reliable measure of CWEP's incremental
effects. Given this situation, the impacts discussed below will be used

only to inform, not answer, the questions on the saturation program's
effect on employment and welfare receipt.

It should also be noted that the welfare payments data for AFDC-Us are
organized slightly differently from the same data for AFDCs: In order to
accommodate a regression control for prior-quarter local area unemployment,

welfare payments were clustéred into quarters that exactly corresponded to

the UI earnings quarters. Thus, quartér 1 1S not considered a true

II. patterns of Emplovment and Welfare Reeeipt

Several features of the AFDC-U saturation program, already discussed,
might have influenced employment and welfare receéipt. First, the overall
CWEP participation rates were substantially raised in the saturation
effort, going from 40.6 percent in the comparison areas to 60.4 percent in
the saturation areas. The sanctioning rate was also moré than double the
rate found in comparison areas: 6.3 percent vs. 2.8 percent. (Both of
these rates were higher than the AFDC sanctioning rate.) Both might be
expected to increase work and reduce welfare receipt.

Another factor was the very high statewide unemployment rate during
undercut any impetus CWEP had given its clients to search for unsubsidized
jobs. Substantial numbers of CHEP participants stayed :n their assignments

for long periods of time. Especially in 1ight of the positive attitudes



be that scme participants viewed their positions as "job substitutés® when
no other jobs were to be had.

Table 9.2 shows that the employment rates for saturation and compari-
son areas remained roughly the same throughout the follow-up, with no
Earnings, on the other hand, decreased slightly for the saturation members,

averaging only $2,582 from quarters 2 through 6, compared to $2,785 for the
comparison area AFDC-USs. The negative impact of $202 is 7.3 percent of the
comparison area average, a not statistically significant difference which
stems largely from a significant drop of $102 in the final follow-up
quarter. Although the known data problems suggest that both employment and
earnings mirht have been highér in the saturation areas than indicated by

these estimates; a conservative conclusion would be that expansion of CWEP

would also be consistent with the findings from other MDRC studies of
work/welfare programs for AFDC-U fathers.
As shown in Table 9.2, the trend is different for welfare outcomes,

and there may have been substantial welfare savings. Starting from a point

had opened up: A receipt rate of 52.3 percent was recorded in quarter 7
for the comparison AFDC-Us compared to 45.4 pércent for saturation AFDC-Us;
a statistically significant difference. An accompanying difference in

average welfare payments of $55, also statistically significant, represents
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TABLE 8.2

WEST VIRGINIR

EABNINIS; AND AFDC RECEIPT
FOR CWEP_ SATURATION AND COMPARISON AREAS
(MARCH 1883 ~ APRIL 1884 IMPACT SAMPLE)

ALL AFDC-UI EMPLOYMENT;

RIC

o 7 _ ALl AFDC~U: Prior and New Registrants
Outcoae and Follow-Up Period Ssturation  Comparison _ _Difference
Ever iéiptayaa; Quarters 2 - 6 (%)° 42:8 42.8 - 0.4
Aversgs Number of Quarters With o o o
Employment, Quartars 2 -~ 6° 1:23 1:22 + 0.01
Evar- ElpLD!ld x) - o -

Quarter of Sempla Entry 15.8 14.8 + 1.0
Qusrter 2 20.2 20:3 - 0.1
Qusrter 3- 24:86 24.3 + 0.3
Quarter 4 26.6 25.7 + 0.9
Qasrter & 25.1 24.4 + 0.7
sr 6 86,6 _ 2736 = 1.%
Average Totsl Earnings) Guarters 2-6 ($)° 2582.32 2783.76 -202.43
Average Total Earnings [$) e I R
Quarter of Semple Entry 143:82 152.80 - 8.08
Quarter 2 301.273 353.85 = 52.12%
Quarssr 3 516.27 530.87 ~ 15.60
Quartar 4 814.31 608:36 + -6.85
Quarter § 662.53 601.03 ~ 38.50
Quartar 6 [ —— 588.47 680.64 ~102,1B8%*»
Ever Received Any. gFgc Payments, o L o
Quarters 2 - 7 [Z) 88:5 81.0 - 1.5%¢
Avnrago Nunbur of Months_ Racegvgng o o o
AFDC Payments, Qusrtars 2 - 10.32 11.48 - 1.16%*=»
Ever Recsived Apy AFDC_Payments [%) — - - - o
Quartar of Sample Entry 74.4 74.0 + 0.3_
Quarter 2 84.3 86.1 - 1:.8%__
Uusrter 3 ‘ 62.3 67.1 - 4.,9%%s
Querter 4 §5.8 60.9 -~ 5,0%%%
Quarter § 53.8 58.2 - 4,3%%%
Guarter 6 50.8 56.5 - 5.5%*»
Quarter 7 I 45:4 _____ b2.3 . ~ 6.0%%>
Avarage Totsl AFDC Peyments ;. . S - o o
Received, Quarters 2 -~ 7 [8) 1815.87 2144.76 -228.88%*=*
AVEEQEE,EFQC Piiiiﬁtiﬂﬁééeived (s) oo o S
Quarter of Sample Entry 306.88 317.83 ~10.84%%
Quarter 2 401.74 428.38
Quarter 3 321.48 352.86
Quarter 4 288.10 333.00 ~34,90%%*
Quarter & 317.20 354.50 =37 .30%*»
Quarter 6 300.53 343,72 -43,18%%%s
Quarter 7 276,83 332.20 _ ~55,37%%%
Sample Size S 2788 2832

(continued)
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TABLE 8.2 [continued

SOURCE:  MDRC calculations from Stats of West Virginie welfars and Unemptoyment

Insursnce esrnings records.

NOTES: = The earnings and AFDC peyments data include z#ro velues for eanple

members not employed and for ssmple members not receiving welfare. The data are

regression-adjusted using ordinary lihéiiiéhigqﬁgiéahﬁrﬁltiﬁb for pre-ssmpla entry

charscteristics of semple members and prior- quarter local srea unsmployment retess

There aay be some discrepancies in calcutating sums and diffsrences due to rounding.

Ths quarter of ssmple entry refers to ths celendsr quarter during

which an individual entered the demonstration:
a- Sl . o el

.- __ -Qusrter 1, the quarter of sample entry, may contain some eernings from

the period prior to esmple entry and is therefore excluded from the measures of total

follow-up employmant and earnings.

b-- : e i oo S o . _.
- - Monthly welfere deta; which count the month of sample entry as "month

one; " were regrouped intc calendar quarters that exactly mstch the Unemployment

Insursnce esrnings querters in order to acconno?g}gigﬁlréﬁﬁfrﬁL for quarter-prior

locel erea unemploymsnt raté. Ouarter 1 is therefors aleo excluded from the measures

of total follow-up of AFDC receipt and payments: This differs from thes organizetion

of payments daste for the AFDC aasistance cetepory in this report,

A tWo-tailed t-test was apptied to differences between saturation end

compearison éf&ups; Statistical significance Levels are indiceted es: * = 10 percent ;

% = 5 percent; *** = 1 parcent.

| -i9i2§@
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a 16.7 percent lower average welfare expenditure per AFDC-U sample member
in the saturation areas (against the comparison AFDC-U adjusted mean of
$332). Cumulatively, from quarters 2 through 7, saturation AFDC-Us spent
more than a month less time on welfare than comparison AFDC-Us and received
$229 less in payments (down from the comparison average of $2;145). While
none of these welfare findings suffer from data quality problems, the
overall désign prbbiéms indicate caution in accepting any of the numbers as
actual program impacts.

The previous discussion has centered exclusively on differences

measured between the CWEP saturation and CHEP compariSon area sample

members, But it is also of inteérest to look at the general up:énd:aoﬁﬁ
movement of employment and welfare receipt for AFDC-U registrants -- tékiﬁé
into account the inter=area similarities rather than the differences. To
do this, graphs of the percent employed and percent receiving welfare were
drawn for the members of saturation and comparison area samples. (See
Figure 9.1.) For both groups, there was a slight growth in the employment
rate after the research began so that, in the final guarters of follow=up,
the rate exceeded the highest level prior to research start (although
employment never rose above 30 percent in any quarter). Both groups also
had similar patterns in welfare receipt. Although neither group's
dependency fell to the lowest level prior to research start, the rate wasg
still declining by the end of follow-up. The cjeeiine was somewhat more
pronounced in the saturation sample. !

It is usual for program operators to answer questions about program;
success by crediting all employment subsequent to registration as program

placements and all departures from welfare as case closings due to the
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FIGURE 9.1

AFDC-U: QUARTERLY EHPLUYHENT RATES AND

AFOC RECEIPT, BY RESEARCH GROUP

(MARCH 1983 - APRIL 1984 IMPACT SAMPLE)
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program. But do these measures bear any relation to changes in behavior
actually produced by a program? In othér words: how much of the graphed
slow rise in employment and the steeper decline in welfare receipt can be
attributed to the services offered and sanctions imposed by CWEP staff and
how much to the normal job-seeking behavior and caseload turnover of an
AFDC-U population?

These questions might have beéén answeréd had an experimental design
been possible in the AFDC-U study. However, data from prior programs for
and true program effects. For this purpose, Figure 9.2 takes the employ-
ment and welfare curves for saturation AFDC-Us and superimposes the employ-
ment and welfare curves of the AFDC-U control groups in San Diego and
Baltimore: These control groups received only minimal WIN services and
represent normal client behavior;, albeit in more urban and considerably

better labor markets than West Virginia's., The time periods and demo-
graphic mixes also differ across states 30 that these rough -oaparisons are
all that is possible; given the above differences and the rinbablé unievr-
statement of employment levels by the West Virginia UI - -ta.

For the two urban sites; gradually improved employ:snt .= # decline
in weiiare receipt over time was the normal behavior S¢: AFDC L in the
absence of special services: By analogy, it seems likely that a2t least
some part of the increase in employment and the deciin. :. r.!* - MONE

"

West Virginian AFDC-Us would aiso have occurred in the sbsav.: .. TIRP.
The research in San Diego ard Baltimore reached the strong courizioco, ot

the traditional use of placement numbers and case closings as aczzvres .



FIGURE 9.2

AFDC-U SATURATION AREAS: EMPLOYMENT RATES AND

AFDC RECEIPT, IN COMPARISON TO AFDC-U CONTROLS
IN SAN DIEGO AND BALTIMORE
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program success would have led to vastly overstated program effects. Much
of the employment and welfare savings would have occurred in the normal
assistance or encouragement. A similar conclusion is suggested for West
Virginia, altbough "placed by the program" or "obtained a job"™ may be more

employment through the clients' own efforts are so much bleaker.
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CHAPTER 10

As discussed earlier, the research design for AFDC-Us was aimed at
testing the feasibility of CWEP saturation. This section will focus on
estimates of the extra value of CHEP output and the additional cost of the
Program associated with the saturation effort. These two eleménts and, to
a much lesser extent; the program's probable effects on earnings and
transfer payments; will then be us~d to assess the potential value of the
program to the welfare sample, government budgets, taxpayers, and society
as a whole. This refiects the fact that, as already indicated; saturation-
comparison differences in earnings and AFDC payments must be interpreted

cautiously.

For the AFDC-U research sample, estimates of the vaiue of CWEP output
were madé using the same data sources and valuation srocedures as for
AFDCs, unless otherwise noted. However, the saturation-comparison research
design for studying the AFDC-U Broup is important to keep in mind When
interpreting CWEP cutput results. In particular, saturation-comparison
éif‘i‘érehees réfléct the fact that the comparison group generally received
the same services as the saturation group but participated in CWEP at a
lower level thar the saturation group: Throughout this chapter; the term
"net" is used to refer to saturation-comparison differences, for example,

the net cost of CWEP means the cost of providing CWEF to the saturation

2197 o
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group minus the cost uf providing CWEP to thé compariSon Eroup.

In general, the saturation areas achieved their broad goal: higher
levels of CWEP participation and coverage than comparison areas. This
differenceé in participation léd to an increase in CWEP output of $654 per
saturation area enrollee during the observation pericd. (See Table 10.1.)
To estimaté this value, the ratic of productivity of AFDC-U CWEP workers to

value of CWEP work per hour ($3.20). This value per hour was multiplied by
2.2, the average number of hours worked per asuignment day, resulting in
tﬁg average value of CWEP work per assignment day. Finally, the value per
assignment day was multiplied by 57, the saturation-comparison difference
in days assigned to CWEP during the observation period per saturation area
enirollee.!

The productivity ratio of 1.22 means that o~ zverage the supervisors
of AFDC=U CWEP —~orkers judged them to be 22 percent more productive than
regular workers. Although somewhat higher than the average productivity
Welfare Initiatives, this figure is reasonable; given the high unemployment
rate in West Virginia during the demonstration, it is not surprising that
the AFDC-U group included productive workers, who had held jobs long enough
to gain Job skills.2

From the special study of post-observation enrolilment; the saluration-
comparison difference in average CWEP days after December 198l was esti-

mated to be 30 days per saturation area enrollee.3 Thus; there was less

-198-
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WEST VIRGINIA
AFDC-U: ESTIMATED NET® PROGRAM CUSTS ANO VALUE OF CWEP OUTFUT

PER SATURATION AREA ENRCLLEE

Estimated Velue
From End of Obser-
vetion Paricd Through
_ o B o - Five Years From S
Component Of Anaslysis Obsarvad Vil}@}if Randoe Assignment® Total
Costs
Program Operating Costs
Complianca Activitiss 3 ==° $4
Intake/Asasssment o -- (e
CWEP az 23 67
Job Placemeni and ) -
Other Activities -7 =19 -26
CWEP Stipsnds 75 14 88
Other Support Sarvices B .
Costs 7 2 - B 2
Total Net Costs 8118 $18 $136
Value of CWEP Output $654 $33s $992

SOURCE: MORC cestcutstions from the MORC worksite survey, West Virginia

Report of Bervice Activity (ROSAJ data; the West Virginia WIN Information sy stem,
and West Virginie Uepartment of Human Services fiscsal data.

comperison area ;éiétéyééi”iﬁ? 8re expressed in 1984 dollars. Becasuse oOf
rounding, detail msy not sum to totsls.

. - L L
i , Thea net coat or bann!!fﬁji the value of that cost or benefit per
experimental 8 ~us the value per control.

b-- - L oTTLo - -
The obaervation perfiod for the full campte ended in January 1886

for CWEP etipends; atl othar costs wérsé observed through December 1984;

. “Additionat enroliment information wes collsctsd for a subssmpie ot
144 saturation and comparison srsas individuate still enrolled in Oecember 4534,
This information was usad to satimate coats end vatue of CWEP output for
ssturation and compsrison ures snrollses through five years from ressarch start.
eatimatad valus Lsss than $0.50 and greater than -$0:50.
Thase costs wers not sstissted bayond the observation period.
TR -199-
. -
o £33
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estimated for the observation period. While this 1S the reverse of the
pattern for the AFDC group, it is consistent with the finding that members
of the AFDC-U group are more likely than members of the AFDC group to leave
the welfare rolls sooner -- in this case, by the end of the observation
period. 4s seen in Table 10.1, the estimated value of the additionzl CWEP
days from the end of the observation pericd through the five years from the
start of the research resuited in net output valued at éssé per saturaticn
snrollee: This output, together with that produced during the chzervalisn
period; resulted in a total net output valued at $992 per satus. iz1 srea
énrcllee.

Policymakers may be interested in not only the net outce:as, that is
the differences between registrants in the saturation and cozparison areas
averaged over all registrants, but al . the gross value of resources
produced per CWEP participant: CWEP participants in the saturation sreas
were assigned to CWEP for an average of 12 months over the five-year period
covered in the benefit-cost analysis: During this time, CWEP participants
in the saturation areas produced an average of $4,270 in output each.

As explained in Chapter 6, the value of increased output to society is
reduced if regular workers are displaced due to CWEP work assignments.
AFDC-U CWEP participants did work that would have been done by newly hired

regular employees in the absance of the program:¥

As ‘shown in Tabie 10.1, the net program operating cost per saturation

arez enrollée wai small, at $41 during the observation period; plus another



$4 through the end of the five-year period of analysis. These estimates

consist of the same cost comporients, and were estimated using the same
procedures, as described in the benefit-cost analysis for the AFDC group:D
The reader should keep in mind that the <osts discussed here are not

3 in costs between two groups

that received many of the same services. (The average cost per CWEP
participant will be discussed later in this section.)

The net cost of compliance was small at $l4; although 5 percent more
saturation than comparison area enrollees were sanctioned, the cost in
staff time per sanction was low (approximately $65). The net cost for
intake/assessment was estimated to be zero, since all registrants, satura-
tion and comparison, were assigned the same unit cost. The cost of
operating the CWEP component followed the same pattern as the value of CWEP
output, with a larger net cost during the observation period than after.
The slightly negative net cost estimate for job placeient and oOther
activities reflects the fact that =~ greater number of program enrollment
days were recorded for enrollees in the comparison areas than enrollees i

the saturation areas; resulting in a highe: average cost per comparison
area enrollee:

AFDC-U registrants from saturation and comparison areas were entitled
The :nly two changes made in estimating these costs for the AFDC<U group

were that Title XX child-care costs were not included, as this service was

used by very few members of the AFDC-U group, and the costs were not
regression-adjusted. Table 10.1 presents the net cost of CWEP stipends and
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during the observation period was about $75 per saturation area enroliee:

($14) is again consistent with the pattern of CWEP operating costs and
value of CWEP output; the effect of saturation on each during the post-
observation period was less than that estimated for the observation period:
Support services other than CWEP stfpewis were used only to a small extent:

The net cost for these services wi. €L Zero.

The findings for the AFDC-U group may be restated as average gross

costs per CWEP participant from a saturation area instead of as net costs
per registrant. When estimated per CWEP Dapriicsnant, thé average costs of
operating the program dur.ng the full five~ysar pa-icd o ana ysis were
$287 for operating the CWEF component, $64 for job placement and other acti-
vities; $24 for intake and assessment and $12 for compliancé activities.
In addition; transportation stipends averaged $357, and oOther support
services added $13 to the program cost ver CWEP participant. Thus, the
average total program cost for each saturation area CWEP participant was
$757 over five years: This is lower than the cost per AFDC CHEP parti-
cipant, the difference largely accounted for by two factors: child—care
costs for tr.» AFDC group, and higher CWEP costs per particiiant for the
AFDC group than for the AFDC-U group: The higher CWEP costs are caused by

& higheér average ...mber of days as well as a higher cost per day for AFDCs

than for AFDC=Us.

Thé findings of thls benefit-cost analysis largely result from those

characteristics of West Virginia's program that make both its goals ard its



expected effects different from those of other employment programs for
welfare recipients. Specifically, the unlimited duration and high partici=
pation rates in the major component, CWEP, largely determined the costs and
value of output of the program. Moreover, these same CWEP characteris<
tics and a poor labor market contributed to uncertainty about the direction
that the earnings and welfare effects would be expected to take.

The overall valué of the saturation model can be assessed from the

society in 1 primarily qualitative fashion, given the inherent difficulty
in deducing precise impacts from estimates of saturation-comparison giffer-
ences in earnings and welfare payments. As discussed eariier in this
chapter, estimates of AFDC payuenis in the saturation ari comparison areas

in increased average $7DC payments ir those areas and indeed appears t
have decreased such payménts for enrollees in the saturation areas. At the
same time, members of the saturation group appeared to earn less than
members of the compari: a group. It Seems reasonable to conciude, there-
fore; that the program ... n§£ increase the financial resources of the
welfare sample in the saturation areas.

When weighing the benefits and costs of the saturation modei from the

perspective of the AFDC-U welfare samplé (as for the AFDC group); readers
should keep in mind that the program providéd communitv service jobs in an
extremely poor labor market. While it appears thot the welfare sample
experienced no direct financial gain from the saturation model, the
intangible value of such a job to an unemployed parent may bé significant.

Like the AfDC CHED participants, AFDC-U CWEP participants who were involved



in the worksite survey indicated that they were satisfied with having t'-eir
AFDC benefits tied to a work requirément. In fact; 90 percent of the
AFDC-U survey sample was éither "véry satisfied" or "somewhat satisfied"
with the requirement.®

That earnings did not increase for saturation area enrollees meant
that saturation did not result in greater taxes, which contribute to the

amount of money available in the govermnmeni budget. However, the apparent

decreases in average welfare (AFDC=U) and other transfer payments were
large enough so that they did lead to overall savings in government budgets
even with the cost of the program and with estimated reductions in taxes.
Furthermore, when the value of CWEP output is added to a positive budget
result; the total value of the saturation model to taxpayers becomes highly
positive:

To evaluate the program from the perspective of society as a whole,
weighed with positive findings for the taxpayer. However, in the absence
of reliable point estimates of program impacts, it is difficult to assess
whether the program's benefits outweigh its costs from the point of view of

society as a whole.
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SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE AFDC SAMPLE
AT THE TIME OF RANDOM ASSIGNMENT, BY RESEARCH §ROUP

TABLE A1
WEST VIRGINIA

(JULY 1883 - APRIL 1884 SAMPLE)

Cheracteriatic B _ Experimentsls | Controls Totat
Welfere Stetus (X) o o
Prior Regietrent 69.8 71.5 70.7
New Regietrent 30. 28.5 29.3
Averesge Age ([Yeers) 34.5 34,6 3a.6
Ethnicity (%) B T _-
White; Non-Hiepanic 80.2 89:.6 89.9
Bleck, Non-Hispenic 8.6 10:2 8.8
Other 0.3 0.2 D.3
Degree Received [X] - o o
High Schoot Diptoma 31.7 33:8 32.8
Senaret Equivelency Diploma 13:5 128 13.2
Mo High &chool Diploma 64:.8 63:3 §4.0
Average Highest Grade 7 o o
Completed 10;2 18.3 10.2*
Maritatl Status (X] o o o
Never Married 14.0 1236 13.3
Merried, Living with - o o
Spouse 16.6 17.0 16.8
Merried, Not Livingwien | | -
Spouse 22:9 22.8 22.8
Divorcsd, Widowed 46.5 47.6 470
Prior AFDC Dependency (%] - N o
Never on AFDC 14:1 13:7 13.8
Two Ysars or Less 31.9 31:8 31:9
More Than Two Years §54:0 54.4 54.2
Average Number of Months
on AFDC in Two Years Prior o - -
to Random Aseignment 13.8 14.1 14.0
Hetd-Job st Any Time During
Four Querters Prior tg o 7 o
Rendom Assignament (X) 18.5 17.3 17.9
Average Earnings During
Four Quarters Prior tg - - o
Rendoa Assignment [§$] 482.37 - 412:26 447 .43
Semple Size" 1853 1681 | @sesa

{continund]
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TABLE A;i icontinuedi

SOURCE:  Catcutations from MORC Clisnt Information Shaets and Unemployment

Insurance earnings and welfare records from the State of West Virginia,

NOTES:  Prior ragistrants ere randomly assignad at ra-appraisai new

registrents are randomly sssigned either st initiel WIN registration or when
newly redetermined to be WIN-msndetory.
Distributions may not sdd to 100.0 parcent because of roundings;
a- - . - - - -- o L L -
_ CalLculsted from Unsmployment Insursnce earnings records from tha
Stete of West Virginia: Since many individuals worked out-of-astate or in jobs
not coversd by the UI Systsk; earnings dets from the West Virginie Unemptoyment

Insurance System is considersed to underreport income.
b. - S - O
~ For seslected charscteristics, sample sizes mey very up to 6
sample points due to missing data,
Differences between research graups urs statisticelly significant
using a two-tsiled t-test or chi-squere test at the following Levels: * = 10

percent; ** = 5 pgrcent; *** - 1 percent.
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TABLE B.1
WEST VIRGINIA
BY REGISTRATION STATUS AND RESEARCH GROUP
(JuLY 1883 - APRIL <984 SAMPLE)

RECEIPT OF NON-CWEP SERVICES BY THE AFOC SAMPLE,

_ Prior 7
Registrante New Registrants Totat
o Experi- Expari= Experi- B
Non-CWEP Servicas | mentsls Controls] mentals Controls| mentatls CBBE;BEE
Participated iﬁ éﬁ} o o o
Non-CWEP Service 6.3 6.8 5.3 5.0 6.3 6.2
Individusl Job Search 0.3 0.8 U.s 1.7 0.5 1.1%
Group Job Seerch 0.1 0.2 0.5 0.0 0.2 0.1
p P 1 . - oa A - 7,7b . — B _ b
On-tha-Jcb Training 2.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1
Suspsnse to Tretining o o - i
Status 3.6 4.4 2.3 2.1 3.2 3.7
S S - —- = - b o ]
Institutionat Training 0.6 0.8 0.7 0.4 0.6 )
JTPA Training 2.0 1.4 ) 1.3 C.¥ 1.8 1.2
Sample size | 1286 1316 | 587 525 1853 1841

SOURCEs  MORC ceiculations from the West Virginia WIN Information System.

NOTES: Perticipetion is defined es attending any ectivity for et Lnest one
dey.

Gemple members randomly sssigned in AprilL 1984 have between B &nd 8

months of tracking date follow-up; depending on whether they were rendomly assigned in

the earlier or teter part of April. For the process anelysis, these semple members

were counted se having 8 monthe of follow-up.
8. . . S . o
Distributions may not sum to totsl because individusls cen participets
in more then one non-CWEP service:
b N o
Chi-square test inappropriste dus to Low expacted cell frequencies.
Oifferences between research groupe sre stetisticelly significant using
e chi-squere test et the following Levels: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1
percent.

’éidf,,,”
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WEST VIRSIAIA

KEY PERFIRMANCE INDICRIUHS OF THE ARG EXPERIMENTAL SAMPLE

WITHIN NINE MONTHS AFTER | RANDON ASSIBNMENT, BY ADNINISYRATIVE AREA
(JULY 1883 - APRIL 1084 SKIPLE)

| T ]
o R D EE Fayem- _
Performance Indicator __________!higl!_iiﬁ _F@_i_iiii@:ht Nart! naburg{Parkereharg | Clarkatiing | Sratton Huntington | vitte P@g@'ﬁ”
Part{cipatad 1 DREP 25 | w02 | s | wa 25 | 84 | ws | #a | gy
Participated {n Othar Activity 5.8 8.0 09 R 8.8 27 6.9 5.0 | 9,00
b Flacoment 2 | w8 | i | wa | s | e B | 124 | g
Doragistared w2 | &5 | &8 | g 1 25,2 B | a8 | g
ot 8 1 s | s | w || o | ose | s | a
5 —
E sl Ml wmm | m owm [ w | ow | w | oa

SUAE) R ol aon rn Wit Vgt N o S,
NSt AL prfaraace fniostors are caleoge . 5 percantage of the total ninbar of {ndividuata fn the fndicated adainistratiys
ares,
hrtici'pau'o;n o doined o " oz any BGE¥IE Tob ot Lonet omg days
Suple umbarn randonly essigned in Aprit 1984 hava bammnﬂ end 9 menths of tracking data fottm-ﬂp, dapending on whether

thiy wars randolly asaigned {n the sarlier or Later part of dorits For tha process anulysis, these osnple mcabers are coia dsred to have B
nonths of fol Lov-up;

Progru plecenent fafomation 15 baead on anplajaent Shat | rORurted 10 proghen staff, Progren placement data wil| mot be
uad to neasure {mpacts,

Chi-wqoare taet {nappropiata due to Lov oxpacted call fraqisnces,

. Diffarences smong adifntstrative aress ar ety sticeLly ignificant using o chi~squars tiat ot the fol Loving Levetas * = 10
parcenty #* = § parcant; #4% = 1 papcent,

FRICES Al

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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TABLE B.S

WEST VIRGT it

 DISTRIBUTION OF THE AFDC EXPERIMENTALS BY PROGRAM, WELFARE,
AND EMPLOYMENT STATUS IN THE NINTH MONTH AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

(JULY 1883 -~ APRIL 1984 SAMPLE)

PRIOR REGISTRANTS

Btetue Participant Non—Perticipent Totel
On Welfere
Dersgistered . o i
Employsed 8.2 0.2 0.5
Not Employed 0.8 5.2 6.1
Registarsd o )
Employed 2.5 4.4 B.3
Not Employed 20.0 43,7 6.7
Off Welfere (Deregistered) B o -
Employed 1:8 5.8 7.8
Not Employed 1.6 13.7 15.3
Totsl 270 | 7300 _ 100.0
Total Numbar of o -
Prior Registrants 3s0 846 1296
] NEW REGISTRANTS -
Status Participant Non-Participsnt | Totel B
On Welfere
Deregietersd o ,
Empl oy ed 0.0 0.7 0:7
Not Employed 0.2 11:4 11.3
Registared o o
Employed , 1.4 4.8 1 6:3
N6t Employed 10.1 26.8 36.8
Off Welfare (Deregistered) 7 B
Employed . 2.2 12.7 14.9
Not Employed 2.9 27 .1 30.0
Total - 6.7 83.3 4000

Totsl Numbsr of
New Registrents

83

464

212- 27]

[continued)



O

TABLE 8.3 {continusd)

o ) ALL AFDC o
Status ) Participant Non-Perticipent | Totsl
On Wetfare
Dersgisterad o
Empl oy ed 0.2 0.4 0.5
Not Emptoyed 0.6 7.0 7.7
Repistsrec -
Empl oy e 2,2 4.5 6.7
Mot Empl:iyed 17.0 38.6 565.6
Off Welfars (Darsgistered) ] o
Emptoyed 1.8 7.8 8.8
Not Employed 2.0 17.7 18.7
Totat ~ 23.8 76.° 100:0
Totsl Number o ,
of AFOC Experimentals | aa3 e 1410 1853

NOTES: Enptoyed 13 dafinid 86 being placed 1nto empioymant by the ninth month

efter random ansignment. according to program records, or heving UI esernings during e

correspanding quarter. For wdiviﬁuals randomly assigned during July or Octobzs

1883, or Jaruary or Aprit 1884; UI-rcearded employment is8 examined during quertesr 3

{the second fettou-up quurtarl. For the rest of the sample, UI-recorded empicyment

18 measured during. quarter 4, This procedure was foilowed bescauss the ninth month

following random nssignnent fatts iithin the third quarter for the first group end

during the fourth quarter for the rest of th& aample.

Perticipation is defined as attending CWEP for et Leest one day.

Deregistration 15 defined 88 deregistered 1nh the ninth month efter
random assignment:

Sampte membars randﬁnty iﬁéignea 1n April 1884 heve between 8 and 8

months of :racking data fottow—up. depending on whether t.-ey were rendomly assigned

in the earlier or tater part of Aprit. For the process . alysis, thess semple

menbers are considerad to have 8 mornths of follo--up.

Testa of stati;ti-it iignificanée between participente and

non-participents were not calculated.

272
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TABLE C.1

WEST VIRGINIA

AFDC NEW REGISTRANTS:

(JULY 1883 - APRIL 1884 IMPACT SAHMPLE]

IMPACTS OF T4E CWEP PROGRAN

ATDC3 Neu Registrants o .
Outcome and_ Entlnugﬂp Period Experimentals Conkrois Difference
Ever E-ployud. uuortors 2 -6 tx)° 2m.2 30.1 1.8
Average Numbar of Suarters: With o L o
Euptaylunt. Quarters 2 -~ 6° 0.75 0.80 ~0.15**
Evorfggploxed %] S o
Guerte: of Rendom #As&ignment 14.6 i6.3 -1:8
Quartsr 2 13.7 16.7 -2.1
Quartesr 3 14:98 17.5 -2.6
Quarter 4 15.4 19.5 =4.,1%¢
Quarter 5 15.0 $8.7 -3.8*
__Qosrter 6 i5.8 ..185 =2.7
Avur.ga Totel Earnings, Quartars 2-6 ($)° 803:85 1064.25 ~160.40
Average faiii Enrnings (s) S S .o
Guarter of Randru Assignment 117 .96 113.18 + 4.76
Quarter 2 148.70 160.62 - 1.22
Quarter 3 173.13 194.34 -21:20
Qusrter 4- 185.88 23E:61 -50:62
Quartar 6 181:16 223.489 -32.33
Guartcr 8 ..y . _203.88 258.51 ~55.03
Evecr. Hoceivac \ny AFDC Feymanis, o L o
Jdvarters 1 - 7 (X)) §0.8 88,7 +2.1*
Avarage Numbzy of Months_Recsiving ) o L
AFDC Payllnta. Quartars 1 - 7 10.47 10.31 +0:16
Ever Received Any AFDC Payments (%) I - o
Querter of Rendcn Assignment 82.6 B0.2 +2,4%
Gusrtsr 2 75.5 73.8 +1:7
Guartar 3 €4.0 63.2 +0.8
Quarter 4 556.2 53.7 +1.5
Quarter & 650.0 48.8 +0.2
Quarter § 46.2 46.2 =01
Quarter 7__~ . 41.8 . 45:3 @ ~3.5
Average Total AFDC Payments S o o
Receivead; Guarters 1 - 7 (§) 1818.03 1941.83 -23.80
Avcruge RFDC Payments Received (6] - o L )
Querter of Random Assignment 251.27 254.70 = 9,43
Quarter 2 369.58 363,27 + 6.31
Quarter 3 316.85 310:85 + §5.80
Quasrter 4 271.01 268:.36 + 1.66
Quarter 5 232.21 ~47 .46 -158.25
Quarter 6 240.35 241.78 -.1.44
Quarter 7 __236.76 254:32 -17.56
Semple Size L 554 524

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

274

-216~-

(continued)



E

TABLE C.1 (continued)

. SOURCE: _MDRC caltculations from Stets of Weéet Virginie welfers end Unamntoyment
Irnguranca esrnings records.

,,,,, HOTES; - -The aernings and AFDC péyments date include zero vs.ucs _vor_sample
mombers not enplcyed 8nd for #emple memhers not receiving we.fere. Estimetes aras
regression-3ddjuvted using ordinery Least squeres; controlling for pre-random o
assignment charscteristics of semple membars. There may be 6oc discrepancies in
calculeting sums and differances due to rounding.

_For _employment and
to- tha calendar querter_ during wh
payments; the qguerter of random &
the month in which ®n individua

ignment refers to the three months beginning with

1
®

s
h An individusl wae randomly assigned. For AFOC.
i

L wae

oo

randomly assigned.
. Thess {mpacts are produced from regressions using the full AFOC
eample, with_separate treatment commiss for prior end new registrants. No other
trestment-gubgroup intsrectior taérmc wérs empleysd.

from the period prior to rcndom mssignment end 16 ther~fore excluded from the
meagures of totsl follow-up employment end earninge.

e _ . L __. . ; ; o 7
Quarter 1, the quarter of rendom essignment, may contein some earnings

- A tao-teiled t-test wes applied to differencas between experimentel
and cont ' uv: e, Stetistical significenee Levels are indjceted e6: * = 10
percent® " ° ~ ., nsorcant; *** = 1 percent.
-217-
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TABi- C.2
WEST VIRGINIA

AFDC PHIUH REGISTHANTS: IMPACTS OF THE uWEP PROG RAM
(JULY 1883 ~ APRIL 1984 IMPACT SAMPLE )

] AFDCt Prior Registrants
66i6§§§"hi;kjgiiia:ﬂp Pariod ”WEj§§51mgnxaLﬁggﬂxnntrols Difference
Ever Employed, Quarters 2 - 6 (X)° 18.8 18.6 +0.3
Av-r-nl Numbor of Q18rters. with oo
Employment, Quarters 2 - g" D.51 0.50 0 .01
Ever E-ployld (1§30 - L

Qusrter of Rendom AsBignment 5.8 6.2 -D:4
Quarter 2 7.3 7.6 -0.2
Quarter 3 ‘8.2 8.6 +0.6
Quzeter 4 10.7 10.5 +0.2
Quarter 6 1.8 11.8 -0.0
__Qusrtar 6 2.4 11:8  +0B.%
Avariaa ?bt&l Eornings, Quarters 2-6 ($)° §34.20 567.64 +66.55
Avi?iﬁi Totat Eernings [$) - - S
Qusrtar of Rendca Assignment 48: .2 §6.72 - 7.40
Quarter 2 _80.24 71.286 + B.83
Quarter 3 118.73 78.53 +38,20*"
Quarter 4 132.52 121.06 +14:46
auartar § 150,70 162.53 - 1.82
uuartar 6 o . . 3F4.00 144.27 + 8,73
Ever. Racoived Any AFDG Pnyzanta. o ) L
Querte:s 1 - 7 (X} 88,2 83:9 +0.3
Avgnlg E"E’ar of Months_ Hacaiving N o o
AFOC Payments; Quartsre 1 - 7 15.82 16.17 -0.35
Ever Rocoivad Any AFOC Payments (%) o o
Quartsr of Random Agsignment 88.0 88.6 +0.4
Quoerte: 2.6 82.0 +0.6
Quarter 83,7 85:5 -1.8_
Quarte 77:5 80.2 -2.8*
Quarte 71.8 25.2 -3.3%
Quarte 68.3 70.6 -2.3
——_Quarster 64.5 67 .0 . _=-2:8
Average Total AFOC Payments. S - - o
Recaived; Qusrtars 1 - 7 (§$) 2847 .65 3033.37 46,72
Avorlgo AFDC P Paynents Received (§) S oL o
Quarter of Random Assignment 535:.85 §30.12 + §.73
Quarter 2 486.61 481 .24 + 5.37
Qusrter 3 448.42 454,55 -_5:18
Quarter 4 410.55 421.10 ~-13.55
Qusrter § 378.86 383.70 -13.73
Quarter 8 365.01 877.07 -12.06
- Qusrter-7- - 361.25 ' = _376.58 = -16:34_
Semple Size . o 1281 1310 .
{continued)
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TABLE C.2 (continuad)

) SOURCE:  MDRC calculations from State of West Virginia weifere and Unemployment
Insurance earnings records.
_.___NOTES; The aarnings and AFOC paysenté dats includs zero values for sample
members not employed snd for sample members not-receiving welfars. Ectimates ere
regression-adjusted using ordinary lesst squsres; controlling for pre-rendom
azsignment charactaristics of sample members. There may be some di screpsncies in
oslculating sums and differancas due to rounding.

Foo employment and earnings, the quartsr of random 8ssignment refers

to the calendar quarster_during which an individusl was randomly sesignaed. _For AFOC_
payments, the querter of random assignment refers to the three months beginning with
ths month in which an individuel was randomly assigned:

_ Thess impacts are produced from regreseions ueiip the full AFDC.

sampLe, with sepsrate trastment dummies for prior and new registrants. No other
tre~tment-subgroup interaction terms were amployed.

L ,,,,”?ﬂgai;gr,l.,;ng,quarter of random_ essignment, mey contein some eernings
from the period prior to random s8&ignment and 16 therefore exciuded from the
meesures of totEl follow-up employment and sarnings.

A two-teiled t-test was applied t- ciffersnces betwesn experimenrtal
eand control groups. Stetistical sitgnificance Levels are indficated as: * = 40
parcentj “* = 5 psrcent; *** = 1 percent.

:219§7?

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE €.3
WEST VIRGINIA

~ OF POST RANDOM ASSIGNEENT FOLLOW-UP
(JuLY 1883 - APRIL 1884 IMPACT SAMPLE]

ALL AFDC: EMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE STATUS IN THE FINAL QUARTER

ALl AFDC: Prior snd Naw Re,istrants

Employment and Welfare Outcocos Experimentst fontrol  Oifference

Employment end Weifars Stotuc (%)®

Hed No Earnings; Receivad No 7 -
AFDC Payments 31.0 29,5 +1.35

Hed Some liarnings, Recefved No o -
AFDC Peymints 8.8 8.0 +0.8

Had No Earnings, Received Some

AFDC Payments 55.6 56.7 -

dad Some Esrnings, Received Some o
AFDC Payments - | - 3.4 4.8 - o
SampLe Size R | 1845 1834 - )

S0URCE: MURC calcutations from State of West Virginia welfare and Unemployment

Insurance sarnings recordss

NOTLs: Thase dsta sre regression-adjisted using ordinary teast squsres;
controtling for pre-random 8&E{gnmdnt che ecteristice of sample memberss There ray

be some discrepencies in caltculating sums snd differsnces due to toundings

The finat gusrter of po&t rendom assignment follow=up refers 3

querter six for earnings and quarter seven for AFDC receipt.

8. - . - - - S L .l o
_Monthly wetfai® dats, which crunt the month of random sssignment as
"month one;" were regrouped into calendsr quartars that exactly match the

Unemployment Insurance earnings quarters.

and contrclse. Statistical significence Levels ers indicated ss: * = 10 percent; ** =
5 percent; “** = 1 percent. The differances sre not, however, strictly independent.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences betwesn experimental s

278
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TABLE C.4
WEST Vii‘étﬁii&

__AND WELFARE QUTCOME MEASURES
(dtl;Y 1883 ~ APRIL 1884 IMPACT SAMPLE]

Independent | - - | - - o Total AFDC
e Varisble Ever Employed | Esrnings in AFDc Rices pt Payments 1n
Independunt Variables __Magn in Goarter 6 Querter 6 in Quartar 7 Quarter 7
Experirantal 0:501 0.4 -8.47. ~2.8% -15,98*
(1:1) {18.53) {1.5) (8.53)
Prior Registrent 0.707 +0.7. 17,74 +13,3%%e +67.16%
(1.3) (24.47) t2.0) (12:60)
Pri or Emptoyeant
Hatd @ Job During 0.178 +17.0%es +224,41 %% ~10.3%%» —B0;72%*»
Four Quarters Prior to [2.0]) (34,85} (2.9) (17.84)
Rnndom Assignment
Heltd & Job During the 0.086 +4.5% +12.64 -3.0 =4:08
Quarter Prior to (2.7) (46.26) £3.8) {23.81)
Ranm Ani gmment
Eernec Over $3000 0.054 +5.7% +163,75%%s +3.8 +27.51
Ouring Four duerters (3.0) {50.651 (4:2) (26.17}
sior 30 Random
Auigmont ,
High School Ofploma or 0.458 +5,5%%% +98.36%%* —4.7¢tes —-32,86%%
Gereral Equivalency (1:1] (18.53) (1.6) £10.05)
Diplame
Erior AFDC Dapendency
Never on AFDC® 0.138 -— — —_— E—
On AFDC Two Years or 0.318 =2.0. —2.23 +8.5 -8:14
Lesx (1.9) (32.22) (2.7) (16.58)
On AFDC More Then Two 6.543 -4 geee =31.72 +15,{%%0 ¥73,02%es
Years (1.8) (32.45) (2:7) (16.70)
Children
Number of Children 1.887 W Z8.45 0.9 +41.75%%»
Less Than 18 Years OLd (1.3} (23.06) (1.8) {11.87)
No Chitdren Less Than 0.0n2 +4.8- +928.26 #1.5 +51.62
15 Years 9Jld (7.0} [120.68]) (1@:1) (62:12)
One_Child Legs Than S L L
18 Yesrs Old 0.3%1 _— —_ — E—
Two Chiidren Lase 0.331 0.3 =6352. 42 +3§ .01+
Than 18 Years OlLd (1.98) (31.88) (2:7) [16.67}
Thres_or More Childran|  0.272 =6.0* =31.08_ 6.9 s71:22%%
Less Th-n 18 Yeers Oid (3:8) (61.45) {5:1) {31,863}
Any Children Less Than 0.108 -fé;ér -:ié.éa 4.2 +36.33%*
6 Years OLd {2.0) ._ 33,51 |  te.s) {12:25)
-22?—79
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TABLE C.% [continued)

- . R [ Total AFOC
o S Indepandent | Ever Emr’:7;ed | Earnings in | AFOC Receipt 2ayments in
Indspendent Variables Varisb.e Msan | in Quarcr 6 Quarter 6 | in Quarter 7 Quarter 7
Herital Status
Never Married 0.133 1.5 =5,02_ +6.6%* +20.81
S (2.0) {34.88) (2.9) [18.01]
Married; Not Living | . . _ o o
With Spouse a 0.228 —_— — — —
Marrisd, Living witr 0.168 -1.3 -17.55_ -1.6. =3.71
Spousse (1.8) (30.63) (2.8) £15.77)
Divorced or Widowed 0.471 0.6 1858 14,100 +11.77
(1.4) (24.2¢5; (2.0) (12.48)
Age
Age 28 Yasrs or Less 0.085 +3:1 +38,50 +0,7. 45,81
(2.2} (37.83) (3.2) {18.46)
Age 26-34 Years® 0.8 — — — _—
Age 35-44 Years 0.328 +1.2. +22.70 4. g¥ee —47.078%%
(1.2) (21.44) (1:8) (11.04)
Ags 45 Years or More 0.102 -3.8¢ -37.75. -B,7%%s ~B88,68%%+
(1.8) (32.63) (2.7} {15.78)
Non-Whi te 0.401 ~1.0 -17.94 +5.0* +38,53 **
(2.0) i (33.51) {2.8) (17.25,
Soun
U - ] [ o
whe 3l ing 0.207 —_ S —_— —_—
Faf mmont 0.101 i +75,20%* -9 ¥i2.77
(2:1) (35.73) RN +18.38)
Martinsburg 0.077 76,7%8 +104,84%%" | —qp,peee -69.05%%%
(2:3) (39.65) (3.3) 120.41)
Parksrsburg 0.082 +3.7% +94,52%* 0.3 =1.85_
(2.3) {38:87) (3:2) (26.01)
Clarksburg 0.065 +4.1¢ +56.63. +3.7 +20.51
(2.2) (3e.27) (3.2] t18.70)
Grafion 0.0%0 2.5 ~34.27 +0.8 +37.27°
(2.5) (38.54 ) (3.2) (18.%&;
Hunting:on 0.155 .8 +4.78_ -5.50 -33.91%
{1:8) {31.22) (2.6) (16.07)
Fayettaville 0.088 4238 +3,33 4.0 +24.41
{2.2) [37.74) {3.2) (19.43}
Princeton 0.113 -335 ~27 .76 -2.2 =7.76_
o S (2.9 (> 5% (2.6% 1 {47.82)
icontinuedj
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, TABLE C.4 (continusd)

o o . — T R Total AFDC
e Tsms Independant Ever Employed | Earnings in | AFOC Recei pt Paymsnts in
Independent Variantan _ |varieble Mesn | in Duarter 6 | Quarter 6 | in Quartar 7 Quarter 7
Constent +8,9%49 +109.83%+ +42,084% +182,12%8s

] R (2.7) (6.,87) | (383 | (24.18)

Number of Observations . 3679 3678 3678 3679
R Square 0973 0702 w7 1409
Dependent Variabls - I o
Aversgs @ _138; -172.88. s .382:74.
(Btandard Daviation) . -} [34.2) (578.17) BUEACMR Y B 1310.15)

SOURCE:  MDAC calculations from
ssrnings rascords.
. NOTES:
control s.

State of Wast Virginia relfsre and Unmeployment Insurance

Semple tizes for the AFOC groups are as “ollows: 1845 Experimentals and 1833

Regressions presentad in this tabls Gorraspond to impact estimatas presanted in Teble

5.1

These dats include zero valuss for sanple mambi
mated by ordinary least sqjuares: S
Levels of statistical significance: * = 10 percent; *® =

Cusfficients a

not raceiving wel fara:

parenthesses are setimatad standard errors,

5 perzent; *** = 1 parcent.

are multiptied by 100 to yield percent
variables and include coses with zaero

a - o

L . Where ssbiguous,

dashas, ALl refsrence catagorie
quartsrs prior to rendom scsignm
child Less then 18 yoers otd (g]
Wheel ‘l,ng.
depsndent variable for the trait "p
controlled for.

8 are_
ent {d
%“Aaret

O
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values.

|

8dy not Livin

no diplama or
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a) control group {b) new.
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. Employment" and "AFOC Receipt" are dichotomous dumiy verisbies: Thei
"Earnings" and "Total AFDC Paymen.s" are

reference categories for dummy veriables are thown in the {

registrant {C) not employed in four
muivalent (o) never had cwn AFOC case [f} one
g with spouse (h) age 25 tn 34 (i) white ()

ple mambers not employed and for smmple members
Numbers in

r coefficients
dol lar

table with

) cie prior_registrent” is the incrament to the
rior registrant” varsus "new registrant"” with sll other traite
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TABLE 0.1
WEST VIRGINIA

AFDC: ESTIMATED NET. GAIN UH LOSS PER EXPEHIHENT#E UNDER. ALTEHNKTIVE PROJECTIDN

ASSUMPTIUNS. BY WELFARE STATUS AND PERSPECTIVE

Perspactive

Welfare Status _Welfare Semple Budget ~ Texpayar Society

No Poat-Observation
Benafits or Costs

Full Sample $32 -%84 §266 $298
New Registrants -143 -113 74 ~64
Prior Ragistrants 103 -72 3as i 238
Ho Dscey of Benefits ;
5
Full Semple i -124 ~163 743 616
New Fegistrants ; -§04 138 404 -200
: o ~186 873 945

Prior Registrents

SOURCE: Ses Tabie 6.7,

NOTES: Within eachiparapactive. poeitive numbers indicate paine to that group and

negative numbers indicate Losses;s

Resul ts are expreasea in 1882 dollars, The full aempta inctudes 2138
experinentals and 1044 ccntrote (1285 new registranta. 1887 prior registrants);

283
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Taul: D.2
WEST VIRGINIA

AFDC: ESTIMATED NET® PROGRAM COSTS PER EXPERINENTAL, BY WELFARE STATUS

Estimated Costs
From End of
Obssrvation Pariod
o _p Through Fivs YVasrs From
Type of Cost Ubserved Costs Random Asoignment Total
New Registrants
Progres Oparsting Costs’ - b B
Compliance Activitiss 81 — 3
Intske/Assssamant -3 == -3
CWEP B 17 51 68
Job Placsmsnt snd - -
Other Activities -7 5 =2
CWEP Stipands as 19 53
e o o d .
Child Care 68 - 59
Othsr Support Bervices ] p )
___Costs __ 2 ] - B s
Totsl Net Costs fcr o ) B
Hew Registrants 7 %103 _ 878 $178
Prior RegirtrEnts
Progrsa Operating Coste . c
Compliance Activities 1 » 1
Intske/Assessnent -3 - -3
CWEP 81 854 152
Jab Placement and o
Other Activities ~12 -7 -13
CWEP Stipeads 71 az 108
R o= d z
Child Care 58 -
Other Support Services . P
_ Loets a il _
Totsl Net Costs for S -
Prior Ragistrants . s180 _ #1214 $501
SOURCE: Gss Tabla 6.6
_ NOTES: The rosults ars bassd on & ssmpls of 1845 sxpsrimsntsls and 1834 controls,
and are -gxpressed {n 1883 dolimrs. Tha diffarances 1n CWEP -tipsnds &r= régreasion-
sdjustad ueing ordinary lesst sgusrsd, controlling for pres-random assignment

cherectsristice of sample membare, Bjceuss of rounding, datsil may not sus to sotals:

icnniinusdi
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TABLE D.2 (continusd)

. ___ ____ - - o . S o

The net cost or benefit 18 the vslue of that cost or benefit per
exparipsntal minus the vatue per control:

b, - o L e

The observation period for the full sample ended ¢n January 18B6 for CWEP

8tipand: and May 1886 for child care; all other costs were LSserved throurh December
1884,
e _____ ____ _ - - - R . o
Additional enrollment information wae collected for & randem sample cf 146

experimantcls and controts stitl enrolled 1n Oscembar 1884. This informstion was used to
estimete cosiz for sll sxperimentals and controls through five years from rendom
sgsignment,

d . L - - - - ) i _
Theee corts were not estimated Leyond the observation period.

285
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E

TABLE E:1
WEST VIRGINIA
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE AFDC~U SAMPLE AT THE TIME OF SAMPLE ENTRY,
BY RESEARCH GROUP AND REGISTRATION STATUS
(MARCH 1883 - APRIL 1884 SAMPLE]

Saturation ,  Comparison

Characteristics Prior Ragistrant| New Registrant |Prior Ragistrent] New Registrent

Sex (%) I _ o
Mate. 83.5 82,7 83.5 82:3
Female 6.5 7.3 B6s

Average’Age (Yaars) 30.8 30.7 31.8 31.0%%%

Average Highest Greds Completed 10.1 10,500 10:0 10.6%*

Ethnicity (%) - - - - o e -
White; Non—Hispanic 85.0 85.8 7
Blacky Non-Hispanic 4.7 3.8, 2
Dther 0.4 0.2" 0

MaritslL Status (X) _

Married Lo 7.3
Never Married 1.6
Divorced, Widowed 1:1

Average Number of Monthe on AFDC N o o o
in 24 Months Prior to Sample Entry 10.5 2.,4%%¢ 12:1 2.7%%x
Held Job at_ Any Time During Four_ . I o

Quarters Prior to Smmpls Entry (X) 43,

Average Earninge During Four o R o o
Quarters Prior to Sampte Entry ($)° | = 751:48 | 1674.0G*** 738.15 1668,3g9%%*

Smple Size® 1138 1858 207 ] 1825

.- SQURCE: . Calculations from MDRC Client Information Shests and Unamployment Insurance esrnings and
welfare records from the Stata of West Virginia.
NOTES:  Distritutions may not edd to 10U:D percent bscause of roundings:
®CaLciliited fron Unemployment Insurence sarnings records from the Stete of West Virginia.

Since mary individuals worked out-of-state or in jobs not covered by the Ul system, earnings date from
the West Virginia Unemptoyment Ineorance Systam ic considered to undsrreport the incomeé of sample

members. B
b_ L o __ o_ ] S o
o For salected characteristicsy semple sizes mey very up to 1 sample point due to missing
datas
c - i __
Chi-squars test inappropriste due to Low expected cell-frequencies:
o __ Differences betwesn registration statuses are statistically sfgnificent using & two-teiled
t-test or chi-square test et the following Levals: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *%® = 4 percent.

287
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TABIE F.1

WEST VIRGINIA

RECEIPT OF hﬁN:mEP SERVICES BY THE AFDC-U BAMPLE,

[W\RCH 1883 ~ APRIL 1884 SAMPLE]

_ Prior Registrants New Registrante Totel
Seivicas |Seturaticn Comparison|Seturation Comparison Seturation Compa rigon
Pacticipated in Any I I o
Non-CWEP Servics R 5.9%%s 1.8 6.3%%% 1.5 Ba1ees
Individuet Job Sesrch 0.1 1.7%ee 0.0 2,0%%s 0.0 2.4
On-the-Job Training 0.3 0.3 v.2 0.3 0.2 0.3
Suspansa to Training - B -
Statue 0.6 3.3%ee 0.9 1.9% 0.8 2;5%s
Inatiiﬁiia;rat Training 0.0 0.7%% 0.2 0.6% 0.4 0.7
JTPA Treining 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.7¢% 0:1 76;&
Sampls Size 138 1207 1858 1625 2798 2832
BOURCE:  MDRC calculetions fran tha West Virginie WIN Infometion Systems
NOTES: Participation 16 defined as ettending any ectivity for et Leest one day.

- individuats untarina the aunple in Apr'll 1984 have between 8 and 8 months of
trecking dets fottw—up. dﬁpend‘lng on uhether they entered the sample in the sartier or

later part of Aprit.
8 months of foltow—ups

For the procees aneélyeis, thase sample members ere considered to heve

Diatributione @mey not sum to totel because individuels can perticipate in

more than one non-OWNEP servire;

Differances beﬁreen raseerch groups are stetistically signif‘lcant using 8

chi-square test at the following Levels: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 parcent; %% = 4 percent.
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TALE F.2
WEST VIRGINIA
KeY PEHF{JRIWIE IROLCATGRS OF THE A0 SpLE

WITHIN NINE MONTHS AFTER SAMPLE ENTRY, BY ADNINISTRATIVE REA
(HARCH 1383 - APRIL 1884 SAMPLE)

R I e L
- Saturation o _ Conpert gon )
I l [ |

o | D Fuyma- -
Porfommstica Indicator Huntington Ha’rﬂijéburg Parksrsburg) Princaton | Clarksbury | Fafmont vitle | Grafton
Participatad {i OMEP 90 | 6 | 6 07 | 7 | #e | g | s
Participatad in othar sctivity 0,7 17 1.0 2.5 8.0 5.8 6.2 | 3:4ee
Job Placasent” B0 @8 | w3 | ot | omg | o W | g
Daragi stared .2 8.5 74,3 65:1 69,7 84,4 00 | 570
Sanctioned 65 | 68 34 80| 4 4d W[ figewe
Sampla Sz T I T N R (e LG

SIACE:  MIRC calcilations from tha West Viginia ¥y Infomation Syeter;
) NDTEs- AL performence {ndicators are calculatad 45 5 percentage of th total nube: of individuale in the indicated
adnini strative area,
Participation 16 dafined ag Bttanding aiy activdty for ot feast ong s

. Individuale entering the sanpta in April 1588 have batween 8 and 9 Waiths of tracking data rollm-np. dapanding on

whether they entarad tha sample 1n the eertier op Leter pert of April, For the procesa enalysia, these sample members ara
coneidored £0 lisya 9 nanths of fol lov-up;

i placement {nfosmatioh 15 bagad op employnent that 18 reported to progran stafr, Progran ptecenent data
witl not ba used £ i maasure impacta,

o Diffarencas a mong aministrntive Areas are statistically signi ficant using o chi<ajuars test at th fol Lowing
Levetes * = 10 percent) ** = 5 parcont; #%4 = | parcant, N

Q




... . DISTRIBUTION OF AFOC-
WELFARE, AND EMPLOYMENT STATUS 1IN

[MARCH

TABLE F.3
WEST VIRGINIA
1883-
PRIOR REGISTRANTS

U BAMPLE MEMBERS BY PROGHAM;
THE NINTH MONTH_AFTER SAMPLE ENTRY
APRIL 1884 SAMPLE)

Status

Saturation

____Compairison -

Total

Partici- |Non-Par-
-pant _ |ticipant

Non=Par=

ticipant

Partici-
pent

Compari-
8Bon

Satura-

On Welfare
Deragisterad

Employed B

th Employed

Registarad
Employed )
No; Empioyad

(Deregistered)
EmplLoyed
Not Employaéd

Total

C b
L AN 3
-0
L R W
L I ]
-

- 1)

Dad
e =
men i

Totsl Number of
Prior Registrants

NEW

REGISTRANTS

Status

Séturation . |  Comparison Total
Pertici- |Non-Par- |[Psrtici- [Non-Par-= | Saiure- Compari-

_pant . ticipant

|

pant ticipant

___tion 8s8on

On Walfare
Dersgistared
Employed

~oan

EmplLoyed
Not Emplorad

Jotalt

[ =
wo |
B Y
L I

wo -

YN
W oo
SN
- e

-
N

.
I i

Y b ]
ey

&

~ |

.

- o

[«
n |
.
@i

-
L 2 1

N~

-
~ Gy
i~y

nom
i elel
- - N Y

W
3]
o

0N

.2

£1:1
17.5

100.0

Totel Numbar of

New Registrants

___878

1625

O
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TABLE F.3 (continued]

I ______ALL AFDC-U o
____Saturat{on Compsrison Total
- Partici- |Non-Par- |Partici- Non-Par- | Batura- | Compari-
Status __| pant __lticipant pant ticipany | tion__ )  @on
On Welfsre
Deregi stered o . o o -
Enpioyed . 1:5 1.5 0.6 1:8 2.8 2.2
Not Emptloyed 2.6 3.7 1.4 6.3 6.3 6,7
Registarad - _ _ o Lo .
Eaployed _5:D 2.0 3.6 _ 4,0 _6:8 7.6
Not Emptoyed 27.5 3.8 23.56 16.6 31.3 40,1
Off Walfara
(Deregistered) o - - c . - =
Empt oy ed , 15.6 17.7 6.8 18:8 33.3 26.7
Not Employed 8.3 10.8 4.7 12.1 18.3 16.8
Tatal | s0:a | 398 40,6 §8.4 | 108:8 | 1o00;:D
Totat Number of o L __ R o o
AFDC-U Registrante 1680 ; 1108_ 1151 1681 2788 | 2832
SOURCE:  Calculations from the West Virginia WIN Information Systen and

Unemployment Insurence earnings and welfere records from the State of West Virginie,

NOTES : Participation 1e defined as attending CWEP for 8t L&ast 5o deys
o Deregistration 18 defined as deragistered in the ninth month after
sample entry,

~._ __Ewoployed is defined as being placed into smplLoyment by the ninth month

after semple entry; sccording to program recordss; -of having UI earnings during &
correaponding quartsr. For individuels who entered the Eemple during April, July or

October 1883, January or Aprilt 1884, UI-reported enpLoyment is exemined during ;
qusrter 3 [the second fo! Low-up quarter). -For the _rest_of ths_semple;. UI-recordsd
emplLoyment ie examined during quarter 4. _This procedure was followed because the
ninth month following semple entry fells within the third querter for the first group
and during the fourth quarter for the rast of the sample.
R o ~Indivicuats sntering the sample in Aprit 1884 have betwsen B and 8.
months of tracking deta follow-up, depending on whether they entered the sempte in e
earlier or later pert of April._ For the processs analysis) these semple members &sre
considered to heve 8 nonths of follow=-up.

o Tests of ststistical significence between participants end
non-perticipents were not exemineds

-235=
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TABLE 6.1

WEST VIRGINIA -

ALL AFBC-U: EHPLOYMEEIiAﬂD WELFARE STATUS

IN THE FINAL QUARTER OF POST SAMPLE ENTRY FOLLOW-UP
(MARCH 1883 - APRIL 1884 INPACT SAMPLE)

_ ALL AFDC=U: Prior end New Registrants

Employmsiit and Welfare Outcomes | Seturstien Comparison Difference

Employment snd Walfara Status (%)°

Had Ng Eernings. Received No

AFDC P Payments 33.0 25.8 +7 98w

Hed Some Earnings, Raceived Np o .

AFOC Payaments 21.6 21.9 -0.2

Had Ng Earnings, Received Sope o o

AFDC Payments 40:5 46.6 —G,i%ee

Had Bome Esrnings, Received Some o o

AFDC Peyments L 5,7 -0.8
Seaples Size 2788 2832

SOURCE: MORC celculetions from Stste of West Virginie walfare and Unemployment
Insurance ésrnings rccords.

NOTFa: These date are regression-adjusted uaing ordinery leeast squeres,

contrblting for pre~sample entry characteristics of sample membere &nd prior~querter
tocel &res uUnemployment rates. Thare mey be soms discrepanc1es in calculating sums
end differencee due to rounding,

The finel quartar of post sample entry fnttuu—up refers to quarter six for

employment &nd quartar geven for AFDC raceipt:
Honthly welfare datsr which count tha month of semple entry 86 "month
onu.“ were rapgroupsd into calender quarteres that oxectty metch the Unemployment

Insurance earnings qusrterc.

A t-o—tnilad t~test weas applied to diffcrcncac ﬁntueen saturation and
coﬁpcricon groups. Stetigtica’ sipgnificance tavels Bre 1ndicated as: * = 10 percant;

*% = 5 percent; *** = 9 percent. The differences are not, however, strictliy
indepandent.
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ALL AFDC-U;. Esrmten na;aessmn COEFFI
ANO SELECTED EMPLOYMENT AND |
Emnm 1883 - APRILC 1

TABLE G.2
WEST VIRGINIA

CIENTS FOR INDEEENBENI VARIABLES
WELFARE OUTCOME MEASURES
884 IMPACT SAMPLE)

Inaapendent L Igi;LA&:’ae’
o : o Ever Employsd Earninga in RFDC Recei pt Paymants in
Indepsndant Variatlss — | $¥n Quarter 6 ﬂuarter § | inQuarter 7 | Quartsi 7
Saturation Arsa 4.4 —102.18%%s B 0%ee =55,37%%%
f1.2) (39.46) (1.3} (8:81)
Ares Unemploymant Rate 0,178 =3,8 788.39%* +23,8% +62.77
ip Quarser Prior to (11.72) (386.54) (12.8) (87.27)
Swiple Entry
Prior Ragistrant 0.417 +1.3 +81,25% +2.2 -14;08
(1:6) (48.48) (1.6) (10.88)
Prior Employment
Hald a Job During Foor 0,385 37,2888 +172.05% +2.7 + 5,18
Quartars Prior to (1.5) - {60.03) (1.7) (11.30)
Sanple Entry 7
Hald @ Job During tha 0.1 +11,7%%% +250. 229 —§,20%0 -55.51%%%
Quartar_Prior to £1.9) (62.16) (2.1) (14.03)
Sampls Entry
Prior UI Benafits
Received UI Banefits 0.263 +4,4% +16.61 +6, %0 +35,78%*
In the Bix Months _ (2:0]) (67.41) t2:2) (15.22)
Prior to Sempts Entry 7
Amount of UI Banefits 0.603 +2.4% +182,07%4+ -0.6 -1.61.
Raceived - in the Six . (0.7) (22,20} (0:8) (5.23)
Months Prior to Smmple
Entry (in tl'inllﬁrid'sg
Pri or AFDC Dependency
On AFDC 1n 18 Months 0:500 0.8 157247 % +5,08%e 1,37
Prior to SamplLe Entry (1.8) (58.12) (1:8) (13.12)
Total Amocunt_of AFDC 0.884 —2,q4se =55.04%* +8,70%s +66,70%*+
Received in the 18 {0.7) (23,57} (0.8) (5.32)
Monthe Prior to Sample
Entry (in thousands}
cmtdren
Nimber of Children 2.11 -0.8 -13.38_ -0.1. +6.17-
Less Than 19 Years OLd t1.1) [35;811 ] [1.2] (8.08)
No Children Lass Than 0.021 +8.5% 126,21 I —23,2%%* -103,77%%*
19 Ylara otLd {4.4) (145.75) (4.8) (32,91)
One Chitd Less Than 18 o -
Years OLc® 0,338 —_— —_— e —_—
Two Chitdren Less Than 0.337 ¥1.8 +136.37%* +0.8 +32,41 %%
18 Yearc OLd {1:81 (60.05) (2.0) [13.56]
Three or More Children 0.303 +2:1 ¥83.01 +0.9. +58,E28%
Less Than 18 Ysars OlLd {3.2) (106.01) (35} (23.93)
Any Children Less Than 0.685 -2,7% -g7.,97+ +6.4%%% +50.53%%s
6 Yesrs OLd R _ (1.5) (51.08) | (1.7} 1 (11.53)
toontinuedi
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TABLE G.2 [continued)

Indspendsnt

Total AFDC

o S Varisble Ever Employed | Earnings in | AFDC Recsipt Payments in
Independent Varisbles __Maan { in Quarter 6 Guarter 6 in Quarter 7 | AQusrter 7
NomWhi te 0.034 0.7 -106,58 +6,0% +55,19%*
Age
Age 24 Years or Leee 0.271 —2:1 -127.53%+ 4,790 + 18,91
(1.5) (50.38) (1.7) (11.40)
Age 25-34 Yeors® 0.444 F— — —_— —
Age 35-44 Yeare 0.210 -1.8. +22.39 +2.3 +10;17
(1.7) (55.82) (1:8) (12.60)
Age 45 Ysars or More 0.075 =10,3% ~338,70%*» +1.5 =2,83_
(2.5) (82.08) (2.7} (18,53}
AVarage Highest Grade 10.34 +1,400e +47 ,05%%+ -2,68ee -20.93%+e
Compt eted 10.3) (8.77) (0.3) {2.21]
Feasale 0.074 0.8 =275,30%% 4.4 +31,35%
(2.3) (75.81) (2:5) (17.14)
Constant +12;2%*» _+24,08. ¥56,7%%% +381:88%%»
(4.6) (152.38) {5.0] (34.40)
Nusbor of Obsgrvetions 5630 5630 5630 5630
R Squsre .0854 0812 41155 .1330
Depandent Var{able
Averégs - o o e
(Standard Deviation) 27.1 638,78 .48,9 -303.73
. _ {44.4] | (1481.83) (50.0) [344.42)

SOUACE: MDRC caiculstions from State of West Virginia welfare

eerninge records,

_ NOTES:

2832 in the Comparison area,

Sauple sizes for the AFDC-U groups are

and Unemplcyment Ineurance

85 follows: 2798 in the Saturation eres and

Regressions presantad in this table correspond to estimates pressnted in Tebls 8.2.

not recaiving wetfara:

are estimsted stendard errors. Levele of stetisti

**% = 1 percent.

.. “Employment" and "AFDC Rsceipt” are dichotcmous dumny variables:

are multiplied by 100 to yield parcentages,

These data for
Cosfficisnte are estimated

varigbles snd include casee with zero velues:

a . .- S S
e .- Where smbiguous, reference categorise for dummy veriable
dashes. ALl refersnce categoriss are (8] com
four quasrters prior- to_sample entry {d) did n
months prior to
1

entry le] not on AFDC in_18 or
age 5_to 34 (1) male. Thus, for exsmple
the.depandsnt variable for the trait "satur

trei ts controlled for.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

by ordinary teast =
cat significance: * =

includa zero values for sample menbers not am

"Earnings™ and "Total AFDC Payments

parison area_(b) new regis
ot receive UI benefits in

ployed and for sample members
usres. Nimber:-in parenthesss

10 percent; ** = 5 percent;

sample entry (f]) one chitd
ths_coefficient_of "saturet{
ation area" versus "campari
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77 I _

AFDC recipients are judged WIN-mandatory unless they meet one
of a number of rorditicis which will exempt them from the
program. __ As desiirihed in the WIN Handbook, individuals who

are not WIN-mandatory are those who are:

1. under 16 years old -
2. enrolled full-time in school and under 21 years
3. sick, as determined by the income maintenance unit

4. incapacitated, as determined by the income maintenance unit
5. 65 years old or older i

€: living in a remote area: located two hours or more away
_ from a WIN office
7. a caretaker of a sick person

. The evaluation of the West Virginia CWEP program is part of

MDRC's Demonstration of State Work/Welfare Initiatives; which

examines the implementation, impact and cost-effectiveness of

several major AFDC employment programs operated by a number of
states in response to the 1981 OBRA legisiation. In addition

to West Virginia, studiés are underway or completed in

Arkansas, California, Illinois, Maine, Maryland; New Jersey
and Virginia, A separate implementation study on six states’
on-the-Jjob training programs, partly financed by = grant
diversion, has also been completed, as well as a management

study of Arizona's initiative for the welfare population.

: This proportion 1s based on statistics published by the West

Virginia Department of Human Serviceés for the month of June
1983.

. The first West Virginia report contains a detailed discussion

© of the history of linking public work jobs with AFDC. See

Ball et al:, 1984, pp. 6-18 and 43=51.

Interestingly, one impetus for extending CWEP to women came

from some of the AFDC mothers, who wanted the experience that

a CWEP job could provide. The CWEP Jobs could have been
appeating for several reasons, including the flexibie Job
hours; which would not intrude on the women's routines or
create child-care problems. Some women may have also seen the

$25 monthly transportation stipend for CWEP participants as

"extra income."™ This would not be an unreasonable view in a

-242-
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state where, during the study period, the maximum AFDC grant

for a mother and two children was $206.

In two areas; administrators cofitinted to prefer suspending

CWEP. assignments during the summer in spite of the

assignments were suspended because of problems in finding a
sufficlent number of child~care providers. In the remaining

areas, use of the child-care monies increased but the total
was still small.

West Virginia Department of Welfare, "Public Employment

Program," grant application submitted to the Social Security
Administration, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services;
in July 1981,

. The State of West Virginia applies a ceiling to monthly grants

regardless of family size.  The ceiling also increased
dramatically from $254 to $275 in October 1983 and to $477 in
July 1985.

. The opinions of prior or current Department or state staffs

were ascertained through interviews conducted during the study

period. The interviews, and the information derived from
them, are discussed in detail in Ball et al., 1984,

See Ball et al., 1984, p. 65.

For a more detailed discussion of these interviews, consult
Ball et al., 1984,

o

. The 35-week average is similar to the number of months that

the average CWEP participant in West Virginia had been working

in an assignmment, according to the Department analysis

conducted in June 1984; for all persons participating in CWEP

during the month; the average tenure was 8.7 months, or 3

weeks,

Sééﬂéoidman et al., 1984, on San Diego; and Quint, 1984, on
Maryland.

See Bradburn, 1983; Sheatsley, 1983; and Schuman and Presser,

It should bé noted, however, that since }'igher proportions of

both men and women indicated satisfaction with the simple
~243-
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work—for-benefits questicns than with the coneept of leaving

their families to work for a grant, the overall finding that

work requirements are fair may be affeeted by question

wording, subtle differences in the meaning of different

questions, and some response (or "agreement™) bias.

See Ball et al.; 1980.

o

. Bane and Ellwood, 1983.

Two-tailed tests were applied to experimental/control

differences because no assumption was made about the direction

of program impacts.

. See Footnote 1 of Chapter 1.

. & 30-day appraisal cycle applies to all WiN-mandatory clients

who_are ready for. piaeement into a CWEP Jjob; clients with some

barriers to placement (e.g: child care) are evaluated in a

90-day cycle; and everyone else (those with signifieant

barriers to placement) are subject to a 180-day cycle.

; Approximateiy 5 percent of the mgmbers of the total research

sample (14 _percent of the new registrants) registered with WIN

and were randomly assigned but did not receive a grant payment

within six months of random assignment. Most of these

individuals were probably not approved for welfare.

. Some individuals, 55636519 §§§i§ﬁéa while members of an. AFDC

case; became part of an AFDC-U case at some point during the

follow-up period. Six percent of the AFDCs iIn the research

sample were members of an AFDC-U case. within . 12 months .of

random assignment. For research purposes,; these individuals

were included in the AFDC sample throughoat the study period:

The non-research group consisted of individuais in fuil-time

school or training (27 percent); males (22 percent); 16- or

17-year-olds on their parents! AFDC cases (20 percent);

individuals employed part-time (15 percent); WIN volunteers

(13 percent); registrants employed full-time (4 percent);

pregnant women (U4 percent); and individuals from remote
offices (less than 1 percent):

A1l the sample members in the evaluation of CWEP for the AFDC
caseload were women. Any men in the AFDC caseload were put in
the non-research group.

The reéliance on administrative records to measure outcomés in
-24}-
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employment, earnings, welfare and Unemployment Insurance
comp rantages well as some limita-
tions. Since administrative records do not require ongoing

compensation offers many advantages as

contact with sample members; they are a less expensive way to

collect data, and result in fewer missing observations in the
later follow-up periods. 4&dministrative records also do not
depend on the ability of individuals to recall precise but
important information, such as dates, earnings or .the length

of enrollment in program activities. However, administrative

records are limited in the types of outcomes they measure.

Drawbacks in quality and completeness of the data for West
Virginia are discussed in Section IV.B of this chapter, on

administrative records.

sample); wWere missing specific CIS data needed in the impact
or benefit-cost analysis. _ For the impacts; benefits and
costs, these missing CIS data were imputed ‘according to the
following procedure. Subgroups of the research sample were
formed using data that were available for every membter of the
research sample: AFDC grant status (new or prior registrant),
and prior work history (éver employed or never employed during
the year prior to random assSignment). For each subgroup, the
researchers ascertained the answers most frequencly 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 CIS data. However, any ocase wissing Soctal Security
number, random assignment date, or data on prior employment,
ethnicity or prior AFDC dependency was excluded from the

sample.  Therefore, the r3gréssion equations for the impact
and benefit-cost analyses toth use a sample of 3,679. The
process analysis did not impute values for missing data: Only
when a case was missing & Social Sécurity number or the date

of random assignment was it deléted from the process analysis:

Consequently, the sample size in this analysis is 3,694;

The recorded payment amounts included supplemental payments
glven to CWEP perticipants for their transportation costs. In
order to compare AFDC grants of participants to nonpartici-
pants in the analysis of program impactS; these supplemental
payments were subtracted from the total grant amount for

participants and the adjusted grant payment was used in the
analysis: These supplemental payments were, however; included

in the costs in the benefit-cost analysis.

Automated state check systems are not generally intended to
record all payments actually made to welfare recipients. It
was therefore necessary to determine whether the resevarch data
were sufficiently complete to estimate program impacts: The

test of the quality of the AFDC payments data drawn for
245~



research purposes from the state computerized system thus

compared the amount of the grant in the system with grant
calculations in selected case files. The case fil~s selected
were those with the greatest likelihood of containing many
discrepancies in the amount of the grant reported in the two
sources: cases of recipients who received both AFDC payments
and earnings in a given period. Cases of recipients who have

been employed in the past or become employed are subject to

more.changes than others (such as the case opening or closing

or recalculation of the grant). For each recipient, data were
reviewed for several case-months, (A case-month is defined as
any month when an individual either received welfare or was in

the process. of having @ case opened, closed or suspended:)
The number of case months per client varied from 1 to 18: 1In

all; 1,298 case-months were checked for discrepancies between

the two sources of the AFDC grant. The level of discrepancies
could be measured, but no conclusions could bé drawn abouft

which measure of payment was more accurate.

Twenty-two percent of all case-months contained diScrepancies

of at least $5 between the two payment records. = These
discrepancies were attributable to 115 out of the 142
individuals sampled; for 39 percent of the 115 individuals,

discrepancies were found in only one case-month.

As noted, AFDC payments ressarch data from West Virginia
appear less accurate than such data from other states in

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

percent of the comparable case-months were found to contain
discrepancies in Maryland, 13 percent in California and 11

percent in Virginia.
The data check also yielded the following information:

© The average values of grant payments were $143.50 from the

state AFDC payments system and $157.07 from the case file
calculations: Although there was no significant differerice
betweeis the occurrence of discrepancies in experimental and
control groups; there was a significant difference between

the average dollar amounts of the discrepancies.

© Over half the non-roundirg discrepancies occurred when the

case file had a payment and the state records did not.

Twelve percent of discrepancies were payments found on the
state records but not on the case file records. The
i‘éﬁéihiﬁé 34 percent were positive payments from both

sources; but in differing amounts.
o For AFDCs and AFDC-Us combined, forty-one percent of the
discrepancies occurred during a month when the case status

was changing: 31 percent occurred during a case approval
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month, and 10 percent during a case 5@5567{17@6@& closure.
The remaining discrepancies (over half) may have resulted

from check cancellations or lags in automated check
writing.

. First, employment data reported by the West Virginia

Unemployment Insurance system was. compared with employment

prior t> random assignment reported by the registrant on the

CIS. Forty-two percent of the 164 ciients who stated that

they had a job for more than 18 months in the two years prior

to random zssignment did not have UI-reported earnings in the
yYear prior to random assignment. Second, Jjob pluacement
according to the WIS tracking data was compared with
GI-reported earnings. In the six months follcwing random
assignment, 77 clients in the research sample were employed
according to WIS. Thirty-five percent of these cases did not

have earnings during the corresponding quarters according to

the Unemployment Insurance records.

The measive of underestimation of employment derived by
comparing employment prior to random assignment reported on
the CIS with lack of UI earnings data is consistent across
research groups within three percentage points (43 percent of
controls; 40 percent of experimentals). The percent of WIS
Placements without UI earnings data varied across research

groups by only four percentage points (37 percent of the 35
controls compared to 33 percent of the V2 experimentals).

Neither of the control-experiméntal comparisons was

statistically significant.

These monthiy participation rates do rot include people

assigned to the control group or people who were eligible for
CWHEP but were placed in the non-research group for reasons

including participation in training _programs and renote

residence;  (For other reasons for placement in the non-
research group, see Chapter 3.)

Chapter 1 indicated that registrants in the non-research group
in each of the nine AFDC study areas were eligible for CWEP.
The CWEP participation rate for the non-research group =-

which consisted primarily of individuals in school or in
training, male heads-of-households, 16= and 17-year-olds,
individuals employed part-time and volunteers == was 5.3
percent; much lower than the CWEP participation rate observed

for the women in the experimental group.

On the other hand, as discussed in Chapter 3, employmént rates

based on Unemployment Insurance records understate true employ-
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ment rates to the extent that jobs which are out of state and
otherwise not covered by the UI system will not be recorded in
the UI system.

program. Thus; by the ninth month after random assignment,

smaller  proportion of new registrants (43 percent), a
compared to prior registrants (71 percent), were still
registered with the program,

(/.1

. Both the 31 to 33-month calculation and the five-year

projection are based on the participation patterns of
experimentals randomly =asasigned from July through September

1983, for whom the longest follow-up data were available. - The
five-year estimate is a composite of data from the WIS program

tracking system which recorded: 1) the number of days of CWEP
participation from random assignment tkrough December 1984 for
the early cohort; 2) the number of days of CWEP participation
from January 1985 to April 1986 for the sample of 146 AFDCs

who were still registered with WIN as of December 1984; and 3)

the projected number of days individuals were ‘likely to

participate in CWEP from May 1986 through five years after the
date of random assignment; based on the data described in
items 1 and 2. The 31 to 33-month calculation is based on the
first two data sources noted above. Calculations are based on

the number of days in CWEP for all individuals in the early

cohort who participated in CWEP within 15 months of random

assignment, regardless of whether these people remained on the

welfare rolls for several months or several years after random
assignment.

Fifteen people (less than one half of 1 percent of the sampile)
were missing specific CIS data needed in the impact and
benefit-cost analyses. For information on the way in which
values for missing CIS data were imputed and the criteria for

excluding from the research sample cases that were missing

' data, see Footnote 10 of Chapter 3.

Mandatory work programs can have important effects on some

nonpartieipants, who may be induced to find Jjobs or 1leave
welfare in order to avoid the CWEP participation requirement.
In order to separate impacts on nonparticipants from impacts
on. participants, it would be necessary to determine which
members of the control group would have participated in CWEP
had the component been available to them: Such a task is

since so many unmeasured factors -- among them motivation and

=248~ -
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cransitory situationat circumstances -- combine to promote or
inhibit partieipation. Rather than attempt such a task, the
analysis adopts the more rigorous approach of combining parti-
cipants and nonparticipants.  Impacts should therefore be
interpreted as the average change in employment or weifare
receipt per experimental rather than Lep participant.

Regression-adjusted impact estimates are, in this case, more
efficient than unadjusted estimates. The efficiency of the

estimates is a measure of the variance, or statistical

urcertainty, surrounding the estimates. Th: use of more
efficient estimators makes it less 1likely that true program
effects will go undetected. Using ordinary least squares to

estimate experimental-control differences, the regression
model was run on the full AFDC sample for all tables in this
chapter. Regressions for the subgroup analyses, including the
new registrant/prior registrant analysis, used interactive
dummy variables; entering one subgroup dimension at a time,
rather than all simultaneousiy.

MDRC conducted a special study of the relationship between

earnings and welfare benefits for working recipients for the
Congressional Research Service. This case study was conducted

in four states, and in West Virginia included the areas of

Huntington, Princeton; Fairmont and Clarksburg. The study

drew from the =impact _samples from MDRC's Work/Welfare
Demonstration. Subsamples were drawn of persons who had both

earnings and welfare receipt during follow-up. The results

indicated that approximately 2 percent of the study sample in
West Virginia recorded both welfare payments and earnings
witiiin the same month: This compared to 14 percent for the
San Diego research sample, 9 percent of the study sample in
Virginia, and 8 percent of the study sample in Maryland. For

a detailed discussion of the methodology and findings, see
Goldman et al., 1985.

These average yearly statewide unemployment rates are drawn

from the Labor and Economic Research Section Local Area
Unemployment statistics for the years 1982 to 1985. The fact
that in 1983, West Virginia had the highest unemployment rate
in the nation is reported in Appendix V of the Statistieal
Abstract o 16 United States: 1 . See U.S. Department of
Commerce, 198V,

Ball et al., 1984, pp. 106=109.

The decline in iriciderce of A?Be,féééiéi of 2.8 percentage
points constitutes a 1.6 percent reduction. The similarity in

the last quarter between the percent reduction in welfare
incidence and the percent reduction in payments provides
evidence that almost all the reduction is due to case closures
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rather than. lower average payments to individuals still
receiving some welfare. A comparable result was found in

Arkansas, which, 1like West Virginia, has a relatively low

standard of need.

- For the MDRC study described in Footnote 4, a pilot sample of
75 cases was reviewed in West Virgiria. Of these cases, 53
percent had benefits that were reduced ir at least one month

due to the recovery of prior over~payments.

Appendix Table C.3 lends some support to speculaticn that a
few individuals may have left welfare rather than Jeopardize
Jobs that they would have had to give up to participate in
CNEP. ~ In this table, four employment/welfare status
categories were examined. 1In order to organize the data so

that for every sample member, quartér 6 of earnings preceded

every month of welfare payments in quarter 7, welfare data
were regrouped s0 that quarters of welfare and UI earnings
matched exactly; for example, quarter 6 of welfare was matched

to quarter 6 of UI earnings, The table shows that fewer

experimentals than controls reéceived welfare in quarter 7
after earnings were officially reported in quarter 6, and more
experimentals than aontrols did not receive welfare in quarter
7 who were officially listed as having earnings in quarter 6+
However, since the percentage of experimentals who did not

receive welfare payments in quarter 7 and did not have earn-

ings the previous guarter was also slightly higher than the

percentage of controls in this status, the proportion off
welfare in quarter 7 may be accounted for by welfare turnover
that is not associated with officially reported earnings.

In some of the demonstration areas, particularly Parkersburg,

registrants were vcalled in for reappraisal as the
demonstration began, thereby shortening the usual 12-month
reappraisal cycla. Thus, in somé cases, people who may have
left the welfare rolls before the usual reappraisal time were
Placed in the research sample -- althiough if appraised in the
regular cycle, they would not have been included in the

research sample since they would not have been listed on the
rolls,

The sources for these data include:

o U.S. Department of Commerce; Bureau of the Census. 1983.
General Soaial apd Econcmic Characteristics, West Virginia.
1980. Washington, D.C.: Govermment Printing Office. Table

56: Summary of Soeisl Characteristics; and’ Table 178:

Industry of Employed Persons for Counties.

of the §Eﬁ§ﬁ$.

1984,

o U.S. Departrent of Commerce, Bureau
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Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office: Table 5:

Population and Land Area; Table 25: Urban and Rural
Population; and Table 698: Employment by Industry.
o Governor's Office of Economic and Community Development,

Office of Health Services Research. 1983.

West Virginia: State Library Commission. pP.T.
See Riccio et al., 1986.

. Several of these benefit=cost eveluations are especially note-

worthy because they are of programs that served AFDC recipi-
ents.  See the evaluation of the National Supported Work
Demonstration by Kemper et al., 1981; the evaluation of the
Employment Opportunity Pilot Project by Long et al., 1983; and

more recently, MDRC evaluations of work/welfare programs in

San Diego (Goldman et al., 1986); Baltimore (Friedlander et
al.; 1985a), Arkansas (Friedlander et al., 1985b); and

Virginia (Riccio et al., 1986).

These . experimental-control differences were regression-

adjusted using the same multivariate regression model used in

the impact analysis.

. Social demand is reflected by cost estimates only if the

estimated market costs reflect both the marginal costs and
marginal benefits of the resources. This need not be the
case; however, because of markét imperfections, the inability
of government to accurately inteérpret social demand for public

goods,; and other factors. See Kemper and tong; 1981.
Regular workers' average wage rate and fringe benefits were

estimated by supervisors who participated in the worksite
survey. See Kemper and Long, 1981, and Long and Knox, 1985,
for information about the technical aspects of estimating the

value of in-program output.

Basing the value of output on the wages and fringe benefits of

alternative workers assumes that the compensation employers

pay does in fact represent the employees' contributions to
output,

The average number of hours worked per assigrment day was
estimated using worksite survey data. The experimentai-

control difference in average days assigned waa calculated
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using daia from the WIN Information system. Assignment days

include not only work days but weekends and other days when

CWEP participants may not have beén working in CWEP assign-
ments between the first day a person participated in CWEP and

the last day of participation.

This random Sawple of 146 was drawn from the 1,008 AFDC

registrants who were randomly assigned from July to September
1983 and were still enrolled in the program in December 198i

(the last month of automated tracking data available for the
full sample). This group of 1,008 registrants excluded a few
individuals who never entered a "job ready" or an active

status during the observation period. People who had never

entered these categories by December 1984 were assumed to

remain inactive. afterwards. For the sample of 146 AFDC
enrolleés; data were coiiected on days assigned to CWEP, days

enrolled in the program, and prcgram deregistration from
January 1985 through Aprii 1986.

. Days assigned to CWEP and days enrolled in the program after

December 1984 were estimated and added to days observed to

cover a five-year period from random assignment for experi-
mentals and controls in the full research sample. First; to

extend follow-up data to 15 months from random assignment for

later sample members, data on all the July to September 1983

AFDC enrollees were used. (For the portion of the 15-month

period for which later enrollees lacked data, days enrolled
were imputed based on the number of days early sample members
were enrolled over that portion of time.) For the period from
December 1984 to 15 months; the estimated number of errollment
days everaged six for the full sample. Second, data collected
for the period from 15 to 33 months from random assignment for
the sample of 146 early enrollees were used to estimate the
average number of days that the full sample was in CWEP during
the period from 15 to 33 months from random assignment (37
days). These data from the sample of 146 early enrollees were
also used to estimate the number of CWEP days for the period
from 33 months to five years from random assignment (28 days).

These figures together resulted in CWEP enrollment days for

the post-observation period (71 days).

This estimate of the value of post-observation output may be

understated for two reasons: First, additional days were only

measured for those people who were in CWEP as of December
1984, although some people entered CWEP after December 19814,

According to the special enroliment study, approximately 15

percent of AFDC experimentals and 15 percent of AFDC controls

who were still registered in December 1984 entered CWEP at

some point between January 1985 and April 1986. This includes
people who were not in CWEP in December 1984 but entered at a

later date as well as people who were in CWEP in December
=252~
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1984, 1left CWEP and re-entered at some point before April

1.

12.

14,

15.

1986. (Underestimation of the number of post-observation CWEP

days will also result _in _some underestimation of the

post-observation cost of CWEP, discussed later in Ehis
chapter.)

The experimental-control differsnce i post-observation CWEP

days was multiplied by the average hours worked per assignment

day, estimated from the worksite survey. The average number
of hours used may lead to an underestimation of hours worked

after December 1984 since the hours worked per assignment
month increased for many participants after July 1985, due to

an increase in the AFDC payment standai'd.

Most agency supervisors and rakagers interviewed as part of

the worksite survey indicated that the work performad by the
CWEP participants was important to the day-to-day activities
of their agencies; Inde=sd, a substantlel number indicated

tkat the work had been done regularly until recent budget cuts

had forced agencies to reduce the staff. For a detailed

discussion of the relationship between supply=price estimates
and the demand for output such as CWEP produces, see Kemper

and Long, 1981. Given the discussion in Kemper and Long and

the results of the worksite survey, the average demand price

for the output is probably below the estimated supply price,
but_ not necessarily substantially less. See Long and Enox
1985, for additional detaiis:

The worksite survey indicates that supervisors Jjudged that
employees would not _have been hired to do any of the work done
by CWEP participants. This finding supports the view that
there was minimal short-term displacement. However, given the
long history of work experience programs in West Virginia; it
is possible that fewer public employees may have been hired
for lower level jobs than would have been employed in the
absence of such programs. 1In any case, reliable estimates of

long=term displacement caused by CWEP would be very difficult

to make. See Long and Knox, 1985, for additional discussion
of displacement.

Using microsimulation techniques, Smeedling estimated the
value of fringe benefits as 17.9 percent of wages and salaries
for workers earning less than $10,000 in 1979. See Smeedling,

1981.

Tax liability was imputed on the basis of tax rates and regula-
tions summarized in The U S. Master Guides, 1983 and the
-1aX _Quide, as vell as average consumption data for

low-income households from the U.S: Bureau of the Census.

The estimation procedure mirrors the Food Stamp benefit

<253=
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calculation rules that apply for eligible households. First,
countable income was estimated as the sum of earnings,

welfare, and UI; minus the earnings disregard (18 percént of
earnings) and medical and chilld-care deductions (estimated

using Medicaid and child-care cost data).  Second, the
benefits for which households were eligible were calculsted as

the maximum payment 1level minus the Pexpected food

contribuiion;" which was computed based on the countable
income,

Until October 1984; eligibility for Medicaid was limited to
four months after leaving the AFDC rolls == if the reason for

leaving was employment. Subsequent regulations required

states to provide nine months of Medicaid to former AFDC reci-
Plents who lost their AFDC eligibility due to the termination
of the earnings disregard. For the benefit~cost evaluation of
CWEP, the estimated program effects on Medicaid were based on
the. four-month 1imit.,  The analysis could not accurately
determine the proportion of experimentals and controls who
lost their AFDC eligibility due to the termination of the
earnings disregard, although it is probable that more people

were eligible for the four-month extension than the nine-month
extension.
Data on average Medicaid payments to pubiic assistance

recipients were obtained from the West Virginia Department of
Human Services monthly -Statistiea: n, January to
December 19814,

AFDC, Medicaid and Food Stamp administrative cost data for

fiscal year 1984 were obtained from the Department of Human

Services in West Virginia. Administrative cost data for UI

benefits were obtained from the. . _the U.S. Government
appendix: Flscal Year 1983, 1984. For Medicaid; Food Stamps
and UI, data were not available to permit estimation of

administrative costs in relation to the length of time spent
on the caseload.
This estimate was made by Mary Jo Bane and David Ellwood using

longitudinal data on AFDC families; see Bane and Ellwood,

- 1983.

20.

21,

22;

For example, see the evaluation of the National Supported Work

Demonstration (Masters and Maynard, 1981) and the evaluation
of a WIN Job search program in Louisville, Kentucky

(Wolfhagen, 1983).
See Ketron, Inc. 1980.

The §§§§§§§7§i56§iﬁiéd7vaiﬁe of extrapolated future benefits

was estimated by multiplying the base périod estimate by a
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25,

26.

28.

single extrapolation factor that takes into account the other
tiree elements -- the time horizon; decay rate and discount
rate. For a specification and discussion of the factor, see
Kemper, et al., 1981.

The choice of a discount rate has been a source of continuirng

debnie both in government and in the economics literature;
Bee, for example; Hanke and Anwyll, 1980. While theré is no
"correct™ rate, 5 percent is within the range of rates usually
used in benefit-cost analyses.

ROSA is an ongoing staff time study used by the West Virginia
Department of Human Services to assess staff time spent on
Specific program functions; A1l direct-linme staff in the
department fill out a ROSA time sheet on one randomly selected
day per month. MDRC calculations of staff time spent on

program functions were based on four months--the middle month
of each quarter from the third quarter of 1983 to the second

quarter of 1984,

The ROSA system identified time spent on these four program
activities by all Work and Training and Title XX staff members
working on CWEP. This information was used to estimate the

total staff time spent on each of these program categories for
experimentals and controls from July 1983 to June 1984, Infor=

mation on staff salaries; fringe benefits, and overhead was

used to provide an estimate of the one-year aggregate cost for

each category. (Costs associated with the demonstration
research, not ongoing operations, were exciuded from the esti-
mation of operating costs. Approximateily 6 percent of all
intake and assessment costs as well as 20 percent of all
administrative overhead were estimated to _be research-
related.) WIS program tracking data provided information on

enrollment days needed to estimate the unit costs of CWEP, job

Placement and other activities.

Table 6.1 shows the CWEP enrollment days for each of these

periods.

Participants in active components were eligible for a $25
one-time payment at the discretion of caseworkers as well as
$20 bi-monthly payments. Program registrants could receive up

to $60 for obtaining employment. The few people who entered

on-the-job training received wage subsidies.

using the average cost of CWEP Stipends per CWEP enrollment

day. This average cost per CWEP énrollment day was estimated
using data gathered through the December 1984 cut-off for
enrollment data. This unit cost per day was assumed to apply

through five years from random assignment, although the policy
-255=
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31.

2.

for reimbursement of transportation costs changed as of

- October 31, 1985. After that date, the transportation reim-

bursement depended on the distance an individual travelled to
work,

Individual-level data was not available for Title XX child
care. The number of CWEP participants who received Title XX

child care through May 1986 was estimated through staff

interviews. The unit cost per family receiving Title XX day
care per month was obtained from the West Virginia Department
of Human Services monthly _Statistical Bulletin, January to

December 1984;

. This period includes some costs for members of the AFDC group

who registered after April 1984 but were not included in

MDRC's automated tracking data. Thus, the unit cost per
active participant may be siightly overstated. 1In addition,

Some individuals in "job ready" or other inactive statuses

recelved small amounts of support payments that were not
included in this estimate:

Out=of-pocket expenses were estimated for CWEP participants

using the worksite survey estimate of expenses per week in

CWEP. _ This estimate was multipiied by the experimental-=

control difference in CWEP weeks through the end of the

five-year time horizon. The use of the worksite survey
enabled researchers to record out-of-pocket expenses that were
not necessarily reported by participants to program staff.
State policy prohibited placement of participants into CWEP

positions where out of pocket expenses may have occurred.

. As indicated later in this chapter, almost all of the members
of the AFDC-U group (93 percent) were men.
These factors were: population, percent of population on
AFDC=U, population density, level of poverty, employment and
unemployment rates; employment rate trends; and employment

rates in mining, manufacturing, and government. All factors
were given equal weight.

. Two-tailed tests were applied to saturation-comparison

differences because no assumption was made about the direction
of program impacts.

Registrants whose date of registration was more than 60 days

prior to the date that they first appeared in the WIN

Informatlon system for these eight areas were judged to have

moved into one of the areas selected for the evaluation.
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5: Approximately 9 percent of the new registrants registered with

WIN but did not receive a grant payment within six months of
sample entry. These registrants were probably not approved

for welfare.

6: These regtstrants entered the sample on the first day of the

month in which they appeared in that area's program activity

record (f.e. in the WIN Information system):

7. A man on an AFDC-U case that became an AFDC case remsined in

the AFDC-U category for research purposes since all men on
AFDC cases were excluded from the AFDC analysis. In contrast,

a woman who was a member of a case that changed from the
AFDC-U to the AFDC assistance category during the period of
random assignment to experimental and control AFDC research
groups -- July 1983 to April 1984 == was considered part of

the AFDC research group. However, a woman who changed from

the AFDC-U to the AFDC assistance catégory at another point -
and therefore would not be randomly assigned to_the control or
experimental groups -- remained in the AFDC-U .category for

research purposes. Twelve percent of the individuals in the

AFDC-U sampile were members of an AFDC caSe within 12 months of
sample entry.

8. In cases with more than ome WIN registrant, the following

rules. were used: If a person had participated in CWEP

previously; that person was selected as the CWEP-eligible

registrant . because WIN staff had designated that person as

CWEP-eligible. If no one had participated in CWEP, the oldest

male registrant was selected, unless he was 16 or 17 years

old; and then the oldest female registrant was selected.

9. The reliance on administrative records to measure outcomes in

employment, earnings, welfare and Unemployment Insurance

compensation offers many advantages as well as some limita-

tions. Since administrative records do not require ongoing
contact with sample members, they are a less expensive vay to

collect data, and result in fewer missing observations in the

follow-up period. = Administrative records also do not depend
on the ability of individuals to recall precise but important
information, such as dates, earnings or the length of enroll-
ment in program activities. However, administrative records

are_ limited in the types of outcomes they measure and, as

explained in this chapter, have other drawbacks in quality and
completeness.
10. Client Information Sheets were not administered to the
AFDC-Us.

Thé actual recorded payment amounts included supplemental

-—h |
-b |
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12,

payments given to CWEP participants for their transportation
costs, _In the research analysis, these supplemental payments

were subtracted from the total grant amount to give the base

grant payment. Therefore, the grant amounts of participarnts

were not artificially higher than those of nonparticipants and
could be compared in the analysis of program impacts. These

supplemental payments were, however, included in the costs

used in the benefit-cost analysis.

Discrepancies of at least $5 between the two sources were

found in 30 percent of the 964 case-months checked. These

- discrepancies were attributable to 103 out of the 131

13.

14,

15.

individuals sampled; for 30 percent of these individuals,

discrepancies were found in only one case-month. The number

of case-months per client varied from 1 to 22:
Several other aspects of this data check are relevant:

o The average value of the grant payments was $158.10 in the

research data drawn from the state welfare payments system
and $189.92 from the case file calculations: There was no
significant difference between the average dollar amounts

of the discrepancies in saturation and comparison areas:

© Over half of the non-rounding discrepancies occurred when
the case file listed a payment and the state records did

not: . Six percent of the discrepancies were payments found
ir the state records but not in the case file records: The

remaining 37 percent were positive payments from both

sources, but in differing amounts.

o For AFDCs and AFDC-Us combined, forty-one percent of the

discrepancies occurred during a month when the case status
was_ changing: 31 percent occurred during a case approval
month, and 10 percent during a case suspension or closure.
The remaining discrepancies (over half) may have resulted
from check cancellations or lags in automated check
writing.

For this limited sample, the percent of WIS placements without

UI earnings data varied across research groups by 9 percentage
points (40 percent of the 471 individuals in the saturation

sample arnd 31 percent of the 365 individuals in the comparison
sample).

To investigate further, a case file review was conducted for
49 AFDC-Us 1in Martinsburg, Clarksburg, Huntington, Fayette-

ville and Princeton who were placed, according to WIS data,
without corresponding earnings appearing on the West Virginia
UI file. The review indicated that 29 percent of these
individuals were working outside of West Virginia. Another 35
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percent were working in the construction industry:  The

remaining individuals were working in a variety of industries
and situations, e.g. logging, agriculture; sub-minimum wage

Jobs and seilf-employed positions.

Given the extent of off-the=book and out-of-state earnings in

the sample, one may wonder why placement data are not used to

estimate program effects. There are several reasons for this.
First, since placement data only reflect employment known to
caseworkers, they grossly underestimate all employment. = For

registrants entering the sample in the iast month of a

calendar quarter, % percent of the 612 sample members who had

earnings reported to the West Virginia UI system within two
quarters of registration had no evidence of placements in

program tracking records covering a Gcomparable period.
Second; placement data are likely to be more complete for
individuals who have more contact with their caseworkers. In

the AFDC-U demonstration, probably more registrants reported
employment to their caseworkers in the saturation areas since

most employment would interfere with CWEP assignments.

Note that the statistios presented in this chapter, unlike
those described in Chapters 9 and 10, are not regression-
adjusted to statistically control for the demographic and

labor market differences among the eight areas studied.

For further discussion of these rates, see the first ﬁ§§§

Virginia report (Ball et al., 1984).  These rates were

calculated from information in the West Virginia WIN

Information system and Department of Human Services
statisties.

This review investigated caseworkers' records of those not
assigned to a CWEP Job.at the time that the review was
conducted. Although a recipient was often not participating
in CWEP for several reasons, the research sought to determine
the primary factor. See Ball et al:, 1984, pp. 73=76 and pp.
88-89 for further discussion of reasons for nonparticipation

among the AFDC-U caseload.

Individuals participating in vocational or subsidized on-the-
Job training and clients employed 80 to 100 hours per month
were exempted. (Clients working more than 100 hours are
ineligible for AFDC-U.)

Area offices used different criteria to determine whether
transportation would be a problem for a participant within the

broad central office guideline that worksites should bé no
-259-
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10.

more than one hour away from the participant's homé. A
Department of Human Services analysis of the 4,500 CWEP

participants statewide during the month of June 1984 showed
that the average participant worked nine days and traveled 80

miles a month round-trip to his worksite.

Deregistration for AFDC-Us usually implies that the individual

is no longer receiving welfare.

The two areas with the highest sanctioning rates foF the

AFDC-Us also have. the highest sanctioning rates among the

areas included in the evaluation for AFDCs. This implies that

the differences in sanctioning rates among the areas may be

tied more to area orientations and practices than to higher
saturation goals.

. For many of the registrants, particularly the new registrants,

the chance of being assigned to CWEP declined because they
were off welfare within six months of sample entry. As shown
in Table 8.2, 73 percent of the saturation area registrants

and 66 percent of the comparison area registrants had been

deregistered by the ninth month after sample entry.

The number of required work hours at CWEP sites was deter-

mined by dividing the recipient's grant by the minimum wage.

The maximum welfare grant level in West Virginia from October
1983 through July 1985 == $275 -- set an 82-hour per month
CWEP obligation celling.

Both the calculations for 34 to 37 months and the estimates

for five years are based on the participation patterns
observed for experimentals who entered the sample through June
1983, for whom the follow-up period was longest; The figures
reflect participation for individuals in this early cohort who
participated in CWEP within 18 months of random assignment.

The five-year estimate 1is a composite of data from three
sources:

o the number of days of CWEP participation recorded in the

WIS program tracking system from sample entry through

December 1984 for the early cohort;

© the number of days of CWEP participation recorded in the

WIS system from January 1985 to April 1986 for the sample
of 144 AFDC-Us who were still registered with WIN as of

December 198%4; and

© the projected number of days individuals were likely to
participate in CWEP from May 1986 through five years after
Sample entry, based on the WIS data on participation
described above.
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The 34 to 37 month average 18 based on the first two. data

Sources noted above. All calculations are based on the number
of days in CWEP for all individuals in the early cohort who
participated in CWEP within 18 months of sample . entry,
regardless of whether an individual remained on the welfare
rolls for several months or for several years after entering
the sample.
CHAPTER 9

In the San Diego Job Search and Work Experience Demonstration,
essentially no gain in employment was found for AFDC-Us. In
contrast, statistically significant decreases 1n . welfare

payments of 14 and 18 percent did occur in the last quarter of

follow-up for the Job Search/CWEP group and the Job Search

only group, respectively. See Chapter 4 of Goldman et al.,
1986. At the same time, observation of a small sample of
AFDC-Us enrolled in Baltimore's Options Program ruled out the

possibility of large employment gains or welfare savings

there. See Chapter 5 of Friedlander et al.; 1985a.

Saturation-comparison differences in all cases were adjusted

using multivariate regression techniques. These techniques

were applied to control for differences in demographic

characteristics and local unemployment rates in the period

prior to the research. Some of thése rates are presented in

Table 9.1. The methodology, however; was not totally success-
ful in controlling for all of the non-program differences in

labor markets. Evidence of this comes from the fact that in

the regression equation using post-regiStration earnings as
the dependent variable, earnings increased as the unemployment
rate also increamsed, despite the expected negative relation-
ship usually found between the two. Other factors not in the
equation must therefore have played a role in determining the

kind of worker who entered the welfare System and the quality
of Jjob avaiiabie;

Saturation and compariscn areas thought to share several
similar characteristics were paired at the start of the demon-
stration. It was hoped that in this way the saturation-compar-
ison area differences would reflect the actual incremental
impact of CWEP rather than the non-program variation between
areas: . Table 9:1 displays unemployment rates by area pair:
seven of the eight pairs reveal a higher unemployment rate in
the comparison area: This clearly indicates that within each

pair; there were differences in labor market conditions.

Thus; the optimal mode of analysis under the original matched

pair design -- namely, estimating the saturation-comparison

differences for each pair and then averaging them together to
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produce an overall saturation-comparison difference == could
not be pursued;
When this strategy was first tested, however, several labor

market variables were examined to determine how much of the
difference within the original pairs they could explain.

These variables, created from aggregated monthly county data,
included area unemployment rates in the first quarter prior to
Sample entry; quarterly unemployment rates, changes in quarter=

ly unemployment rates, and percent changes in area employment.

These variables, however, were not able to sufficiently

control for labor market differences. Thus, the original

analytic strategy was revised. The final solution was to

analyze the saturation areas; using the area. unemployment rate

in the quarter prior to sample entry as an additional control
variable in the equation. Ii cannot be determined, however,
whether this additional variable corrected for some or all of

the labor market differences between the saturation and
comparison areas.

In general, even under an experimental design, earnings
impacts are considered somewhat less precise than other out-
come measures: employment; welfare  incidence and payments.
This is because, even with accurate earnings data, the dellar
difference between people who earn a lot and people who earn a

little is typically large:. This normal variation reduces the
precision of earnings impacts.

. Uncovered jobs are those in which an employer is not required

to report employees' earnings to the Unemployment Insurance

system. The principal uncovered jobs are usually agricultural
and domestic work.

A special study was conducted to find out what type of out-of-

state jobs AFDC-US had during the demonstration. Footnote 15

of Chapter 7 discusses this study and its results in more

detail. The results of that study led to a strong suspicion

that cross- state commutation to work, under the AFDC-U

design, caused an underestimation of program impact:

R

. The saturation<comparison difference of 57 days reflects not

only the higher participation rate of saturation area regis-
trants, but alsc a higher average number of days spent in CWEP

by saturation area participants than by comparison area
participants,;

The special study of post-observation enrollment collected

data for a random sample of 144 of thé 1,289 AFDC-U regis-
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trants who entered the research sample between March and June
1983 and were still enrolled in December 1984,

The post-observation value of output for the AFDC-U group may

be underestimated for the same reasons described in footnote

10, Chapter 6 for the AFDC group. The special enrollment
study. estimated that 22 percent of the oomparison area
enrollees and 19 percent of saturation area enrollees who were
Still registered in December 1984 entered CWEP at some time
between January 1985 and April 1986. As for the AFDC group,
this estimate includes both people who were not in CWEP -in
Decomber 1984 and people who were in CWEP in December 1984,

left CWEP and re-entered CWEP by April 1986.

Estinates of the level of displacement for the saturation and
comparison areas differed somewhat: 7 percent and 1 percent
displacement, respectively.

- The only exception is that; for each cost component, oné unit

cost was estimated for all AFDC-U individuals, which was then

muitiplied by a saturation-comparison difference in behavior
to estimate the saturation-comparison difference in average
cost. = For the AFDC group, each unit cost was estimated
separately for experimentals and controls and multiplied
Separately by a behavioral variable, such as averageé program
enrollment days for experimentals. The resulting average cost
for controls was then subtracted from that for experimentals,

to calculate the experimentai-control difference.

See Chapter 2.
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