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This is the final report on MDRC's evaluation of two of nine special
programs 1in Maryland known as the Employment Initiatives. The two
initiatives studied are the Options Program in Baltimore and the Basic
Employment Training Project 1n Wicamico County, each of which tried
different employment approaches for the AFDC welfare population in their
area, An earlier interim report describes the implementation and parti-
cipation patterns of both programs; this report expands on the earlier
participation findings, but focuses primarily on Baltimore's Options
Program, examining 1its effects on enrollees' employment and welfare
outcomes, as well as program benefits and costs,

Maryland is one of a number of states participating in MDRC's multi.
state Demonstration of State Work/Helfare JInitiatiVves. Others include
Arizona, Arkansas, California, Plorida, Illinois, Maine, New Jersey, Texas,
Virginia and West Virginia.

In this demonstration, MDRC has had a unique opportunity to work
closely with a number of states in evaluating their employment programs,
while at the same time examining a subject that is of national as well as
state concern: the critical relationship between work and dependency.
Addressing state issues in a manner that benefits policy at many levels is
a challenge that MDRC 1s privileged to be undertaking.

In order to understand this project, one must realize that this demon-
stration documents an important shift in program responsibilities away from

the federal govermment to the states, The studies evaluate the initiatives
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This 1s the second and final report on two of the nine special
programs, known collectively as the Employment Initiatives (EI}, for appli-
cants to and recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
in the State of Maryland. The initiatives were begun in response to the
federal Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act (OBRA) of 1981, in the WIN
Demonstration Program title, which offered states the opportunity to
improve the administration and operations of the Work Incentive (WIN)
Program, the federal/state employment program for AFDC registrants. The
goal of the federal legislation was to enhance the unsubsidized employment
of the AFDC population, and thereby reduce public assistance caseloads and
costs., Maryland officials, however, had framed the objective of the
Employment Initiatives -- that of assisting enrollees to achieve
sel f=sufficiency ~- in broader, more client-centered terms than did the
OBRA leglslation.

Under its WIN Demonstration Program, the Maryland Department of Human
Resources (PHR) operates both the new Employment Initiatives and a program
of typical WIN services (known simply as the WIN Demonstration Program) for
eligible persons not served by the special projects, This report studies
the first two Employment Initiatives -~ the Options Program in Baltimore
and the Basic Employment Training Program (BET) in Wicomice County on
Marylandt's Eastern Shore -- which both began in the fall of 1962, replacing
the WIN Program for the targeted welfare population in the areas in which

they operate, Both EI and WIN focus on individuals classified as mandatory
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registrants under the WIN rules: basically, all single parents of children
older than five who apply for or receive AFDC welfare, as well as those
applying for or receilving aid under the Unemployed Parent title of the AFDC
program (AFDC-U),

The evaluation, undertaken by the Manpower Demonstration Research
Corporation (MDRC) under a contract from the Department of Human Resources,
is part of a large~scale, multi-year study of several different employment
programs for welfare reciplents that states have developed under the
authority of OBRA. Maryland 1s one of 11 states in MDRC's evaluation,
which 1s financed by The Ford Foundation, other philanthropic sources and
state govermments, This report will update the findings in the first
report on program participation in both the Baltimore and Wicomico County
programs, hut will focus primarily on the impacts of the Paltimore Options
Frogram on enrollees' employment and welfare receipt, and the program's
benefits and costs.

The impact and benefit-cost analyses compare outcomes for individuals
randomly assigned elther to the Opticns Program or to a program of regular
WIN services, The study thus looks at the results of two programs that have
quite different philosophies and modes of cperation. The WIN Demonstration
Program ~-- offering essentially the same services as the regular pre-demon-
stration WIN Program -- stresses direct placement of its participants into.
the labor force; employability development services, such as unpaild work
experience and skills training, have largely been curtalled. WIN, like
Options, aims to agsist participants to achieve self-sufficiency, but in
WINR that goal is defined in immediate or short-run terms,

In Options, 1in contrast, the objective 1is self-sufficiency over the
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long run. Some of its employability development activities, such as group
and individual Job search, are also oriented toward immediate placement.
But in recognition of the fact that welfare recipients frequently have
educational deficits and lack job skills, Options emphasizes work experi-
ence, basliec literacy and General Equivalency Diploma (GED) preparation, as
well as skills training. The program has also added on-the-job training,
partly financed through diverted welfare grants (but this activity was only
used to a limited extent during the period observed). These activities are
geared toward improving the economic security of participants -- that 1is,
increasing their earnings and Job retention -- 1in the longer term, even
though, in the shorter term, their effects may not be evident.

The concern of DHR in enhancing participants' employability has helped
to shape the way in which the agency has organized the EI work experience
component. Planners rejected the Community Work Experience (CWEP)
approach, as authorized by OBRA, under which recipients are obligated to
work for the number of hours obtained by dividing their granta by the
mininum wage. Instead, EI has adhered to the provisions of WIN work
experience, wherein participants work either part- or full-time for up to
13 weeka in jobs in the public and private nonprofit sector while receiving
their benefits (plus, in the EI programs, a small stipend). In Maryland,
WIN work experience is full-time, reflecting the conviction of program
planners that employers are more willing to provide such positions and that
the extended hours will help to improve the work skills of participants.

It 1is important to recognize that the analysis of program impacts
presented in this report 1s a conservative one -- one that may to some

extent understate the program's accomplishments. This is the case for two
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Second, WIN and the Options Program differ in the nature of the
populations they serve. WIN serves =all mandatory applicants and
reoipients, while the Bal timore Options Program serves only applicants and
recipients who became WIN-mandatory after the program began.

Finally, the Department of Human Resources contracted operating res-
ponsibility for the Employment Initiatives to what were, at the programs'’
inception, the local CETA prime sponsors, because they enjoyed reputations
as flexible, innovative agencies and had previously been associated with
projects serving this welfare population. In Baltimore, the Options
Program is managed by the Office of Manpower Resources (OMR). In Wicomico
County during the period under study, administrative authority for the BET
Program was 1initially vested in the Governor's Training and Ewmployment
Office, the balance-of-state prime sponsor and a DHR entity, and then
transferred to the Office of Welfare Employment Policy, also within DHR.

Options and BET differ from each other as well as from WIN. As noted
previoualy, the Baltimore program philosophy stresses long-term eamploya-
bility development so that registrants may be able to obtain better than
entry~level Jjobs, Thus, Optiona' registrants receive a choice of activi-
ties, and the assigmment decision is quite individual ized, depending on a
personts needs, the availability of program slots, and the registrant*s own
preferences, And, while there is no fixed sequence of program activities,
the participation requirement 1s fntended to be ongeing; that s,
registrants are expected to take part in assigned components as long as
they remain on welfarg.

In contrast, the Wiccmico County BET Program more closely resembdles

WIN in the emphasis it gives to immediate job placement., It was intended






operational performance indicators?

e What were the rates of participation in each of the principal
components: Jjob search, work experience, and education and
training? DPid these differ among important subgroups of
program enrollees?

® For those who entered unpaid work experience, was the work
requirement viewed as fair? pid the positions foster the
employability and skills development of participants? Were
participants satisfied with their jobs?

Topact Study

e How effective was the Baltimore Options Program in increasing
enrollees' employment and earnings and reducing welfare
receipt and payments?

¢ Within the Baltimore AFDC sample, which of the main subgroups
experienced the larger 1impacts: applicants or recipients?
Those with some vs, no recent employment experience?

e =Cos t

e How did the measurable benefits of the Options Progrenm,
relative to those of WIN, compare to net program costs?

e How were galns and losses distributed among the targeted
welfare population, the taxpayers and soclety as a whole?

e What individual benefits and costs were most important to the
overall results?

bDifferent study samples were uzsed for the evaluations in Baltimore and
Wicomico County, First, to obtain reliable answers for the impact and
benefit-cost analyses, an experimental design was implemented in Baltimore,
As noted previously, individuals determined to be WIN-mandatory during the
research period, either when they applied for assistance or at a later
point, were randomly assigned either to an experimental group required to
reglister with the Options Program -~ or to a control group, excluded from
Options participation and assigned instead to WIN., (Because the number of

Options-eligible individuals exceeded the size of the sample needed for the
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enrocllees in work experience and their supervisors. For the benefit-cost
study, program benefits were compared to net operating costs using impact
and process results, as well as fiscal and administrative records of the

Options Program.

ings o lementation a a tio

e The population served by Options was notably disadvantaged,
although varied in its demographic and socioeconomic character-
isties.

Ninety percent of the AFDC sample members were women; roughly
two-thirds were black and one-third white, Over half had never finished
high school or its equivalent. Forty percent had never married, one-third
were separated, and 17 percent were divorced or widowed; under 10 percent
were married and living with their husbands. Over half (55 percent) had
previously received public assistance for two years or more, while only
one-gseventh were on the rolls for the first time, Forty-four percent had
held a job during the year before random assignment.

As expected, there were significant differences between the applicant
and reciplient subgroups, each of which constituted about half of the AFDC
sample, Sixty-one percent of the applicants, but only 28 percent of the
recipients, had worked 1in the year prior to welfare application.
Conversely, T4 percent of the reciplents had received welfare for more than
two years compared to 36 percent of the applicants,

Individuals receiving AFDC-U differed from those on AFDC in numerous
ways: they were overwhelmingly male, married and living with their spouses;
they were primarily new applicants for assistance; they were nuch less

likely to be long-term welfare recipients; and they were more likely to
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education or training.

These rates understate the Options Program's accomplishments for two
reasons, First, some enrollees left the program -- that is, they were
"deregistered" -- before they had had an opportunity to participate; some
were not accepted for welfare, others found jobs or had different reasons
for leaving the program, such as remarriage or the birth of a child.

Second, a significant number of registrants were assigned to a status
known as "long-term holding.,"” Many of these persons were already employed
or actively pursuing employment or training activities which, while not
delivered under program auspices, were nonetheless related to the program's
goal of self-sufficiency. Options' policy of excusing such enrollees from
program participation, at least temporarily, differentiates this model from
a number of other mandatory employment programs for welfare recipients,

e Rates of participation in Options continued to climb over the
course of the follow-up period.

Al though two-thirds of those who ever participated did so within the
first three months of program entry, participation rates continued to rise
thereafter, As late as 18 months after enrollment, some registrants were
entering program activities for the first time, In part, this reflects
staff's persistent monitoring of individuals in holding status and their
assignment to active components when situations changed.

e Options staff made an effort to serve enrollees in 2ll major
subgroups, including those whose members had relatively little
prior employment experience.

Although AFDC and AFDC-U enrollees had quite different backgrounds of

prior employment when they entered the program -~ as did both applicants

and recipients ~- participation rates were similar for all principal
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subgroups. Except for a slight tendency to reach more deeply into the pool
of eligible AFDC-U applicants (the most empioyable group), Options staff
appeared to direct attention to the aubgroups equally, including those
Judged to have many employment deficlencies.

¢ The Options Program largely accompiished its objlective of
targeting services to registrants' disparate needs.

During the intake interview, counselor and enrollee came to agree on a
cholce of activity geared to the latter's employability needs, goals and
preferences, Because the assigment depended so much on previous school
and employment backgrounds, enrollees who participated in different activi-
ties had quite different demographic and socloeconoumic characteristies.
For instance, registrants without a high school diploma or with relatively
meager Job histories were especlally likely to enter work experience
positions, Those with a recent work record, 1in contraat, were most often
asaigned to job search. Steff reasoned that these persons could more
readily find employment without intensive assistance,

e All the Options Program components were heavily utilized.

Overall, about 30 percent of the experimental registrants took part in
group or individual Job search over the t12-month study period, and about 20
percent were active In work experienoce. These two activities have also
been used extensively in other state programs in MDRC's multl-state evalua-
tion, Unlike many states, however, about 14 percent of the Optionst
experimental registrants participated in longer-term education and training
activities intended to enhance their future labor market prospecta,

® A survey of participants and thelr supervisors in WIN work

experience positions 1indicated that the Jjobs were important

and not "make-work." In addition, approximately 60 percent of
the participants believed. that the requirement to work was
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fair,

Interviews were conducted with a random sample of 54 particlipants and
their supervisors in Baltimore and Wicomico County. As in other states
running a work experience program, participants interviewed said that they
liked their jobs and believed they had learned from working in them, The
majority said that they felt better about getting welfare when they were
working for 1it, and 62 percent expressed satisfaction with receiving
benefits tied to a job. However, 38 percent of the participants said they
were dissatisfied with the requirement that they work.

e After 12 months, 78 percent of all Options enrollees had

participated in the program, or, if they had not participated,
had been deregistered. Conversely, 22 percent were still
enrolled, but had not yet participated,

In addition to examining the "ever-participated® rate in program
activities, the study presents a second measure of participation: the
proportion of all individuals who, at the 12-month point, were still
registered in the program but had not yet taken part 1in its activities,
This measure takes account of the fact that, as noted above, some enrollees
were not eligible throughout the study period, but rather, left the progran
before participating.

The 22 percent of experimental registrants in the "still-registered-
but-unserved®" group represents 31 percent of all those still registered,
and therefore still on the welfare rolls. This proportion, however,
includes individuals in long-term holding status, some of whom were working
or pursuing training on their own.

It should be noted that neither this measure of participation nor the

previous one shows, on a monthly basis, the proportion of program
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registrants who were actively engaged in job search or work experience --
an alternative participation measure suggested in proposed national
legislation,

e While participation in Options was extepsive, it was not
continuous.

A though the Options Program design called for participation to be
continuous until enrollees either found jobs or were deregistered for other
reasons, it does not appear that an ongoing participation requirement was
in fact implemented, Instead, many enrollees participated only in one
activity even when, after its completion, they remained registered in the
program and were available for reassignment. In part, this was because a
considerable length of time could elapse before copenings occurred in an
appropriate new activity.

¢ Levels of participation in BET were very similar to those in

Options; however, a higher proportion of BET than Options
enrollees were deregistered from the program,

Overall, 52 percent of BET enrollees participated in a program
activity (usually group job search) within 12 months after program entry, &
figure that is very close to Options' 53 percent level. BET enrollees were
also more likely to be deregistered from the program within the 12-month
period than were those in Options. These two factors together mean that
only 16 percent of BET registrants remained in the program without having
participated at the 12-month mark,

However, in BET, unlike Options, subgroup differences in participation
were evident, with BET applicants in both the AFDC and AFDC-0U categories

less likely to participate than recipients,

# Very few registrants in either Options or BET were sanctioned,
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Both Options and BET staffs viewed the programs as mandatory, and

spent a good deal of time following up on participants who did not attend
scheduled activities. However, sanctioning of noncompliant individuals was
rare, For one, staffs tended to believe that most enrollees had a
legitimate excuse for nonparticipation. For another, neither they nor the
programs' planners viewed sanctioning as a way to reduce welfare caseloads

and costs.

ipndi rogram act
e amept ompariso

The impact of a program is the change in behavior it produces. As
noted earlier, the design of this study measures the impact of Options as
the differences found between the rates of employment and welfare of people
assigned to the program (i.e., Options experimentals) and an estimate of
what those rates would have been for the same people without Options (i.e.,
the control group).

Thus, the impact of Options on experimentals could be large or small
depending in part on the ability of controls to find work and leave welfare
on their own or with the assistance afforded by WIN. Therefore, to
understand Options' impacts, 1t 1is important to understand the nomal
employment pattern and welfare turnover of the control group.

o Options served a welfare population which, despite its poverty

and educatiomal and skills defiecits, nonetheless had
considerable recent employment experience.

Some 61 percent of the AFDC applicants had worked at some time during
the year prior to their application for welfare, A much lower rate, 28

percent, was found for the AFDC recipients. This rate, although half that
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of the applicants, nevertheless points to a recent work history for a
substantial portion of the AFDC recipient sample., On the basis of this
record, employment rates for controls were expected to be substantial, even
without speecial Options services,

e Following the quarter of random assigmment, the employment
rates of controls rose and thelr welfare receipt declined
steadily throughout the five-quarter follow-up period, even
though controls received no Options services,

Nearly one=fourth of the AFDC controls had some earnings during the
quarter I1mmediately following random assignment. This employment prate
climbed to 32 percent by the end of five quarters, even though this group
never partook of Options services. In all, 44 percent of the AFDC controls
worked at some time within this follow-up. And, although 92 percent of the
AFDC controls were recelving welfare in quarter one, only 70 percent were
still on the rolls during the fifth quarter. Because the Options Program
had no effect on this outcome, the departure of many people from welfare
with only modest assistance from the regular WIN Program represents normal
caseload turnover,

Subgroup differences correspond to the differences in prior employment
deseribed above., Control AFDC applicants did better on their own than did
control AFDC recipients, Slightly more than half -- 51 percent -- of AFPDC
applicant controls had earnings during the tracking period compared to 37
percent of AFDC recipient controls. The receipt of welfare also declined
more than twice as rapidly for applicant compared to recipient controls,

The dynamic change in employment and welfare recelpt of control group

members after random assignment may partly reflect the cholice of a target

population that had just undergone a period of change. For reciplents, the
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start of school for thelr youngest child may have meant a significant
increase in their capablility to seek and hold employment, even without
special assistance, The nature of this population may have done much to
determine the behavior of the research sample,

Impacts for the Full AFDC Sample

In the main evaluation of the short-term impacts for the Options
Program in Baltimore, the behavior of all (1,331) AFDC experimentals --
active participants together with nonparticipants -- was compared to that
of all of the AFDC control group members (1,372) over a 15-month period
following random assigment, This period is divided into five three-month
quarters, but because of the organization of UI earnings data, the
follow-up on employment and earnings does not begin until quarter two.

Sample members with 2zero earnings or zero welfare payments are
included in the averages of earnings and welfare dollars, Tests of
statistical significance indicate whether the measured differences were
likely to have resulted from chance or from the program intervention.

e The Options ©Program achieved short-term increases in
empl oyment for AFDC's.

Measured against the yardstick of the rising employment behavior of
the controls -- who, as noted earlier, were involved in a WIN Program
focused on immediate placement -- the Options Program was effective in
helping enrcllees to improve their employment levels. As seen in Table 1,
almost half of the controls, or about 44 percent, worked at some time
during the follow-up period, Among experimentals, this rate rose to 51
percent for a gain, or impact, of T percentage points. The total number of

quarters in which enrollees were employed also increased, as did the
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quarter-by-quarter employment rates., Employment in the final quarter was
up 5.0 percentage points from a control group base of 31.6 percent,

In addition, the average earnings per experimental for quarters two
through five went up by 8176 from ¢1,759 for controls to $1,935 for
experimentals, although these galns were not statistically significant in
most quarters, The ¢$65 gain in the final quarter amounted to a 12.7
percent increase relative to the control group value of $513.

e The employment gains of the AFDC Opticns' enrollees were not
accompanied by I{mmediate reductions in welfare receipt or
grant expenditures,

Only a small difference was apparent between experimentals and con-
trols in the number of follow-up months each group received welfare and in
the proportion receiving welfare in any particular quarter. (See Table 1.)
Correspondingly small dollar reductions in welfare payments took place. In
no case did program effects on any welfare measure approach statistical
significance during the 15-month follow-up period.

Since earnings gains were not offset by welfare reductions, Options
enrcllees! total income increased slightly: by the fifth and last quarter
of observation, an enrollee's contribution to family income from these two
sources combined went up by $52, a 4.8 percent increase over the control
group mean, although this gain was not statistically significant. (Data on
earnings and transfer payments to family members other than the sample.
members were not available,)

A number of other recent studies of employability development programs
for the APDC assistance category have found similar employment gains with-
cut comparable welfare savings. Part of the explanation probably lies in

the benefit caloulation rules, which allow deductions from gross earnings
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e Earnings impacts appeared to continue and even Increase after
the short-term observation period.

Eight quarters of fcollow-up data were available for the 1,017 AFDC's
who entered the research sample before April 1983. For this subsample,
impacts on employment, welfare incidence and dollar expenditures were all
lower in the filnal two quarters than in the preceding quarters, In
contrast, earnings impacts were higher in the later quarters than at any
time during the first five quarters, At the eighth quarter, experimentals
earned an average of $780 against an average of $623 for controls, The
difference of $157 1s statistically significant and represents a 25 percent
increase in earnings per experimental relative to the control group mean,

This result is consistent with the aim of the Options wmodel, which not
only ewmphasizes immediate Jjob search assistance, but also provides some
participants with training and other services designed to increase their
long-term earnings potential, These cutcomes, however, remain uncertain
until long-term data become available for the remainder of the sample.

ts £ e [¢]

Several recent studies of employment programs for the welfare
population have found that more disadvantaged subgroups will benefit most
from program services, Since program impact 1s, by definition, a change in
behavior, those with the poorest skills and the weakesat work records often
possess the greatest potential for real change. "Job-ready™ individuals,
on the other hand, can frequently find and keep employment without special
assistance. Their higher rates of employment (or "placement rates®) may
not reflect changes caused by program intervention,

o Employment among the AFDC applicant experimentals exceeded
that of controls from the first quarter after random

-%XVii-






increase in the number of quarters employed, although the employment gains,
quarter-by-quarter, are not, At the final quarter, recipient experimentals
registered a 3.6 percentage point employment impact against a control group
base of 24.9 percent, Earnings impacts were smaller, and welfare
reductions were not found.

AFDC reciplients thus appeared to benefit somewhat less than the
applicants from the Options Program, at least in the short run, but the
impact differences between the two groups were not large enough to
recommend targeting resources to any one group. Moreover, the more
intensive service mix for recipients may lead to larger impacts for this
subgroup over the longer term.

o The impacts of the Options Program on employment and earnings
were all stronger for sample members who lacked recent work
experience,

A further analysis divided the research sample 1into two other
subgroups: those with some pricr employment in the year preceding random
assigmment, and those with no recent work history.

As might be expected, employment rates were higher among those with
more recent experience: T1 percent of the experimentals who had worked in
the year preceding entry into the ressarch were employed at some time
during the follow-up period, compared to 35 percent of those who had not
worked, However, impacts (that is, experimental-control differences) were
more than twice as large for those who had not worked as for those who had.
Thus, the 35 percent rate for experimentals without a recent work history
represents a 9 percentage point increase above the 26 percent base for
controls, a difference that {s statistically significant; the experi-

mental-control difference for those who had worked in the year prior to
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AFDC group are of similar magnitude to those found in programs
currently under study by MDRC in other states,

Immediate employment impacts for the AFDC's, detectable soon after
random assignment and continuing throughout the short-term follow-up, have
been also found in two other programs MDRC has studied thus far -- one in
San Diego for applicants and the other in Arkansas run for both applicants
and reciplents, Al though labor markets, enrcllee characteristics, and
length of available follow-up differ for these three programs, the quarter-
ly employment rate increases exhibit roughly similar ranges. Short-term

welfare savings, however, were not found in Baltimore.

i fr e efit-Co a

The impacts of the Cptions Program were coapared to its costs in the
benefit-cost analysis, A number of different benefits and costs were
considered: the program's effects on employment and AFDC welfare payments,
its effects on experimentals' use of other transfer and service programs,
the value of community work performed by Options' participants, program
operating costs, the costs of program stipends and support services, and
out-of-pocket expenses incurred by participants,

The value of each of these benefits and costs was assessed from three
perspectives: that of welfare applicants and recipients, taxpayers
(everyone other than the applicants and recipients in Options), and society
as a whole, These perspectives correspond to three different policy
questions:

® Is Options an economically efficlent use of soclal resources

-- that is, do benefits exceed costs from the standpoint of
society?
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From the perspective of society as a whole, the Options Program was an
efficient use of resources. 1Indeed, it generated enough benefits within
the observation period to cover the costs of serving the AFDC group. As
indicated in Table 2, the total estimated social net present value was
between $159 and $966 per experimental, depending on the assumptions made
about future benefits, A net present value of $612 constitutes the middle
estimate,

The estimated social net present value for AFDC applicants was higher
than that for the recipients. These estimates, however, are somewhat
uncertain because it appears possible, given the longer-term impact trends,
that benefits for recipients after the observation period will eventually
exceoed those for applicants,

¢ Both AFDC applicants and recipients were better off as a
result of the program.

The net benefit to the Options experimental group was $547 per person
using the middle assumptions, The range of the estimates went from $439 to
$673. When examined separately, both applicants and reciplents showed
gains in net income, reflecting their earnings increases. These higher
earnings levels were, however, partly offset by the increased taxss they
paid and the reduced transfer payments (primarily Food Stamps) they
recelved,

e Taxpayers appeared to break even, more or less, as a result of
Options, When only the budget effects are considered,
however, the estimated budgetary gains and savings are less
than the program's costs,

It appears that, from the perspective of taxpayers, program benefits

are approximately balanced by costs, The lower and higher estimates of
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Options' net present value to taxpayers are -$280 and +$293, respectively,
with the middle estimate of $65 close to the break-even level, However,
one of the benefits to taxpayers -- the value of community work performed
by work experience participants =~ does not directly affect govermment
budgets, Thus, from a purely budgetary viewpoint, benefits offset most but
not all of the program costs, This leaves a net budgetary loss of about
$300 per AFDC experimental using the middle estimate,

¢ The program's positive effects on employment led to most of
the major program benefits -- increased earnings and taxes and
reduced transfer payment costs. The value of community work
was also important,

Most of Options'! benefits are directly or indirectly attributable to
the program's impact on employment. The estimated gain in earnings and
fringe benefits received by AFDC experimentals -~ almost $500 per person
during the observation period alone -- is, of course, a direct result of
empl oyment, The estimated changes in the taxes they paid and in the
tranafer payments they received (notably Food Stamps) were primarily due to
the impact on employment, The value of the work done by participants in
Options' work experience component == a total of more than $300 per
experimental -- was also an important benefit,

o The total cost of the program was approximately $1,000 per
AFDC experimental, although the cost per experimental varied
widely. On average, Options' operating expenses were about
$800; stipends and support services costs added another $200.

The average operating cost of Options was about $800 per AFDC

experimental, including both participants and nonparticipants. This cost
varied greatly from one experimental to another because the amounts and

types of services they receilved varied. Remedial education and skills

training were the most expensive services, followed by Jjob search
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reaching a final policy Judgment about the program. As noted above, when
Options benefits are considered, the program's consistently positive effect
on the employment of the AFDC group generated tangible gains for the experi-
mental group. There were also large gains for soclety as a whole and small
ones for the taxpayers, These benefits were not only associlated with the
factors that typlcally influence benefit levels -- higher earnings and
somewhat reduced AFDC payments -- but also with higher taxes and decreased
receipt of transfer payments other than AFDC and use of public services,
This pattern did not hold up for the small AFDC-U group, however,

Second, these benefits appear to Jjustify the investment made 1in
Options, although this 1s more obvious from a social standpoint than the
narrower perspective of taxpayers, The benefits that accrued to AFDC
applicants and recipients were only partly reduced by their losses 1in
transfers and taxes, but more of the benefits to taxpayers were balanced by
the program costs they bore, Thus, the program produced a clear gain for
the AFDC experimentals and appears to have also left taxpayers slightly
better off, or at least not worse off, This, in turn, resulted in a
positive net present value to soclety as a whole, It will be important to
see 1n the supplemental analysis whether the program emphasis on
longer-term service components leads to even greater benefits from all

perspectives,
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CHAPTER 1

LNTRODUCTION

As part of Maryland's Work Incentive (WIN) Demonstration Program
authorized by the federal Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act (OBRA) of 1981,
the State Department of Human Resources (DHR) has established nine special
demonstration projects, known collectively as the Employment Initiatives,
for recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), the
nation's largest cash assistance program. This is the second and final
report on two of these special initiatives: the Options Program in the City
of Baltimore, and the Basic Employment Training (BET) Program in Wicomico
County on the State's Eastern Shore,

The preceding report on these two programs described their implementa-
tion and early patterns of participation., This report updates the partici-
pation findings for both programs, but its principal focus is different,
Primarily, it looks at the effects of the Baltimore Options Program on
enrollees' employment and welfare recelpt and examines the program's
benefits and costs,

The purpose of thias chapter is to set a context for understanding the
results of the evaluation., It first discusses the background, design and
administrative conditions of the two Employment Initiatives and then
outlines the evaluation plan. The chapter concludes with a brief summary
of the earlier findings and the major questions addressed in this final

report on the two 1n1t1at1ves.






The decision to institute new projects represented both a desire by
staff to reward local initiatives and an effort to develop alternatives to
what they saw as the narrow and potentially punitive thrust of the Reagan
Administration's CWEP emphasis., DHR planners did approve of some kind of
work experience in the new Employment Initiatives, but chose to adopt work
experience as it always had been provided by regular WIN, These
regulations specify that, as a condition of benefit receipt, participants
can be required to work up to 40 hours a week, regardless of the grant
level, but only for a 13-week period. While this is more hours than under
CWEP, staff reasoned that this provision would permit the development of
more meaningful work assignments -~ ones in which participants would stand
a better chance to gain or enhance job skills,

The first two of these special projects, the Options and BET Programs,
began in the fall of 1982. They both resemble and differ from each other
and from the WIN Demonstration Program as it operates elsewhere in the
state,

In their rules, target groups and types of activities offered, WIN and
the two Employment Initiatives are quite similar, The formal regulations
governing the three programs are virtually identical. In each program,
certain male and female applicants for and recipients of AFDC may be
required to register and participate in activities intended to improve both
their immediate and long-term employability and employment skills, thereby
reducing public assistance caseloads and costs. Those who do not parti~
cipate risk having their welfare applications denied or 1losing their
benefits, although reducing welfare costs in this manner is not a primary

Employment Initiatives goal.






WIN have few work-related obligations that are tied to welfare receipt. 1In
a sense, the two Employment Initiatives may accurately be described as
operating the way WIN might have, had it been more generously funded,

WIN and the new programs also differ in managerial authority. While a
new entity, known as the Office of Welfare Employment Policy, was created
within DHR to set guldelines and monitor the development of the Employment
Initiatives, DHR has delegated full responsibility for program operations
to the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) agencles (previously CETA prime
sponsors) in Baltimore and Wicomico County.3

This declsion was made for several reasons, First, JTPA staff, large-
ly former CETA employees, were seen as more innovative and flexible in
their outlook than WIN personnel. Second, they had extensive experience
serving the welfare population, both in their regular capacity and 1in
special programs that had served as prototypes for the Employment
Initiatives. The JTPA agency in Baltimore (formerly the Mayor's Office of
Manpower Resources, or MOMR, and now the Office of Manpower Resources, OMR)
i1s nationally recognized and locally influential, and it had lobbied
vigorously to run the new Options Program. It was reasoned that OMR, with
its operational knowledge of Options services, could bring its experience
to bear on behalf of the Options enrollees.

Thus, the two Employment Initiatives programs were intended to improve
the quantity of services offered, compared to both regular WIN and the WIN
Demonstration, and, by' virtue of having able program operators deliver
these services, enhance thelr quality as well. It was further expected
that the availability of sufficient slots would enable Options and BET

operators to enforce a meaningful participation requirement on program






jobs, even though enrollees may remain on welfare longer by doing so.

Beyond this, the hallmark of the Baltimore program is individuali-
zation of services., 1In other states, the thrust has been toward requiring
enrollees to participate in a fixed sequence of program components, In
Baltimore, 1in contrast, Options staff have tried to prescribe for each
participant the regimen of activities they belileve to be best suited to
that person's abilities and 1inteprests. It is not assumed that any
particular activity, be it job search or work experience, 1is appropriate
for all enrollees at a given point in their program tenure.

Chart 1.1 shows the variety of components in which Options enrollees
can participate, encompassing the general categories of job search, work
experience, education and skills training. Indeed, the variety is such
that persons eligible for Options can take part in the full array of
manpower services usually offered to regular JTPA enrcllees in Baltimore.
As noted earlier, Options staff do not operate the activities directly;
rather, most are run by staff of other OMR units with the exception of
skills training, for which the agency subcontracts with training providers,
Thus, the Options Program functions only as a "switching station," in which
eligible persons are registered and assessed and from which they are dis-
patched to other components, returning to Options only for reassessment and
counseling.

Participants in most activities receive a $30 per week stipend that is
usually tied to program attendance and performance and is intended to
defray work-related expenses, such as transportation, Options staff help
participants secure institutional day care subsidized under Title XX. In

addition, Options has some Title IV.C funds to pay for 30 days of in-home
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child care for those either enrolled in job search activities or awaiting a
child-care placement arranged by soclial services staff,

Although Options 1s open-ended and enrollees can be assigned to any
number of components, the program does set limits for some activities and
specifies that participants must take part Iin job search at some point in
their program tenure, although not necessarily as their first component.
Enrollees are not reguired to participate in any component more than once,
however, and no enrollee 1s allowed to participate more than one time in
classroom skills and on-the=job training. Enrollees are, however,
permitted to participate more than once in the work experience and job
search components If staff agree this i1s wise,

2. he rQgr o Count

Chart 1.2 summarizes the key similarities and diffLrences be tween the
Options and BET Programs. It indicates that both admit WIN-mandatory appli-
cants and recipients receiving AFDC and AFDC-U. Both programs carry out a
variety of functions: formal WIN registration; employabllity assessment;
assignment to active components or to a holding status; monitoring of parti-
cipation; job development and referral; adjudication proceedings leading to
a possible sanction (i.e., in the case of a noncompliant individual receiv-
ing AFDC, removal of the person from the welfare grant for three to six
months; and termination of the entire grant, in the case of those receiving
AFDC=U); and deregistration, And in both Options and BET, job search, work
experience, and education and tralning are the principal offerings.

Nonetheless, the chart also identifies the many distinctions between
the two programs. First is the difference between the programs themselves,

as detailed in the next section.
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The Opticons Program 1s contractually obligated to serve 1,000
enrollees a year‘.“ In 10 Baltimore income maintenance offices (about half
of the city's offices), all those eligible for Options =-- that 1s, new
WIN-mandatory applicants to welfare and those newly determined to be
mandatory -- who live in the areas served by these offices are randomly
assigned to Options or a control group, which 1is referred to the regular
WIN Demonstration Program. Thus, while this evaluation can point to
leasons about the ability of a large manpower agency Lo serve a new WIN-
mandatory welfare population, it cannot speak to the feasibility of the
Options model, were it to be implemented for all eligible individuals on a
clty-wide basis. Nor can the results =-- particularly those of reciplents
-= be generalized to all individuals in the mandatory caseload, since the
research sample is not a representative subsample of that caseload.

BET, unlike Opticns, was designed to "saturate™ the entire Wicomico
County caseload of new WIN-mandatory individuals -- that 1s, to provide
services to all suitable candidates (who were expected to number approxi-
mately 500 over the course of a2 year)., BET was also authorized to serve
volunteers, a group excluded from Options in order to reserve the
relatively limited number of slots for a rigorous test of the program's
impact on mandatory cases, Fipally, although early program planning
documents are unclear as to whether BET was expected to serve those who
were already mandatory when the program began, BET staff have elected to
provide services to these people as well.

While Options and BET offer enrollees the same employment services,
the structure and szquence of these services differ. As just described,

the Options model does not specify a fixed sequence of components; in






service 1s avallable to participants in work experlence and education or
training programs,

The programs differ in two cother respects, First, as noted earlier,
the components in which Options enrollees participate are run by other
units within the O0ffice of Manpower Resources, In contrast, BET staff
directly operate the group job search component and are responsible for
developing work experience positions, assigning enrollees to them, and
monitoring their participation, (Educational and training services are,
however, delivered by ocutside providers.,) Second, the welfare populations

of the two areas differ significantly, as later chapters will discuss.

c. r ettinga

Chart 1.3 points out the many differences between the areas in which
the Options and BET Programs operate, Baltimore is a major urban center --
the 12th largest city in the country in 1984, according to the Census
Bureau, Its populaticn of 764,000 is 56 percent non-white, and the ecity's
poverty rate, at 19 percent, is two and one-half times that of the state as
a whole, Median household income in 1980 was $12,811, or 63 percent of the
statewide average.

Wicomico County, with Salisbury as its county seat, is largely a rural
area, where much of the economy centers on the processing of farm products,
Its population is predominantly white, and both the proportion of paople
living below the poverty level and the median household income more clossly
approximate those for the state as a whele than do the corresponding

Baltimore figures,






From 1980 through 1982, Maryland's unemployment rate mirrored national
recessionary trends, climbing in the months before the start of this study
and thereafter declining to 1979 levels., Unemployment also went down 1in
the two study areas, although in both it remained higher than in the state
as a whole,

After reaching a five-year high of 78,200 in 1981, the Maryland AFDC
caseload fell during the next two years, largely as a result of the new
federal eligibility rules introduced by OBRA., It then rose again to 70,900
cases 1in 1984. The Baltimore caseload followed the state's pattern. In
contrast, 1in Wicomico County, caseloads remained high through 1982 and
declined steadily through 1984.

All these differences suggest that contextual factors are important to
consider 1in examining the rates of program participation in the two

Employment Initiatives,

D. valuation Des

The evaluation of the two Maryland programs is part of MDRC's Demon-
stration of State Work/Welfare Initiatives, which examines the implementa-
tion, 1impact and cost-effectiveness of several major AFDC employment
programs operated by a number of states in response to the 1981 OBRA
legislation. In addition to Maryland, such studles are under way in
Arkansas, California, Illinois, Maine, New Jersey, Virginia and West
Virginlia. A separate implementation study of on-the-job training programs
partly financed by grant diversion 1is also being conducted in several
states, as well as a' management study of one state's initiatives for the

welfare population,b






CHART 1.4

MARYLAND
DEEIGN FOR THE EVALUATION OF EMPLOYMENT IMITIATIVES
RAesearch Component And Quastione Me thado Logy Data Sources l’lapcirtsa
IMPACT ANALYSIS (Baltimora)
Ooec the OPTIONS Progrem result fn an Comperison of the mmployment and AFDC Unifore cliant charectaristice Second
increage in esployment and eernings outcomae over time for AFDC col lacted at program enrol iment
and/or & reduction in welfara sppiicants end recipients randonly AFDC peyment and unemployment
dependency end benefits? apsigned to the experimentat insuranca earninge fites
Do {mpacte vary for groups with program or to a control group Progras administrative records
diffarent prior employwsnt and sligible for rupular WIN services,
welfare dependency?
BEMNEFIT—COST AMALYSIS (Esltimors)
Tc what extent does the OPTIONS Program| Estimstian of the inerament in State and local budgets, data an Escond
Lead to mn incremae in direct operating costs {including adein spaci{al poymenta, and atudies of
[budget] expanditures? ifetrative coets ond peymante to otaff time sllocation
inetitutions and to participente
for work-related axpaneas] for
exparimentals compared to the
control group
Do program benefite axceed or falt Eetimation of the net present value Cost deta, progres adeinfatrative
balow coats? of tha state $nitiative by casparing fecords, impact entimates, and
eddittonal coete and benefite value of output estimates froo
the study of work axperisnca
workpites
PROCESS ANALYSIS
Participsnt Flow Study (Beitfmore end
Wicamico Counties)
What ie the pattern of progrem Anslysis of the pattern of program Progras sdministrative records, First/Second
participation and what factors sapignowent, perticipation, end including etetus, outcome, and
explain obeerved differences? deregietration parti¢ipation dots obteined
through EGARS
Te psrticipation mendatory and do Btudy of the interection between Systwmatic obssrvetion, case fils
porticipation rates vary for participation pattern end progrem studians, fnterviews with progrem
different subgroups of the destign, inetitutional arrangemente, staff and participsants
populatian? adeinistrative prectices, and
other conditions
What is thse contant and administrative Btudy of progrem cospononte and staff Byatemstic obearvation, interviewe
structure of the demonstration decieion making with progras staff, progres
program? sdministrative records
Yorkaite Btudy
wWhat 1e the quality of tha mork Analyeis of the charscterietics of Burveye conducted with auparvisors Firet/Second
exparience workaites? Do thaey progras workeites: do they develop and partiotfpants at a random
devolop eaployabitity end provide Job ekille? do they provide usaful semple of 50 workaites
social banefita? goods snd sarvices? do they provide
peychological banefits?
NOTE: 'Tha firat report refere to the Interim Findinge from the Marylend Esploymsnt Initistives pubtished in February 1884; the

socond report refers to this report.






for a minimum of 12 months after random assignment, while the experiences
of the earlier entrants were followed for at least 24 months,

3. The Benefit-Cost Analysis

The third part of the research study is a benefit-cost analysis., This
study assesses the net costs and benefits of operating the Options Program
as compared to the regular WIN Demonstration Program in Baltimore. In this
analysis, net benefits result primarily from any increases in earnings and
reductions 1in welfare benefits found in the impact analysis and extra-
polated over five years. Benefits and costs are analyzed from the points
of view of program experimentals, taxpayers and soclety as a whole,

L, The Research Sample

MDRC's two studles on the Maryland program -- the first report and
this final analysis -~ use two overlapping but different research samples.
The first report focused on the 626 experimentals who were assigned to the
Baltimore Options Program and the 358 people enrolled in the Wicomico
County BET Program through March 1983, This report extends the intake
period through December 1983 and in so doing inecludes 1,568 experimentals
in Baltimore and 502 program enrollees in Wicomico County. In addition,
this report follows the Baltimore control group, as well as the experi-
mentals, in order to compare outcomes for those eligible and ineligible for

program services,

E. e indi ro e rst_Repor
MDRC's first report on the Employment Initiatives focused on their
operational feasibility and implementation through mid-1983., It gave an

early pilcture of participation and described the nature and quality of
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that the Jjobs were seen by supervisors as important and not "make-~work,"®
However, while jobs also required an intermediate number of skills, substan-
tial skills development did not occur because most participants were Jjudged
as adequate when they began the job, Almost all participants expressed
satisfaction with the jobs, and about half thought i1t was fair to work for
their benefits,

This report expands on the worksite analysis presented in the first
report by examining responses from the total sample of 5J, The basic
findings of the first report are confirmed. Participants agreed that the
jobs were important to the agency, and almost all expressed satisfaction
with them, While the majority believed it was fair to work in exchange for
thelr benefits, a sizable minority (38 percent) were dissatisfiled with
having theilr benefits tied tec the job. Almeost all (52 of the 5i) saw the
agency as getting the better end of the deal when they compared the useful=-
ness of thelr work to the amount of mcney they received in benefits,
although some participants may have confused their weekly stipends with the
grant payments, Appendlix A describes the worksite study and findings iIin

greater detall,

F. he rre eport

As this chapter suggests, the evaluation of the Maryland Employment
Initiatives seeks to provide answers to a broad range of questicns about
the feasibility, 1impact, cost-effectiveness and targeting of programs
offering employment services to welfare recipients. Among the mailn

questions are:
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CHAPTER 2

THE OPTIONS RESEARCH DESIGN AND SAMPLE

This chapter discusses the research design and analytical techniques
used in the process, impact, and, to a lesser extent, the benefit-cost
studies for the Options Program, It describes the characteristies of the
experimental sample and discusses the data sources used in gall three
analyses, Chapter 6 will provide a more complete discussion of the
benefit-cost methodology and data sources, The Wicomico sample will be

treated separately in Chapter 7.

A.  Ihe Research Design

As noted in Chapter 1, a primary aim of this study 1is to isolate the
impacts of the Options Program through the use of an experimental research
design, All AFDC (mostly female) and AFDC~U (primarily male) applicants
and recipients eligible for Options were randomly assigned to one of three
groups: an experimental group, which received Options services; a control
group, assigned to the WIN Demonstration Program (i,e., regular WIN); or to
an extra non-research group, In the impact analysis, the employment rates,
earnings, welfare receipt and benefit payments of the experimental and
control groups were tracked and compared over a period of time.

T ility £ the Research Sample

In Maryland, as in many states, individuals applying for or receiving
AFDC are usually exempt from WIN registration if they have a child below

school age.1 Conversely, if all of their children are six or older, they






are usually considered "mandatory™ -- in other words, they must register
with WINZ as a condition of welfare receipt. Reciplents become mandatory
if their family or other circumstances change so that they are no longer
exempt from WIN registration. In Baltimore, all WIN-mandatory AFDC and
AFDC=-U applicants and all recipients who are newly determined WIN-mandatory
can be included in the research sample as long as they live in the targeted
areas of the Options Program (see Figure 2.1). The 10 income maintenance
offices serving those areas are half the offices in the city of Baltimore,

The population eligible for Options 1s not typlcal of the city-wide
welfare caseload, Rather than randomly assign the existing mandatory case-
lcad into a2 limited number of program openings, Options adopted a different
strategy -~ one mimicking the long-run or %steady state" intake system that
would probably prevall after an extended period of program operations.
Options chose, like WIN, to register individuals at the point they become
mandatory, Persons already mandatory before the program began were not
eligible for Options.

The Options research sample therefore consists of two subpopulations
of the current welfare caseload: applicants determined mandatory at the
point of welfare application, and reciplents newly determined mandatory.
Since the reclpient portion of the COptions eligible group includes mostly
mothers whose youngest pre~sachool child has Just become school age, this
may 1tself constitute the removal of a significant barrler to employment
for single parents, This characteristic especially distinguishes Options
recipients from a random cross-section of current Baltimore mandatory
recipients. The Options applicant sample, in contrast, 1is more typical of

the mandatory applicant caseload in Bal timore,






2. andom Asasi ent

As seen in Figure 2.1, eligible individuals were randomly assigned at
the point when they either applied for welfare or were newly determined
mandatory, Because 1t was not possible to offer Options services to all
those eligible, many who were not needed for the control group were
assigned to an "extra" non-research group, which, like the control group,
received only regular WIN Demonstration Program services, Youths on a
parent's case, aged 16 and 17, who normally become WIN mandatory when they
drop out of school, were automatically assigned to the non-research group.
Options staff did not want to expend resources on individuals who would
leave the program at age 18,

Random assigmment was carried out by income maintenance workers, 1n
the case of new applicants, and by WIN staff for reciplents newly
determined mandatory. Staff telephoned an MDRC data eclerk who consulted a
list of random numbers to make the assignment. The process, begun on
November 15, 1982 and continuing through December 1983, went spcothly,

As is discussed elsewhere in this report, controls for the most part
received no special services, but they could receive regular WIN services.
The impact analysis thus compares outcomes for the experimental group
assigned to Options to those of the control group served by the WIN
Demonstration Program, which in structure and services closely resembles
the traditional WIN Program.

3. ethodolo al Considerati

Whether because of their own decision, staff decisions, or simply
because they were off the welfare rolls too quickly to participate, many

experimental group members did not use Optlions services. But to obtain
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occurred in the absence of the program,

L, ize a ope of the Resear 1

As described in Chapter 1, the sample analyzed in this report expands
on that followed in the first report, which included only people randomly
assigned to the experimental group between November 15, 1982 and March 31,
1983, who were generally followed for three months. As seen in Table 2,1,
the sample covered in this study consists of 3,172 individuals randomly
assigned through December 31, 1983; the follow-up was as long as 24 months
for both the participation and impact analyses. The minimum follow-up for
the total sample was 12 months,

For most of the report, the sample will be divided into two groups:
those randomly assigned from November 15, 1982 to March 31, 1983 (1,063
AFDC's and 164 AFDC-U's) and others randomly assigned from April 1 to
December 31, 1983 (1,760 AFDC's and 185 AFDC-U's).

A much s=maller subsample 1s used to discuss the work experience
positions and participants. In total a random group of 5i experimental
participants and thelr supervisors were interviewed in both Baltimore and

Wicomico County.

B, Sample Characteristies

As indicated in Appendix Table B.1, random assigmment worked effec~
tively to produce experimental and control groups that were similar in most
demographic characteristics. The AFDC controls and experimentals did,
however, differ significantly on two important background measures =-=-
employment and earnings in the quarter preceding random assigmment =~ but

these differences were controlled for in the analysis,
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The evaluation focuses on several I1mportant subgroups within the
larger sample, The primary distinction is between the AFDC and AFDC-U
assistance categories., Within the AFDC sample, the important division is
between applicants and recipients, although, in addition, those with a more
recent employment history are compared to those with less experience.

As seen 1in Table 2.2, the AFDC sample had an equal number of appli-
cants and recipients, The total sample was primarily female (90 percent);
the majority (approximately 70 percent) were black; almost all of the rest
were white, More than half had not received a high school diploma or its
equivalent, The average age in the AFDC sample was 32; half were between
25 and 34; and 14 percent were less than 25. Forty percent had never
married; one-third were married and not living with a spouse; and 17
percent were divorced or widowed. Less than 10 percent were married and
living with a spouse,

The degree of disadvantage among members of the AFDC sample can be
seen In their substantial history of welfare dependency, Fifty-five
percent had received welfare for more than two years, and only 14 percent
had never recelved welfare before enrolling. Nevertheless, 44 percent of
the sample members had held a job during the year preceding emrollment, and
28 percent in the quarter bhefore enrollment.

Another way to gauge the level of disadvantage in the Baltimore sample
is to compare it to the one followed by MDRC in the San Diego Employment
Preparation Program, the other program in an urban area evaluated thus far
by MDRC, Unlike the Baltimore sample, the San Diego group was composed
sntirely of applicanfs, who, as noted, are expected to have higher rates of

previous employment and lower rates of previous welfare dependency.






TABLE 2.2 [(cantinuad)

Characteristic Total AFDC AFBC-U
Average Number of Children by Age
Legs Than 4 Yaars 0.22 0.15 0.74%%¢
4 ta 5 Years 0.08 0.07 0.28%%¢
6§ to 12 Yesrs 1.00 t.03 0,7g%es
13 to 18 Yeers 0.53 0.56 0,350%
Averagas Kumber of Children Undar
19 Yaars of Age 1.84 1.8D 2,15%%9
Any Children (%)°
Lass Than B Ysars 22.3 16.8 8G,2%%9¢
Batwsan 6 end 18 Yaars 83.9 B6 ,5 §2.8%°"
Prior AFOC Despendency (%)
Never on AFOC 17 .8 13,9 5D ,60%e
Two Yeers or Less 32.5 31.5 40 ,g%*s
More Then Two Yaars 48,8 54,7 B, 50
Average Months onr AFOC During Two
Years Prior to Rendom Aseignment 12,8 13,7 3,3%%s
Average Monthe Uneble to Work Due to
Medical Problems in Two Years
Prior to Random Assignment 1.2 1.3 0.6%**
Held Job at Any Time During Four
Quartears Prior to Random
Aseignment [%] 47 ,1 44.3 68 .3%0
Held Job Ouring Quarter grior
to Rendom Aesignment [%) 29.4 28,2 39.3909e
Average Earninge During Four Quarters
Prior tc Random Assfignment (8%) 1774,08 1608 .11 3132.58%**
Average Earnings During Querter
Prior to Random Aseignmant [8] 418,03 385.13 883 .,21%%»
Average Menthe Employed Quring Two
Yeare Prior to Random Assipnment 8.2 5.5 11.,3%09s
For Longeet Job Held in Pest
Two Yanrac
Averege Hourly Wage Rate (%) 5.08 4.78 g.23%e0®
Average Weakly Hours 34.1 az . ag,7ver
Quration of Job [Months]} 28.8 28.7 35,200
d
Total Semple 3172 2623 348
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TABLE 2.2 [continuad)

SOURCE: Calculations from MDRC Client Information Sheets and the
Unemployment Insurance earnings records.

NOTES: Distributions may not add exactly to 100.0D percent because of
rounding.

aDistributions may not add to 100.0 percent because individuals
can have children in more than one category,

b
Calculated from Unemployment Insurance records from the State of
Maryland.

cFor questions concerning Longest job, sample sizes are based on
the number of individuals who report a Longest job on the Client Information
Sheet, Due to missing date for selected characteristics, these sample sizes
vary from 1190 - 4240 for AFDC's and 264 - 272 for AFDC-U's,

d
For selected characteristics, sample sizes may vary up to sixty
sample points due to missing data.

®pDifferences between assistance categories are statistically
significant at the 10 percent lLevel using a two-tailed t-test or chi-square

test,

¢spifferences between essistanca categories are statistically
significant at the 5 percent lLevel using a two—tailad t-test or chi-square test,

®*ssDifferences between assistance categories are statistically
significant at the 1 percent level using a two—teilad t-test or chi-square test,
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Only 27 percent of the AFDC applicants in the San Diego program had
thad their own welfare case for two years or more before random assignment,
but among Baltimore applicants, the figure was 36 percent, and among
recipients, 74 percent. The San Diego applicants had spent an average of
six months on welfare, compared to eight months for Bealtimore applicants
and 19 months for recliplents, Levels of previous employment were slightly
higher in Baltimore -- 61 percent of the AFDC applicants had held a job in
the year preceding random assignment compared to 5t percent in San Diego.

Baltimore Options! sample also consisted of AFDC-Uts, who were
primarily applicants. It is not surprising, therefore, that this group
showed less previous dependency and more previous employment than the
Options' AFDC sample. Only 8.5 percent of the AFDC-U's had received
welfare for two years or more, and 51 percent had never recelved welfare
prior to sample enrollment, Almost 70 percent had held a job in the year
preceding their sample entry, and 39 percent held a job 1in the quarter
immediately preceding enrollment, Eighty-eight percent of the AFDC-U
sapple were males. 'Two-thirds were white, with the remainder almost all
black. Ninety-four percent were married and living with a spouse,

Table 2.3 shows the differences between new mandatory applicants for
welfare and reciplents who had recently become WIN-mandatory. Among
APDC's, recipients had a wmuch longer history of welfare receipt. On
average, 1in the two years before enrollment, they had spent 19 months on
the rolls, compared to eight months for applicants, Only 5 percent of the
AFDC reciplents, but 23 percent of the applicants,5 had never had an AFDC
case of their own. ﬁhile less than 30 percent of the recipients had held a

Jeb in the year before enrollment, almost two-thirds of the applicants had



TABLE 2.3
BALTIMORE

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESEARCH SAMPLE
AT THE TIME OF RANDOM ASSIGNMENT, BY ASSISTANCE CATEGORY
AND WELFARE STATUS
(NOVEMBER 1882 -~ DECEMBER 1983 SAMPLE]

AFDC AFDC-U

Characteristic

Applicants

Recipients

Appl icents

Recipients

Average Age {Years) 33.4 30.,4%*% 33.1 32.5
Sax (%)
Male 13.7 6.6%%% B88.5 82 .5
Female 86 .3 93 4%*>» 1.5 17 .5
Ethnicity (%)
White, Non—-Hispanic 33.7 25,3%%* 65.9 53.7
Black, Non—Hispanic 64,7 73.,7%%2 31.5 43 .9
Hispanic 0.4 0.3° 0.7 2.4°
Other 1.3 0.7 2.0 p.0°
Degree Received (%)
None 55.0 57 .7 82.2 55.0
General Equivalency Diploma 7 .1 6.5 6.7 15.0
High School Diploma 37.9 35.8 31.1 30.0
Marital Statue (%)
Never Married 30.1 50,9%%% 2.6 7.5
Marrfiad, Living With Spouse 11.1 B.5%** 95,0 87 «5
Married, Not Living With Spouse 39.3 27 .8%** 1.7 5.0°
Divorced, Widowed 19.5 14,9%%* 0.7 0.0°
Prior AFDC Dependency (%)
Never on AFDC 22 .6 5,2%%3 52.0 40 .0
Two Years or Less 41 .9 21 .1%%2* a1 .7 35.0
More Than Two Years 35.5 73.7%%2 6.3 25.0%%*
Average Months on AFDC During Two
Years Prior to Random Assignment 7.9 19.4%*» 2.5 9,2%%2
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TABLE 2.3 [continued]

AFDC AFDC-U
Charactaeristic Appl icants HRecipients |jApplicants HRecipfents
Held Job at Any Time During Four
Quarters Prior to Random
Assignment (%)° 61.1 27 790 72,0 50.0%%*
Held Job During Querter Prior
to Random Assignment (%)° ap,7 15.8%%% 40 .4 31.0
Average Earnings During Four Quarters
Prior to Random Assignment ['la 2577 .18 641 .20%** 13384.98 1287 .g2%09%
Total Sampleb 1407 1416 307 42

SOURCE: Calculations from MORC Client Information Sheets and Unemployment
Insurance earninge records.

NOTES: Distributions may not add exectly to 100.0 percent because of
rounding.

aCal.cul.ated from Unemployment Insurence records from the State of
Maryland.

b
For selected characteristices, sample vefzee may vary up to twenty-
eight sample pointe due to missing date,

cChi-squara teste {nappropriate due to Low expected cell frequencises.
s*2pifferences betwaen applicanta and recipientse within an sesistance

cetagory ore statisticaelly significant at the 1 pearcent Level ueing e two-tailed
t~-test or chi-squars test,
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TABLE 2.4

BALTIHORE

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESEARCH SAMPLE

AT THE TIME OF RANDDM ASSIGNMENT,
AND PERIOD OF RANDODM ASSIGNMENT

(NDVEMBER 1982 - DECEMBER 19B3 SAMPLE)

BY ASSISTANCE CATEGORY

AFDC AFDC~U
Nov., 19B2- April- Nov. 1982~ April-

Characteristic March 1983 Dec, 1983 March 1883 0Oec,.1983
Wel fare Status (%)

Appl icant 47 .9 51.0 B7 .8 B8 .1

Recipient 52.1 49.0 12.2 11.
Average Age (Years) 31.8 3a.0 33,6 3a2.5
Sex (%)

Male 9.3 10.7 87 .8 98.0

Female aQ.7 89.3 12.4 12.0
Ethnicity (%)

White, Non—Hispantc 29.5 29.5 68,7 60.7

Black, Nﬂﬂ—Hiapﬂﬂic 69.6 69,0 28.8 36 .6

Hispanic 0.1 D.5 1.2 0.5

Other 0.9 1.1 1.2 2.2°
Degree Received (%]

None 57 .4 55.7 65.6 57 .5

Genaral Equivalency Diploma 7.3 6.5 5,0 10.1

High School Dtplome 36.3 a7.8 29.4 2.4
Marital Status (%)

Never Married 41 .8 39.8 2.5 3.9

Married, Living With Spouse 8.1 9.1 94.4 84.0

Married, Not Living With Spouse 33.0 33.9 2.5 1.8°

Divorced, Widowed 17 .1 17.2 0.6 0.5°
Prior AFDC Dependency [%)

Never on AFDC 11.4 15.4%%% 49 .7 51.4

Two Yeare or Less 32.4 30.9 45 .8 36 .4

More Than Two Years 58.2 53.7 4.4 12,29
Average Months on AFDC Durifg Two
Years Prior to Random Assignment 14.5 13 ,2%*% 2.9 3.8

[continued]}






TABLE 2.5

BALTIMORE

LENGTH DF AVAILABLE FOLLOW-UP BY DATA SDURCE AND PERIOD OF RANDOM ASSIGMNMENT
[NOVEMBER 19B2 - DECEMBER 19B3 SAMPLE)

Data Source

Last Date Data
Are Aveilable

FPaint at Which
Data Starte to
Be Collected

Length of Follow—-Up By
Feriod of Randem Asaignment

Novamber 1882-
March 1883

AprilL-
December 1883

ESARSa Progrem
Tracking

Quarterly Employment
end Eernings b/c

#Honthly Welfars
Grant d

Monthly Unemploymant
Ingurance Banefite

Decembar 1884

Fourth Calen-
dar Quartar
of 1984

Fabruary 1885

January 1885

Date of
Random
Apsignment

Four Quarters
Prior tuo
Random
Asgignmant

Month of
Randaom

Assignment

January 1883

Twanty-0ne
Months

Seven Quarters
Aftar
Random
Asgipgnment

Twenty—Four

Maontha

Twanty-Five
Months

Twalva
Months

Four Quartera
After
ARandom

Assignment

Fiftsen

Months

Sixtean
Months

NOTES:
Reporting System,

'ESARG stande for the Maryland Employment Sarvice Autometad

bEmpluymunt and sarnings data ere based aon Unemployment Insurance
earnings records which raport earninps on & calsndar querter basis,

cCalandar quarter of rendom sssignmeant is not considarad to ba @
follow-up quarter for employmsnt and eernings for the QOptions evaluaticon,

The firet month of follow-up for welfare grent paymente includes thea

manth in which an individual i8 randomly sssigned,
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not be a source of bias for the impact estimates., Further-
more, there were very few instances in which errors resulted
in inabllity to match welfare records to other records.

ESARS (Employment Services Automated Reporting System} pro-
vides information on program participation and deregistration,
The ESARS system does not cover information on assigmment to
activities and measures participation as attending three days
of the activity. Thus, 1t 1is not possible to distinguish
between those who dropped out on the fourth day of an activity
and those who completed 1t.10

The four main data sources were supplemented by two =smaller
studies using small subsamples of the research sample:

Horksite study. A subset of enrollees who participated in
work experlence between June 1983 and April 1984 and thelr
supervisors were interviewed by a Maryland-based MDRC field
researcher who used a standardized survey instrument. Inter-
views lasted about 45 minutes for participants and almost an
hour for supervisors. Responses from 54 participants and
their supervisors were tabulated. Of the 54 interviews, 38
were conducted in Baltimore and 16 in Wicomico County,

Case Filie Study. This study, administered by MDRC 1in
Baltimore, examined a random subsample of T6 AFDC and AFDC=U
cases, wWho were randomly assigned between January and March
1983, registered with Options within three months of random
assignment and were not immediately assigned to a long-term
holding status, The purpose of thils study was to obtain a
broad range of information on the program experiences of
sample members: their assignment to activities; noncompliance,
if any; staff follow-up of noncompliance, and the results of
this follow=-up.
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million in fiscal year 1984, $7.6 million of which was directed to AFDC=U
recipients,?  Some 59 percent of the state's AFDC and AFDC-U cases reside
in Baltimore, but not all of the city's caseload 1s subject to participa-
tion in Options activities, For example, at any one time, about 60 percent
of the AFDC case heads can claim exemption from mandatory WIN status
because they have a child less than six years of age,2 and some other
exemptions are also permitted. Moreover, Options' capacity, 1,000 program
slots per year, limited the number the program would serve.

The principal, 1if obvious, difference between applicants and recipi-
ents stems from their grant status, Recipients already receive welfare
when they register in the Options Program; applicants do not, and some will
never be approved for welfare simply because they do not meet state and
federal AFDC eligibility guidelines, Fqually important, recipients are
often in the midst of a long spell of welfare receipt, whereas approved
applicants are only beginning a spell, Many applicants are "short
stayers;® even without speclal employability services, they will leave the
rolls within a year or two, But there are fewer short stayers among
recipients in general and particularly among the group of recipients
eligible for Options, who were newly determined mandatory because their
youngest child had recently turned six, The recipient sample contalins a
larger proportion than the applicant sample of individuals who will be
dependent on welfare for an extended period of time.

Consequently, applicants and recipients in this analysis are two quite
separate and distinct subgroups of program registrants.3 Each has differ-
ent demographic characteristics and histories of welfare and work, and each

may thus be affected in quite different ways by the program, The separate
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might still collect welfare, especlially since their grant reductions could
be partially offset by deductions from gross earnings for work-related
expenses and child care,

The benefit level, standard of need and OBRA eligibility regulations
all interact with local labor market conditions to determine the character
of an area's AFDC caseload, Thus, in Baltimore, one might expect teo find a
sizable portion who have worked in the past and are capable of obtailning
enmployment without special assistance, In fact, among AFDC applicants in
the Options impact sample, 61.4 percent recorded some UI earnings during
the year before entering Options, Yet, even with this work record, more
than 90 percent of the applicant sample qualified for and receilved some
welfare payments during the follow-up period, Some may have interspersed
periods of employment with episodes of welfare, and a small fraction worked
and received welfare at the same time, Among AFDC reciplents 1in the
Options sample, the year-prior employment rate was 27.8 percent, lower
because of that subgroup's greater dependency, but still suggesting an
appreciable mix of work and welfare over time,

For AFDC-U's (two-parent heads and mostly male), the year-prior
employment rate was 69.4 percent. But oppeortunities for combining work and
welfare are much more restricted for this assistance category. Al though
the rtax rate® on earnings for AFDC~U's is statutorily the same as for
AFDC's, child-care deductions from gross earnings for working heads of
two-parent cases are in practice much less than for working single parents,
In addition, under OBRA rules, AFDC-U case heads become ineligible if they
work more than 100 hours a month, Sanctioning can also affect the receipt

of welfare, since the penalty 1s complete case closure. (For AFDC's, only






formally called deregistration, does not necessarily imply exit from
welfare, This section will discuss reasons for program deregistration and
the extent to which deregistration rates can be used to judge program
effectiveness,

When Options staff learn of a registrant's employment, they record
that fact as a placement, a positive outcome. The case is referred back to
the Income Maintenance office for a recalculation of the grant based on the
new earnings level, Should the extra income result in a case closure,
Options staff are notified and will remove the person from the list of
reglstrants, (Deregistration can also occur because of sanctioning for
failure to comply with program requirements.)

Despite a not infrequent connection between the three factors -
empl oyment, case closure and deregistration -- the deregistration rate
itself 1s an imperfect measure of operational effectivenesa, For one,
deregistration does not always mean employment, or a case closure, or a
grant payment stopped. 1In fact, national studies show that most exits from
wel fare are not caused by employment.5 Birth of a child or the return to a
parent of a young child who has been living elsewhere removes WIN-mandatory
status, accounting for many deregistrations, Marriage and remarriage also
cause many departures,

Thus, because large numbers of deregistrations occur for reasons not
connected with the services and best efforts of an employment program,
these rates should not be used as measures of program effectiveness. On
the other hand, the deregistration rate does not pick up some of the
positive outcomes that the program does achieve, Registrants who are

placed by program staff, but at jobs paying too little to allow them to






evaluating service programs for welfare applicants 1s especlally acute
because normal turnover is greatest for individuals who have been in the
wel fare system for only a short period of time,

One cholce for a standard would be a typlical group of people who are
eligible to receive program services but do not, This was the case in this
study, where a control group was selected at random from among applicants
to and recipients of welfare who were determined mandatory during the
research enrollment period lasting from November 1982 through December
1983. These control group members were referred to regular WIN Demonstra-
tion Program services instead of the Options Program. The process of
randomization was such that each person belng considered for Options stood
a 50 percent chance of belng assigned to the program and a 50 percent
chance of belng assigned to WIN. Controls could not subsequently
participate in Options during the course of the experiment.

The fact that controls were selected randomly makes them similar as a
group to individuals who were offered Options services. That they recelved
only WIN services implies that their behavior should mirror closely that of
the Options registrants in the absence of the program, In particular,
their subsequent rates of employment and welfare exit should represent the
norm for that portion of Baltimore's AFDC population who were assigned to
the Options Program, Thus, the control group ~-- chosen at random and
removed from the sequence of Options Program activities -~ provides the
standard, or baseline, against which to compare the performance of the
program group, and these comparisons will produce estimates of program
impact that automatically take natural employment and ocaseload turnover

into account. The rest of this chapter discusses the magnitude of the












that an equal proportion of deregistrations and case closings (39.0 percent
altogether) must be discounted when judging the performance of the Options
Program,

This was in fact done, because, to estimate Options impacts, the
wel fare receipt rate of controls is deducted from the wel fare receipt rate
of people in Options, A corresponding subtraction for employment rates
accounts for the 38.1 percent of the applicant controls who found jobs
without Options (as seen in Figure 3,1 and Table 3,1).

A similar kind of natural turnover and unassisted employment occurs
for AFDC recipients, The ple for that group shows that 14.1 percent of
AFDC recipient controls recelved some welfare initially but were off the
rolls a year later, Although this rate of turnover 1s less than half that
of the AFDC applicants, fallure to account for 1t would overestimate the
program's effectiveness in reducing welfare dependency. Again, the use of
controls as a standard of comparison for reciplents assigned to Options
corrects for this natural turnover,

Turnover for AFDC-U's was the highest of all., Because nearly all of
the AFDC=U's are applicants, their behavior might be expected to resemble
that of the AFDC applicants, VYet, despite the fact that nearly as many
AFDC-U's as AFDC applicants recelved some welfare, more AFDC~U's were off
the rolls by the start of the second year: €1.0 percent of AFDC applicants
received some welfare payment in the fifth quarter, but only 40.6 percent
of the AFDC-0's did so.

The experlence of control group members also demonstrates that working
is associated with lower wel fare, but that the short-run connection between

empl oyment and welfare receipt 1s not a rigld one and varies by subgroup.
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CHAPTER &4

PATTERNS OF PARTICIPATION

In this chapter, the extent to which eligible enrollees participated
in the Baltimore Options Program is considered. As noted earlier, Options
was funded at a level that would permit all individuals whom staff deemed
appropriate to take part in employment-related activities, This was in
marked contrast to the traditional WIN Program, which, although it required
the registration of all mandatory welfare applicants and reciplents, could
place only a small propeortion in program activities primarily because of
funding constraints., Both central Employment Initiatives planners and the
Office of Manpower Resources anticipated that most Options Program
enrollees would participate, although they did not expect participation to
be wuniversal; indeed, they hcoped to learn from the Options Program
operating experience what level of participation could be reasonably
expected.

Evidence from the first report suggested that Options' participation
far surpassed that in the WIN Demonstration Program operating in areas not
served by Options, That report found that 34 percent of experimentals
studied in the early Options sample -- 43 percent of those registered with
the program -- had taken part in a program activity within three months of
random assignment. During the same period, under 2 percent of the controls
assigned to the WIN Demonstration Pregram participated in &an aotive
component,

Three key elements 1in the participation analysis differ in this






&, verall Indicators of Participation: er tals ontrols
As in the earlier report, the first important question is:

e What proportion of sample enrollees ever participated in the
Options and WIN Programs?

Table 4.1 presents several indicators of the performance of the two
research groups. The table shows that controls registered for WIN at a
slightly higher rate than experimentals did for Options (87.7 vs. 84.9
percent, respectively). It is likely that the drop-off between random
assignment and registration for both groups reflects, among other things,
the fact that not all people who apply for assistance are accepted for
wel fare, Individuals who did not belileve that they were going to be
approved for assistance may not have bothered to register with either
Options or WIN.

There were also small but statistically significant differences in the
rates at which experimentals and controls found or were placed in employ=-
ment, and were deregistered from, or left, thelr respective programs.
Within the 12-month follow-up periced, 16.5 percent of the experimental
sample was noted as having been placed in Jobs, compared to 11.5 percent of
the control group, During the same perled, 42.7 percent of the
experimentals were deregistered from Options, while 4.6 percent of the
controls were deregistered from WIN.

It should be noted, however, that while employment programs frequently
use placement rates to gauge success, these rates should be viewed with

caution since they reflect only employment that comes to the attention of
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and 1s recorded by program staff, These rates of reported employment are
considerably lower than the rates presented 1in Chapter &, where
Unempl oyment Insurance records are used as the more accurate source of
employment for both the experimental and control groups.

The really striking difference between experimentals and controls lies
in their rates of participation in active components: 44,5 percent of the
experimental sample, but only 3.4 percent of the controls, were active
within 12 months of randomw assignment, Thus, experimentals assigned to
Options were far more likely than their WIN counterparts ever to partici-
pate 1n a formal program activity -~ Jjob search, work experience, education
or training.

In Table 4.1, the reference group is the total number of experimentals
and controls, However, since a program cannot serve those who fail to
register, the tables in the rest of this chapter will use as their base the
nuerber of Options or WIN registrants rather than gll experimentals and
controls in order to gauge performance more fairly., Table 4.2 therefore
resembles Table 4.1, except that the percentages are based on the number of
persons who registered within three months of random aasignment, This
table discloses that 52,7 percent of all experimental registrants and 3.7
percent of control registrants were active in Options or WIN within 12
months,

1. HIN Services

These data should not be taken to indicate that controls in the
regul ar WIN Demonstration Program received no services at all, but rather
that, for the most part, services were not delivered in the form of

structured components. As noted in Chapter 1, funding for WIN staff and






activities in Baltimore had been substantially reduced. Group job search
cperated at a minimal level until mid-August 1983 and was thereafter
discontinued; only a handful of WIN registrants were assigned to work
experience or training.

However, WIN registrants judged "job-ready," if they were not engaged
in a formal WIN activity, did receive some assistance, although it was
usually not structured, Many were assigned to a short-term holding status,
known in WIN parlance as Other WIN Non-Component Activity, or GWNCA. Data
not presented in the table indicate that 77 percent of control group
registrants were in OWNCA at some time during the 12-month follow-up.
While in this status, they were expected to report to the WIN office on a
monthly basis, There, counselors referred them, on occaslon, to GED and
training programs, as well as, whenever possible, to job openings obtained
from WIN's job developers, the newspapers or the state employment service.
It is not known, however, how many people followed through on these
referrals,

Thus, when the impact findings on Options participation are examined
later in this report, it will be important to remember that the control
group was not a no-treatment group. Controls did receive some services,
and, to a greater extent than was true in Qptions, these were largely
directed toward immediate job placement, rather than longer-term employa-
bility development.

2.  Options Services

The data in Table %4.2 suggest that Options delivered a variety of
services to the target population. Overall, Job search was the most

frequently used component: about 30 percent of all registrants participated



in this activity compared to approximately 20 percent in work experience
and education and training. Because registrants could participate in more
than one component, the proportions of those active in each component add
up to a higher figure than the 52.7 percent active overall, indicating that
in fact some people did take part in more than one activity. This topic is
considered at greater length later in this chapter,

As noted earlier, Options guidelines call for most individuals to
participate in some kind of job search during their program stay, but not
necessarily as their initial activity. The table shows that 29.6 percent
of all registrants did take part in job search activities. About half
participated in group job search workshops, while half conducted individual
job searches on their own. In fact, the 29.6 percent figure understates
the actual proportion of people who received such assistance, since it does
not include direct referral and placement by staff nor less structured
efforts conducted by registrants not in program components,

Activities formally categorized as job search varied in duration.
Initially, group Jjob search workshops lasted for three weeks, but staff
regarded this as 1inadequate, and a new component lasting two months was
introduced. Individual job search was indefinite in length.

As described earlier, the definition of “"Wparticipation®™ in this
analysis is not a stringent one: individuals were counted as active if they
participated in an activity only three times, Thus, a participation rate
of 30 percent conveys only a very rough idea of how active people really
were. Data collected for the benefit-cost analysis show that individuals
who went into job search spent an average of five and one-half weeks 1in

group job search and 15 weeks in individual job search,
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Grouped together 1in Table 4.2 under the category called ™ork
experience™ are several different activities: WIN and Public Sector Work
Experience (identical in structure), Jobs Plus I, and on-the- job training,
WIN and Public Sector Work Experience required participation in an unpaid
work position for #0 hours a week for up to 13 weeks; individuals could, if
they chose, be assigned to this activity a second time, Jobs Plus I
combined both work experience and job search, but was classified as work
experience because participants spent most of their time at the worksites,
Data from the benefit-cost study indicate that Options registrants who took
part in these kinds of work experience activities did so for an average of
16 weeks., A small proportion of sample members were also placed in private
businesses in on-the-job trainring, where duration varied according to the
level of skills needed for the position, On average, participants spent
almost 10 weeks in on-the-~job training.

About one-fif'th of enrollees participated in "education and training,
a broad category that includes classes designed to introduce individuals to
the world-of-work and employers' expectations, tutoring, instruction in the
basic skills, preparatory classes for the General Equivalency Diploma
tests, and classroom-based occupational skills training, World-of-work and
educational activities are usually conducted by various OMR units, while
skills training is provided by outside agencies under subcontract to OMR,
If individuals participating in world-of-work classes are excluded from the
total, 1t appears that about 14 percent were engaged in activities designed
to improve long-term employability.

Education and training activities varied in length, ranging from one

or two weeks in the world-of-work sessions to 18 months in some training






clear, especlally since the counselor sometimes tallored the description of
program activities to make the preferred component sound particularly
appealing. The staff's effort to gailn registrants' concurrence and
cooperation -~ in sum, to introduce a voluntary element into a mandatory
program -- i1s, however, notable,

Assignment data for program activities (as opposed to participation
data) were not routinely collected this report. However, analysis of a
small sample of cases examined as part of a special study suggests that
everyone was assigned to some category -- elther an active component or a
holding status, Of the 102 cases sampled, 70 were assigned to an active
camponent elther immediately or after being placed in short-term holding,
while the other 32 were placed in long-term holding.

Al though intake counselors exercised considerable discretion in making
their assignment decisions, that discretion tended to be channeled in fair-
ly predictable ways, Thus, enrollees were likely to be placed in long-term
holding status and deferred from participation if they were already attend-
ing a school or training program full.time, were working part-time, or had
medical problems undisclosed at the time they were determined to be
WIN-mandatory,

It is noteworthy that, wunder traditiomal WIN regulations, health
problems confer an exemption, but part-time employment and attendance in
school or a training program do not, The Options policy of granting
deferrals was a change in keeping with the program's emphasis on long-term
enpl oyabllity development. It also reflected the stafft's belief that if a
registrant's nonprogram activity demonstrated an ultimate commitment to

working, the program should not instead require enrollment in an "official®



program comporent, (In this guideline, Options was more lenient than some
other mandatory employment programs,) Program staff did keep track of
registrants in a holding status, however, and as personal situations
changed, these people could be required to take part in program activities,

Staff also adopted fairly broad guidelines in assigning individuals to
program activities., For example, Jjob search was only considered
appropriate if counselors believed registrants had acquired enough
education and/or work experience (usually at least one year) to be able to
find employment, To be placed in occupational skills or on-the-job
training, enrollees usually had to have a high school diploma or its
equivalent and often had to meet additional requirements imposed by
classroom training providers or private employers. The criteria for an
assignment to work experience were more fluid. While the activity was
designed for those with sporadic job histories, it was also seen as suit-
able for persons interested in changing careers, In addition, registrants
could be assigned to work experience simply because other components seemed
unsuitable,

The data in Table 4.3 confirm that the individuals who participated in
the various components did have different histories of work and education,
as well as demographic characteristics. The table shows rates of
participation in key Options components for several subgroups whose
characteristics and backgrounds were described in Chapter 2. The AFDC and
AFDC~U assistance categories are distinguished, and within each category,
applicants are separated from recipients.

Overall participation rates in the program were strikingly similar

among all subgroups., This is of particular note because the deregistration
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small, and the differences between applicants and recipients were not
statistically significant. Overall, those on AFDC-U were more likely to
take part in job search and less likely to take part in work experience or
education and training than their AFDC counterparts.

The disparate characteristics of individuals in these components are
brought into sharper relief in Table 4.4, which looks at individuals who
initially (rather than ever) participated in one of the three key areas of
activity as well as those who were initially placed in a holding status and
remained there, Among other factors, the table shows that those in job
search or education and training were more likely to be either high school
graduates or GED holders than were those in work experience. The earnings
of Jjob search participants in the four quarters prior to random assignment
were about double those of participants in work experience or education and
training. Job search participants were also more likely than those 1in
other activities to be first-~time recipients of AFDC.

In contrast, two-thirds of the individuals initially placed in educa-
tion or training had been on the welfare rolls for more than two years.
Staff may well have assigned them to these activities because they Jjudged
them as unemployable without further schooling or employability skills.

Thus far, this chapter has shown that applicants and recipients on
AFDC and AFDC~U were apt to be assigned to different activities, and also
that these subgroups had different rates of deregistration. It would not
be surprising, therefore, to learn that individuals who participated in
different activities were deregistered at different rates. Table 4.5 shows
that this was the case. Those AFDC clients who were initially placed in

job search were more likely to be deregistered within the 12-month follow-
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TABLE 4,4

BALTIMDRE

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE EXPERIMENTAL REGISTAANTS
AT THE TIME OF RAANDOM ASSIGHNMERT BY INITIAL PROGARAM STATUS
[NOVEMBER 18582 - DECEMBER 18983 AFDC AND AFDC-U SAMPLE)

c d Educatiaon gnd £
Charscterietic Job Search Work Exparience Trailning Holding Stetus Totel
Welfara Status
ApplLicant 61.8 43.0 41.8 40.9 47 20"
Reciplent 8.4 57.0 8.2 58.1 52,8000
Aveistance Category
AFDC 68,2 90,3 93.8 83,2 90.9%*"
AFDC~U 13.8 9.7 B.2 6.8 g,188s
Averege Age [Years] 3z2.6 31.9 ac.o 31.6 31, 7uen
Sex [X)
Male 25,9 15.2 6.8 13.0 15,99
Famale 74.1 84.8 93.2 87.0 B4, 100
Ethnicity (X)
White, Hon—-Hiepanic 33.5 29,7 26.4 35,2 2.4
Black, Non-Hiepanic 64.8 69.7 72,5 64.3 66.6
Hispsnic 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.4
Other 0.8 0.8 1.0 0.5 p.s?
Degree Received [X)
Nana 56.9 66.3 B0.9 53.6 Sg,0vee
Ganaral Equivelency Diploms 5.5 5,5 e.8 5.2 7.5
High School piploas A7.6 26,2 30.2 37.2 34,50
Marital Statue [X]
Never Married 2.8 az.o 43.2 39.8 az.7r*
Married, Living With Spouse 2D0.7 14.5 8.4 14.0 15,0948
Karried, Not Living with Spouse ao,.® 33.9 31.8 27.7 io,.2
Divorced, Widowed 18.2 14,5 15.8 18.8 16.9
Prior AFDC Dependancy [%)
Nover on AFDC 21.0 9,7 10.9 13.4 14,.E%%»
Two Yesars or Lesa 34.1 g7 .8 22.9 34.9 31 .,5**
Mora Than Twa Years 44,9 B2.4 66.1 51,7 53,9%%%
Avarage Monthes on AFDC During Two
Years Prior to Reandom Asejgnment 10.7 15.0 16.3 14.3 3.7
Held Job st Any Tima During Four
Quarters Prior to Rendom
Assignment [X) 50.6 ag.2 5.1 41 .8 42,60

{continued)






TABLE 4,5
BALTIMORE

OISTRIBUTION OF OEREGISTRATION RATES WITHIN TWELVE MONTHS AFTER RAANDOM ASSIGNMENT
FOR THE EXPERIMENTAL REGISTRANTS, BY INITIAL ACTIVE COMPONENT
AND ASSISTANCE CATEGORY BY WELFARE STATUS
{NOVEMBER 1982 ~ DECEMBER 18583 AFDC ANMD AFDC-U SAMPLE]

Ascistance Category and l | | Education and
Welfore Stetus Job Saarch® Work Experienceb Trainingn
AFDC

Applicants 53 .1 43 .9 52.1

Recipiants 25.4 21.7 18.3

Both 41 .68 [ N=274} 30.2 {K=148) 31.9 [(wN=182)
AFDC-U

Applicents 72.2 64,3 62,5

Recipients 12.5 50,0 100.0

Both 61.4 [N=44) 62.5 [N=18} 75,0 [ N=12)
Both Categories

Appl fcants 5B6.6 47 .8 53 .1

Recipiente 24.6 22.3 1.2

Both 44,3 [N=318]) 33.3 [N=165} 34,5 [(N=194)

SOURCE:s MORC calculatione from the Merylend Employment Service Autometad
Reporting System,

NOTES: Derspistration rates ars celculated es » percent of sxperimentels {in
the fndiceted eesistance cetegory and welfare statue who registered for Qptions
within thres monthe of reandom assignment and whosea first componant was Job Saarch,
Work Experienca, or Education and Treining.

Numbere 1in perentheses indicete eample aizms,

aJob Seserch includee Individual Job Seerch eand Group Job Sesrch,

b

Work Experience ‘:cludes WIN Wor~ Experienca, Jobs Plue I (which alsag
included @ Job eesrch component), Public Sector Work Expertfence, and Dn-the-Job
Training.

eEducltion end Treining includes Harbor City Lesrning, The Lesrning
Center, Clessroom Skills Treining, skills training besed orn individual raferrels, the

World of Work end genersl institutional training ocutside the progrem.

Teets of stetistical eignificance were not examined.






pation requirement, That 1s, Options entrants were expected to remain
active in the program until one of three outcomes occurred: they left the
welfare rolls entirely; they remained on welfare but were no longer
WIN-mandatory; or they were judged inappropriate for a program activity and
Placed in a holding status, 1In April 1984, after the research sample was
drawn, Optlions altered its intake procedures and, in so doing, exempted
some participants from the continuous participation obligation, This
change should not have affected most of the registrants followed in this
study, who would already have had the opportunity to take part in more than
one component,

The analysis therefore addresses two related questions:

e Did enrollees participate continuously in program activities?

e What were their typlcal participation paths?

Table 4,6 provides some Iinformation on these questions, showing that,
first, a substantial minority of enrollees did not participate in any
activity, and second, that among those who did, the majority participated
only in the initial activity in which they were placed,

Answering these questions in more detail gives rise to an interpretive
dilemma which 1s dealt with in a subsequent section, A lack of appropriate
data 1s one problem, For example, it has already been established that
many individuals who initlially participated in an activity were thereafter
deregistered. If they were not available to take part in a second COmpo-
nent, this would help to explain some of the low rates of participation in
subsequent components. Unfortunately, the data are not sufficiently
precise to enable this issue to be addressed in a rigorous way.

A comparison of Table 4,7 with Table 4.5, however, sheds some light on









the problem. For instance, one can see in Table 4.5 that 33.3 percent of
all those who began work experience were subsequently deregistered during
the t12-month follow-up. If all these deregistrations took place before
these individuals moved on to another component, this presumably would
leave 66.7 percent of the work experience participants available for a
second activity, But Table 4.7 shows that only 24.8 percent of those who
began in work experience went on to another component, (This figure consti-
tutes 37 percent of all those available for a new activity.) In Jjob
search, education and training, the proportions of available registrants
who went on to a second activity were higher -- 49 and 56 percent,
respectively. Nonetheless, the basic conclusion -~ that large numbers of
people participated in only one activity -- remains intact.

Table 4,7 also suggests that while it is difficult to identify
"typical®"™ participation patterns, some trends can be identified. (The
table groups AFDC and AFDC-U registrants together, but the same patterns
would hold if the two subgroups were analyzed separately), For those who
began in job search and went on to a second component, that component was
likely to again involve some kind of Jjob search activity. This is not
surprising, since individuals initially placed in job search were Jjudged
employable at the outset and would not, presumably, need additional
employabil ity services, In contrast, those who began in work experience or
education and training took part in a variety of subsequent activities,

depending on their needs and performance in the first component.

C. ZXrends in Participation Rateg

A third major area of inquiry is the timing of participation:

-82-



® Did participation increase over time?

In other words, did most pecple participate early in their program
stay? Or did they only become active after they had been enrolled for some
period of time?

Flgure 4.1 tracks the participation of Options registrants for the
maximum pericd of availlable follow-up. Thus, the earliest enrollees (those
entering the program in November and December 1982) are followed for 214
months; those entering in January through March 1983 for 21 months; and
those enrolled in April through December 1983 for 12 months,

The figure shows that participation began both early in enrollees'
program tenure and later, Ultimately, the 24-month rate of participation
for those in the earliest group of sample enrollees reached 61 percent.
About one-third of this group participated within 30 days after sample
entry, and as many as two-thirds were active within 90 days, But about one
in seven people did not participate until they had been in Options for a
year, and the program continued to serve previously inactive enrollees as
late as 18 months after their initial entry.

This suggests that, as noted before, individuals whose participation
was deferred were not totally "lost® to the program, Rather, the status of
those in holding was pericdically monitored, and when their situations
changed, staff often assigned them to active components,

Participation rates for the two groups of later enrollees also
increased over time, as deplcted in Figure 4.1, but fell below the level of
the earliest entrants. A possible explanation is that, s=since the first
group of enrollees was =small, Options staff may have given these indivi-

duals extra attention as they made their way through the program.






D. articipation a t elationship to Contipyous El 11t

Several weaknesses can be noted in the way participation has been
considered thus far in this chapter -- that 1s, participation defined as
the percentage who "ever participated™ in a given activity. For one, the
neyer participated® statistics may be misleading because they count equally
those who took part in an activity for only a few days and those who remain-
ed for much longer periods, A second problem -- one that surfaced in the
analysis of the Pcontinuous™ participation requirement -~ 1is that the Pever
participated® rates may understate the program's ability to reach those
who were eligible, This is because these rates take a long-range but
static view of the welfare caseload, suggesting that all nonparticipants
remained eligible throughout the observation period, somehow escaping
program participation, But some nonparticipants were not continuously
eligible, Rather, they left welfare or were deregistered from the program
for a number of other reasons, as suggested in Chapter 3.

In fact, as Table 4.2 has pointed out, 45.4 percent of this sample of
experimental registrants had been deregistered from the program by the end
of the 12-month follow-up period. About 60 percent of those deregistered
were no longer receiving welfare by the fourth quarter after program entry.
(This figure includes the applicants who were initially denled welfare.
Those denied assistance, of course, were no longer subject to the partici-
pation requirement, whether or not they had taken part in program activi-
ties during the short pericd while they were enrolled.) The other 40
percent did receive a welfare payment during the fourth quarter, but scme
of them may have been counted as deregistered because they left the rolls

during that quarter. Others may have continued to receive aid but were no
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TABLE 4.8
BALTIMODRE
TWELVE-MDNTH PARTICIPATION STATUS OF EXPERIMENTAL REGISTRANTS,

8Y ENROLLMENT STATUS DURING THE TWELVE MONTHS AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT
{(NOVEMBER 1982 - DEGEMBER 1983 AFOC AND AFOC-U SAMPLE)

Enrollment Status
During Twelve Months
]

Twalve-Month Evar Continuvously
Participation Status Deregfstered Enrolled Total Semple Size
Ever Participated (%) 20.5 32,2 52,7 677
Never Participated [%) 24.9 22 .4 47 .3 607
Totel {%) 45 .4 54.6 100.D 1284

SOURCE : MORC calculations from the Maryland Employmant Service Automated
Reporting System,

NOTES: Figures on program and participation status are calculeted as a

percentage of all experimentals who registered with Options within three months af
rendom assignment,

Participation is defined as ettending eny activity for at Lsest thras
daya,

Tests of statietical significence were not calculatad,

—a-






~»~ Individuals who ever participated, still in the program
(32.2 percent)

~- Individuals who never participated, now deregistered (24,9

percent)
e Individuals Never Reached by the Participation Requirement,
t sStil the Program ercent of the Sample

Thus, at the 12-month point, just over three-quarters of the sample
members either had participated in Options or, Iif they had not partici-
pated, were no longer enrolled, Conversely, between one-fifth and
one-quarter of the sample members were still enrolled and eligible for the
program, but had not participated a year after they entered it. A later
section will consider reasons for nonparticipation as well as what happened
to those who did not comply with program regulations.

The second question addressed is:

(il) Of those still enrolled in the program after 12 months,

what proportion had yet to participate? And conversely,
of the individuals who had been deregistered, how many
had participated?

Reading down the table columns, one can answer this question by
dividing the 32.2 percent who were still enrolled but had participated by
the total of 54,6 percent of those who were continucusly enrolled. From
that, one learns that of those who were left in Options at the 12-month
point, 59 percent had taken part in program activities, while 41 percent
had yet to participate. Of those deregistered, 45 percent had participated
at some time, and 55 percent had not, As noted above, many of those
deregistered were eligible for the program for only a short period of time.

The third questions asks:

(111) What proportion of the individuals who participated 1in

the program remained enrolled after 12 months, and of

-89~






FIGURE 4.3

BALTIMORE

FIRST, THIRD, SIXTH, AND TWELFTH MONTH PARTICIPATION STATUS
OF AFDC AND AFDC-U EXPERIMERTAL REGISTRANTS, BY PROGRAM STATUS
DORING THE TWELVE MONTHES AFTER BANDOM ASSIGNMENT

18. 8% 3. 6%
-. / 8. 0%
53. 5%
Month One Month Three

8. 5%
36. 7%

Month Six Month Twelve
EVER PARTICIPATED/ NEVER PARTICIPATED/
DEREGISTERED . DEREGISTERED
EVER PARTICIPATED/ NEVER PARTICIPATED/
ENROLLED ENROLLED

SOURCE: MDRC calculations frow the Maryland Bmployment Service Autcmated
Reporting System.
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TABLE 4.9

BALTIMORE

TWELVE-MONTH PARTICIPATION STATUS OF EXPERIMENTAL REGISTRANTS,
BY ENROLLMENT STATUS OURING THE TWELVE MONTHS AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT,

ASSISTANCE CATEGORY,
(NOVEMBER 1982 - DECEMBER 1983 SAMPLE)

AND WELFARE STATUS

Ever Continuously
Assistance Category Deregistered Enrol led Total
AFDC
Applicant
Ever Participated 27 %% 26 .0%%* 53.0
Never Participated ag.2w*» 156 .8%%®* 47 .0
Totel 57 .2 42 .8 100.,0 [N=547)
Recipient
Evar Participated 11 .5 41 .1 52,7
Never Participeted 17 .2 30.1 47 .3
Total 28.8 71.2 100.0 |[N=598])
Both
Ever Participeatad 18.0 33.9 52 .8
Never Participatad 23 .4 23 .8 47 .2
Total 42 .4 57 .6 100.,0 {N=1145)
AFOC=U
Applicent
Ever Participated 34.8 15,7+ 50,4
Nevaer Participated 41 7% ® 7.8%% 48 .6
Total 76 .5 23 .5 100.0 [N=115])
Recipient
Ever Participeted 25.0 33.3 58,3
Never Perticipated 16 .7 25.0 41 .7
Tatal 41 .7 58.3 100.0 (N=24])
8oth
Ever Participated 33.1 18.7 51 .8
Nevar Participated 37 .4 10.8 48.2
Total 70.5 29,5 100,0 {N=139)

~ =

[continued}






AFDC and AFDC-U.

Given the higher deregistration rates of applicants compared to reci-
pients in both caseloads, it 1is not surprising to find that the two
subgroups in both categories are distributed quite differently., Thus, as
seen in Table 4.9, 30.1 percent of AFDC recipients, but only 16.8 percent
of AFDC applicants, remained continuously enrolled but had not partici-
pated; for applicants and recipients on AFDC-U, the corresponding
proportions were 7.8 and 25,0 percent. However, subgroup differences
virtually vanish when the people who remained enroclled without having
participated are considered as a proportion of 2ll still-enrolled
individuals in their respective assistance categories and welfare statuses,
Between 39 and 43 percent of the AFDC applicants and both AFDC and AFDC-U
recipients who remained on the rolls had never participated; only among the
AFDC-U applicants was this proportion somewhat lower, at about one-third.

What this suggests is that Options staff made only modest efforts to
work more intensively with the AFDC-U applicants, the most employable
subgroup, In general, the program's fcoverage®™ of the subgroups was
similar, so that the different subgroup deregistration rates cannot be
attributed to differences in whether or not they were likely to be served
by program staff,

As would be expected, given the preceding discussion, marked differ-
enceg existed in the background characteristics of sample members who fell
into each of the four participation/enrcllment statuses. Table 4.10 shows
these variations for the sample as a whole. (Analyses not presented here
show that similar patterns are found when AFDC and AFDC~U enrollees are

considered separately,) These differences were, predictably, assoclated
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TABLE 4,10 (continued)

Cherscteristic

Baregistered/
Evar Participeted

Deregisterad/
Never Poarticipated

Continuously
Enratled/
Ever Participeted

Cantinuouaty
Enrolied/
Navar Participated

Totel

Held Job #t Any Time During Four
Quartere Prior ts Random

Assignaent [%) 26 .5 31.3 24,0 18,2%%* 100.0 (N=578B1
Held Job During Quarter Prior to

Random Asefgnmapnt (%] 27 A 34.3 22.5 1E.1%0® 100.0 [N=347)
Total Sanpllb 263 2o 414 287 1284

SOURCE:

Esployment Garvice Autcmpted Reporting System,

NDTES:

Calculations from WOAC Cliwnt Inforeation Shests and Unamptoyment Insurance earnings

This sample includes expsrimontale who registered for Opticns within thres months of

pistributions may not add eanctly to 100.0 percent becsvea of rounding.

Participetion 1o defined sa attending any ectivity for et Leset three days,

Kumbers in parenthesass indicate saaple sizes,

[]
Calculetions from Unssploymant Inaurance records from the State of Harylend.

b
For aalected charscterietice, eeaple sizse aay very up ta aighteen eemple points due

cchi-nqu-rn taste fneppropriate dua tn Low eapected cell freguenctes,

random asefgnmant.

ta aisaing data,

recarda end from the Meryland

spiffarsnces &cross ptotusss ars statistically eignitficont st the 1D parcent lLevel using o tmo-:tsiled t-test or

chi-sguares test.

ssenifforances Acroee statuges are octatigtically sighnificent st the 1 percent

ehi-square test.

lavel upting & two-tailed t-test or






2. Those Initially Placed in a Program Activity

Of greater interest to the question of Options' implementation as a
mandatory program is the group of people who were initially assigned to an
active component or who were assigned after being placed in a short-term
holding status. As noted before, a special case file study was conducted
of a small sample of those assigned in order to learn more about their
behavior,

In 48 of the 70 cases, enrollees did not attend an activity or a
session for which they were scheduled., (AFDC and AFDC-U categories did not
differ significantly on this measure,) Most commonly, they did not show up
initially for a scheduled component or did not attend a reappralsal
interview; on ocecasion, too, attendance dropped off after individuals had
initially participated in the assigned activity. 1In the vast majority of
these instances, registrants had what staff considered legltimate reasons
for their nonparticipation; only seven of the 48 clients could be
considered ™noncompliant,® The "good cause®™ reasons most frequently given
for nonparticipation included the registrant's own 1llness or that of a
family member, and denial or discontinuation of welfare, Only one person
cited difficulty with child-care arrangements,

For their part, Options staff members spent a good deal of time
following up on those who were absent from scheduled activities, trying to
contact them by telephone or by mail. In three of the seven instances of
genuine noncompliance, staff indicated that the individuals were in fact
deregistered for noncompliance, an action which, according tc program
regulations, could have been accompanied by a sanction. However, there was

no evidence in the case records that a financial penalty was imposed,






needs, For those Jjudged inadequate in educational level or lacking a
sufficient or recent work history, this meant placement in a GED program or
work experience rather than job search, This is in marked contrast to the
approach followed by many other programs in MDRC's demonstration of state
employment initiatives -~ and to some extent to the course taken by the
Baltimore WIN Demonstration Program, which has continued to emphasize
immediate Jjob entry.

While all the principal subgroups -- applicants and recipients on AFDC
and AFDC=-0 ~- participated in Options at quite similar rates, their rates
of program exit were very different. This is probably due to some combina-
tion of the background characteristics they brought to Options and the
kinds of comporents to which they were assigned,

Despite the substantial rates achieved in Options participation, that
participation was in many oases not continuous. Most of those who ever
participated were active only in one component, and the program goal of
making participation ongoing was not, in general, fulfilled.

Finally, while staff viewed the program as mandatory and actively
followed up on absenteeism, sanctioning was infrequent, This was consis-
tent with the QOptions philecsophy that a mandatory requirement should be
used to encourage participation rather than to immediately reduce welfare

costs,
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The chapter concludes by summarizing impact trends for the AFDC-0
assistance category, in which the limited sample size (337) precluded
reliable in-depth analysis, However, the difference in welfare and WIN
regulations for AFDC-U's, combined with the different child-care
constraints on labor market participation, made separate analysis of this
category advisable,

It should be noted once more that 1mpacts cannot be attributed
separately to job search, work experience, education or training, but only
to the combination of these activities that defined the Options Program as

it operated during the demonstration period.

A. Analysis Issues

As discussed in Chapter 2, an experimental design was used to estimate
the impacts of the Options Program, with random assigment generating two
study groups: an experimental group offered the program treatment and a
control group which received no special services but only the limited WIN
services then in effect, As explained in Chapter 2, random assignment
produced groups similar in demographic and measurable background character=
istics so that any statistically significant outcome differences between
the two groups can be attributed to the program treatment. Observational
and other data indicate that the planned service differences between
research groups were maintained for the duration of the study., At many
places in this chapter, the experiences of controls alone will be discussed
to provide a description of typical behavior without Options services,

The AFDC sample consists of a total of 2,703 individuals (1,364 appli-

cants and 1,339 recipients) split roughly in half between experimental and
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program, Third, the technique does not rely on respondents' recall of
exact dollar amounts, elther in earnings or welfare payments. Flnally, and
most ilmportantly from the viewpoint of design validation, the possibility
of blas 1s reduced since records data can be presumed to have fewer
problems caused by different experimental and control response rates,

Administrative records are, however, restricted 1in the kinds of
outcomes they can measure and in thelr completeness and sample coverage.
For example, reported UI earnings for one person should not be equated with
the total non-welfare income of that person's family,

1. e e ents Dat

The records of benefit payments are organized for this study in the
following way: the calendar month when an individual was randomly assigned
is designated as "month one," and each subsequent month is given the next
number in sequence, Welfare quarters are thus groups of three months that
do not necessarily coincide with calendar quarters, Statisties in quarter
three, for example, always refer to a person's payment two quarters after
the quarter of random assignment, without regard to the calendar date. No
payments data are avallable prior to the point of random assigmment.

In this analysis, welfare receipt is calculated as the proportion of
the research group recelving any payment dﬂring that quarter; welfare
payments are presented as the average dollar payment, and that average
includes zeroes for individuasls who received no payment. Welfare payments
data 1include the amount of the basic AFDC grant but not the value of
supplemental AFDC payments,3 Food Stamps or Medicaid,

2. Earpnings Data

Unempl oyment Insurance earnings data are kept by calendar quarter
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outcome measures: employment, welfare incidence and payments.

Throughout the chapter, impacts are usually reported for the full
five-quarter follow-up period. However, the fifth quarter alone (or the
elighth quarter when that is available) will often be cited as the one of
most interest since it represents the furthest point from random assign-
ment, In earlier quarters, some reglistrants were still participating in
program activities, so the full program effect would not yet be evident.
Moreover, the point-in-time impact furthest away from random assignment may

be indicative of longer-term program trends,

C. hort-Term Impacts for the Full ample

As the first step in determining Options impacts, outcomes for the
full sample of AFDC experimentals were compared to those of the full sample
of AFDC controls, Overall, as shown in Table 5.1, there was an improve-
ment in the employment ocutcomes of experimentals but virtually no reduction
in welfare receipt.

For quarters two through five, the summary employment outcomes were
both higher for the experimental group. Percent ever employed and number
of quarters with employment were higher by about one-seventh over controls,
and the gains were statistically significant for both of these measures.
The "ever employed" rate for the second through fifth quarters for experi-
mentals was 51.2 percent compared to 44,2 percent for controls, a gain, or
an impact, of 7.0 percentage points,

On a gquarter-by-gquarter basis, experimental-control employment differ-
ences achleved statistical significance In the quarter after random

assigmment and remained significant for all succeeding quarters, with the
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TABLE 5.1 {continued)

SDURCE: MDRC calculations from Ststs of Merylend welfera and Unemployment
Insurance racords,

NDTEGz Thesa data include zero values for semple members not employsd and Far
gample membere not receiving welfare, Thesp data ers regression-adjusted weing
ordinary Least squares, controlling For pre-random assignment characteristics of
semple members. There may be some discrepencies in celculating sums and diffarances
due to rounding.

For employmsnt and sarnings, the querter of random assignment rafers
to a calandar quartar. For AFDC pasymente, the gquerter of random mseignrment refers to
the thres months beginning with the menth in which an individual was randomly
asseigned.

a

Quarter 1, the quarter of random essignment, may contein come eernings
from the psriod prior to random essignment and is therefore excluded from the
maasurss of totel follow-up employment end earnings,

A two-teiled t-test wae applied to differences between experimentsl

and control groupe. Statiatical significance levels ara indicated aa: * = 10
percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.
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difference highest in the last quarter of follow=-up. The 1increase in
impacts, however, was not a smooth one, so it is not possible to infer from
the table whether impacts will remain stable or continue to grow after the
observation period. Nevertheless, by quarter five, the experimental
employment rate of 36.5 percent was 5.0 percentage points higher than the
control group rate of 31.6 percent, a statistically significant increase.

Earnings were up for experimentals, although the gains were not
evident until quarter three, Combined earnings for quarters two through
five rose by $176, from $1,759 for controls to $1,935 for experimentals.
The $65 gain in the fifth quarter amounted to a 12.7 percent 1increase
relative to the control group baseline of $513 in that period. Earnings
impacts, however, were not generally statistically significant, primarily
because of the typically wide dispersion and skew of the earnings measures.
As is the case for employment, it cannot be said whether earnings impacts
will increase, hold steady or begin to fade after the fifth quarter.

The employment gains of the Options Program over WIN were not
accompanied by immediate reductions in welfare outcomes. Neither measure --
the proportion receiving welfare or the average welfare benefit -- showed
any statistically significant experimental-control differences within the
follow=up period. In the fifth quarter -- when the difference was largest
~= T70.4 percent of controls received welfare compared to 68.8 percent of
experimentals, for a 1.7 percentage point difference that was not statistic-
ally significant, The summary measure also revealed only a negligible
reduction in the incidence of AFDC receipt during the follow-up period.
During quarters one *through five, controls received payments for an average

of 11.29 months compared to 11.14 months for experimentals.
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The decline in welfare payments was similarly small, Average total
benefits paid over the 15 months after random assignment amounted to $3,064
per control and $3,058 per experimental, for almost no savings in welfare
expenditures, Even in the fifth quarter, welfare savings of only $15 per
experimental were being real ized, as payments were down from the control
group level of $558 to $543. This represents a 2.7 percent reduction in
benefit expenditures for that quarter.5

The finding of a reduction in welfare that 1s smaller than the
increase in employment may be partly explained by two factors, one being
the regulations governing welfare eligibility and benefit amounts. As
described in Chapter 3, part-time and intermittent workers whose total
income is less than 150 percent of the standard of need may remain eligible
for welfare, Moreover, an extra dollar earned reduces benefits by less
than a dollar because of the $30 plus 1/3 disregard and allowable
deductions from gross earnings for work-related expenses such as child
care, Another reason may be a possible lack of communication about changes
in earnings, either between Options and income maintenance staffs, or
between welfare recipients and the income maintenance unit, These factors,
as well as lags in recalculating grant levels, may all have played a role
in weakening the link between employment gains and welfare reductions,

Data on two kinds of transfer payments == both much smaller amounts
than the basic AFDC welfare grant -- were also examined for possible
program impacts, The first of these, AFDC supplemental payments, are one-
time emergency payments for needs such as shelter, clothing and transpor-
tation, All told, for the 15-month follow-up, controls on average received

only $89 1in supplemental payments (regression-adjusted) and experiment-
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TABLE 5.2

BALTIMORE

ALL AFDC: SHORT-TERM IMPACTS OF THE BALTIMORE OPTIONS PROGRAM
ON THE DISTRIBUTION OF EARNINGS AND MEASURED INCOME FOR THE RESEARCH SAMPLE
AT THE FIFTH QUARTER AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT
(NOVEMBER 1982 -~ DECEMBER 1983 IMPACT SAMPLE)

ALL AFDC: Applicents end Racipients

Employment and Wel fare Outcomes® Experimentals Controls Difference
Averege Total Earninge, Quartar S (%)
None 63.5 68.4 - §.,0%%%
$1 - 1500 20.4 17.7 + 2,7%
More Than $1500 16.1 13.9 + 2,2%
Total 100.0 100.0 0.0
Employment end Wel fere Stetus (%)
Hed No Eernings, Received No
AFDC Peymeants 12.2 12.7 - 0.5
Hed Some Earnings, Received Ngo
AFDC Peyments 17 .4 16.2 + 2.2
Had No Earnings, Received Some
AFDC Payments 51.3 55,7 ~- 4.4%*
Hed Some Earnings, Received Some
AFDC Paymente 19.2 16.3 + 2.8*
Total 100.0 100.0 0.0
Average Meesured Incoma,b Quarter 5 (%)
None 12.2 12.7 - 0.5
$1 - 1500 66.4 68.3 - 2.9%
More Than $1500 21.4 18.0 + 3.,4%%
Total 100.0 100.0 0.0
Averege Meesured Income (8] 1131.29 1079.286 +52.04
Semple Size 13314 1372
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The second panel of Table 5.2 continues the breakdown by cross-
classifying the employment gains with the welfare status of individuals in
the same fifth quarter., For this purpose, welfare data were regrouped so
that the fifth quarter of welfare exactly matched the fifth quarter of UI
earnings. The effect of the Options Program was to shift individuals from
the category of "not working/recelving welfare" more or less evenly into
the categories of "working/receiving welfare" and P"working/not receiving
welfare,® Some 2,8 percent of the sample began working, but were still
recelving some welfare, while 2,2 percent were working and off welfare for
the full three months, Overall, about 4.4 percentage points of the 5.0
percentage point empl oyment increase came to people who were not working
but receiving welfare,

It thus appears that, while a substantial portion of individuals began
working, the earnings gain was not always immediately offset in personal
income by a reduction in welfare receipt. To examine this, the third panel
of Table 5,2 adds the experimentals' own earnings to the amount of AFDC
payments recorded in thelr cases and breaks down the shift in the distribu-
tion, again using the $1,500 cut-off, The total i1is labeled "measured
income™ to emphasize the fact that it does not contain all of a family's
income, excluding as it does transfer payments other than AFDC welfare and
the earnings of other family members. It nevertheless appears that the
program did not adversely influence the income distribution of
experimentals, Rather, it moved some individuals out of the zero and low
"measured-income" categories into the high one, The gain 1in 1income
amounted on average to $52 per experimental, a 4.8 percent increase over

the control group that was not statistically significant.
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TABLE 5.3
BALTIMORE
ALL AFDC; LONGER-~TERM IMPACTE OF THE OPTIONE PROGRAM ON EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS,

ANO AFDC RECEIPT DURING THE EIGHT QUARTER POST-EMROLLMENT FOLLOW-UP PERIOD
(NOVEMBER 1982 ~ MARCH 1883 IMPACT SAMPLE)

ALl AFDC: Applicante and Recipients

Cutcome and Follow-Up Period Experimentals Controls Difference
Ever Employed, Quarters 2 —~ 8 (x)° 58.8 54,2 +4,6
Average Number of Quartere With 2.36 2.10 +0.26*

Employment, Quarters 2 - Ba

Ever Employed (%)

Quarter of Rendom Assignment 22,8 22,4 +0 .4
Guerter 2 26.1 2e.7 +2 .5
Querter 3 az,7 24.9 +7 0%%%
Quarter 4 4.0 3d0.6 +3 .3
Querter 5 33.3 28,7 +3 .8
Quarter B 38 .2 32.3 +3 .0
Quarter 7 38.56 34.5 +2.,D
Quarter 8 37 .3 34.9 +2 .4

Ever Employed, Quarters 2 - b [!]l 47 .7 41.3 +6 ,5**

Average Number aof uuartaraauith

Employment, Quarters 2 - & 1.25 1.08 +0,17%*

a
Average Totel Earnings, Guartars 2-8B [§) 3891 .51 32283.28 +668,.,22*

Average Total Earnings (8]

Cuarter of Random Assignment 233 .81 228 .72 +3.,70
Quarter 2 263.38 277 .44 -14.06
Guartar 3 418.u2 351 .58 +67 .83
Quarter 4 530.10 431.79 +88.31
Cuarter 5§ 652,58 467 .18 +95 .40
Quarter 6 853 .60 496 .60 +157 ,10%*
Quarter 7 892 .00 685,78 +107 ,02
Quartar D 778.82 623 .01 +1568 ,62%*
Aversge Tatal Esrninga, Querters 2-5 [s]° 1766.58 1518,00 +247 .58

[continued]
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time and what this movement says about short-term patterns,

First, it 1s useful to answer several key questions about the patterns
of normal job finding and natural caseload turnover -- 1i,e.,, the behavior
of the control group -- because these set the benchmarks for judging
program achievements. (See Chapter 3.) Inspection of Table 5.3 and the
accompanying Figure 5.1 shows that the employment of the control group
gradually increased over time, Starting from 22.4% percent in the quarter
of random assignment, control group employment climbed gradually through
the eighth quarter to 34,9 percent, at which peoint it was still rising.
During the same follow-up period, the welfare receipt of controls declined
even more smoothly, dropping from a maximum of 94 percent in the random
assigmment quarter to under 60 percent in quarter eight, This kind of
caseload turnover takes place under the regular WIN Program without any
special level of services, partly because a good many controls find
empl oyment on their own and partly because of other factors not related to
empl oyment.

A major question 1s then: Will the control rate of employment eventu-
ally overtake the level of experimentals, eliminating the experimental-
control difference that constitutes the program impact? Or conversely:
Will the program's influence on the behaviolr of experimentals gradually
twear off," causing these persons to resume normal work and welfare
patterns? In the language of employment program evaluations: Do the
impacts decay, and, if so, how soon?

Examination of Table 5.3 reveals conflicting and inconclusive evidence
on these questions.‘ Impacts on employment, welfare incidence and benefit

amounts all show the possible onset of decay during the second year of
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follow-up, But interestingly, impacts on the amount of earnings were
higher during the period of extended follow-up than during the first
program year, This earnings increase for experimentals was evident in all
of the extended follow-up quarters where, in each case, the gain was higher
than in any of the first five quarters, At the elghth observation quarter,
experimentals earned an average of $780 agalnst an average of $623 for
control s. The difference of $157 1is statistically significant and
represents a 25.1 percent increase in earnings per experimental relative to
the control group mean. These results are consistent with the aim of the
Options model, which not only provides immediate job search assistance, but
also services such as training designed to increase the long-term earnings
potential of participants,

On the negative side, employment gains for the longer-term subsample
reached 3.9 percentage polnts at quarter six, but dropped in the two
quarters thereafter. The reduction in welfare incidence also leveled off
in quarters four, five and six -~ an experimental-control difference of
slightly more than 3 percentage points -~ and then moved downward. AFDC
dollar savings followed this same pattern, with the peak benefit reduction
of $30 per experimental achieved in quarter six, followed by a decline in
savings through quarters seven and eight, The top dollar savings of
quarter six amounts to 5.7 percent of the control group mean for welfare
payments in that quarter,

Because the employment baseline i1s still increasing and the welfare
baseline still decreasing at the elghth quarter, it is not possible to

state with certainty the long-run level of impacts for those variables,
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TABLE 5.4
BALTIMORE
ALL AFDC: SUMMARY COMPARISON OF CONTROL GROUP QUTCOMES AND SHORT-TERM IMPACTS FOR

THE OPTIONS PROGRAM FOR EARLY ANO LATE SAMPLE ENTHANTS
[NOVEMBER 1982 - MARCH 1983 AND APRIL — DECEMBER 1983 IMPACT SAMPLES)

AlLL AFDC: Applicents and Recipients
|
November 1982 - March 1883 April - Oecember 1983
Outcomes Controls Diffaerence Controls Difference

Ever Employed, Ouarters 2 — 5 (%) 41.3 +§ ,50¥ 45,7 +7 ,geve

Average Number of Quarters With Employment,

Qusrters 2 — 5 1.08 +HA7** 1,19 +0.,17%*
Averege Total Esrnings, Quarters 2 - 5 [3) 1518.00 +247 .58 1891 .19 +163,34
Ever Received Any AFDC Payment, Quarters 1-5 (%] 85.5 -0.4 94.9 -0.01

Averege Number of Months Receiving AFDC
Payments, Quarters 1 - § 11.61 -0.19 11.10 ~0.15

Average Total AFDC Payments Received,
Quarters 1 — 5 (&) 3138,37 -20.92 3024.93 -8.39

FIGURE 5.2

AFDC CONTHOLS: COMPARISON OF CONTROL GROUP OUTCOMES

RATES OF EMPLOYMENT AND AFOC RECEIPT ()

100 NOVEMBER 1982 -
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BOURCE: The estimates in thie teble are taken from Tebles 5.3 end 5.5. Experimental group means
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The later control group does show somewhat higher employment and lower
welfare receipt in every quarter, consistent with the improvement in
general economic conditions during the follow-up period, but impacts appear
to be of comparable magnitude for the early and late groups.

For example, in the fifth quarter, controls in the group enrolled
later have a 32,5 percent employment rate compared to a 29.7 percent employ-
ment rate for controls with the extended follow-up, Similar differentials
between the early and late control groups show up in the other quarters and
in the summary measures for employment., Earnings for the later controls
are also somewhat higher. A slightly lower rate of welfare incidence
prevails in each quarter for the later controls —- typified by the summary
measure and by quarter five receipt rates of 69.9 percent vs. T71.5 percent.
The same pattern 1s seen in most of the comparisons of average welfare
payments,

These differences in the experience of controls are not pronounced,
There is no strong discrepancy between any of the employment or welfare
impacts for the two subsamples, and none of the minor differences in
impacts for any quarter or summary measure approaches statistical signifi-
cance. The more favorable labor market for the later control group could
have had the effect of narrowing the experimental-control employment differ-
ential somewhat, but did not, Quarterly employment gains were similar and
the summary employment impacts coincided quite closely: 7.9 and 6.5
percentage points for "ever employed;"™ 0.17 and 0.17 quarters for the total
quarters with employment., Earnings gains for the later subsample are below

3

those of the earlier one, but it is not clear that the difference 1s large

enough to be important. Again, the absence of significant immediate
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from the reciplents' somewhat smaller gains.

While this finding adds to the growing body of subgroup findings in
other studies, caution should be exercised in applying it directly to
policy formation. The measured differences in the short-term impacts
between these subgroups are not large enough to be statistically signifi-
cant in samples of this size, They are also not of sufficlient size to
support a policy recommendation to target resources on one group over the
other,

1. ort-=Te acts o ant

Table 5.6 presents the short-term impacts of the Options Program on
empl oyment, earnings and welfare receipt of AFDC applicants in the November
1982 through December 1983 sample over the 15-month follow-up period, It
is first helpful, however, to examine the work and welfare histories for
applicants prior to welfare application as portrayed in Figure 5.3.6

Applicants' pattern of pre-program employment was quite stable: the
sample attained an employment rate of just over 40 percent in each of the
four quarters prior to welfare application. In all, 61.4 percent were
recorded as having UI earnings at some time during these quarters, This
extensive recent work experience does not by any means 1imply that
applicants had been self-supporting over this period. More than
three-quarters reported having had their own welfare case at some time in
the past, over a third for more than two years. Moreover, as noted in
Table 5.6, 1In excess of 92 percent of both control and experimental
applicants were approved for welfare during the follow-up period and
received some welfare payments during that time, A substantial portion of

the applicant subsample, then, was acquainted with both work and welfare.
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FIGURE 5.3
BALTIMORE

AFDC APPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS: PRE- AND POST-RANDOM ASSIGNMENT
EMPLOYMENT AND AFDC RECEIPT FOR THE RESEARCH SAMPLE
IN THE FIVE QUARTER FOLLOW-UP PERIOD
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as the total earnings for quarters two through five, were affected to
almost the same degree by the program as the "ever-employed® rate.8

Welfare impacts for AFDC applicants were smaller than employment
gains, as for the AFDC sample as a whole, The 15-month approval rate was
only slightly lower for experimentals (92.2 percent) than for controls
{92.7 percent), suggesting that few applicants were deterred from proceed-
ing with their welfare applications, Reductions in welfare receipt by
quarter were also small and not statistically significant: the largest
reduction took place in quarter five, with 56.0 percent of the experiment-
als recelving welfare payments compared to 59.5 percent of controls. The
difference of 3.5 percentage points is not statistically significant, and
1s Just over half that of the 6.3 percentage point maximum quarterly
increase in employment. Average welfare payments for that quarter were
$413 for experimentals compared to $44li for controls; the $31 in savings
was not statistically signficant, although it is a 6.9 percent reduction in
welfare expenditures per experimental.9

2. ort-Ter acts o e ent

Impact estimates for AFDC recipients are displayed in Table 5.7 and
Pigure 5,3, As for the applicants, the section begins with a discussion of
the recent work and welfare histories of recipients, This group, like the
applicants, exhibited a stable employment rate prior to welfare applica-
tion, but the level was much lower: only about 16 or 17 percent were
workdng in any quarter prior tc welfare application. In the year just
before, 27.8 percent had reported some earnings, less than half the rate
for applicants. In addition, their welfare histories showed longer periods

of assistance: three-quarters of the recipients had had thelir own cases for
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more than two years,

Recipients also differed from applicants in their post-random assign-
ment control behavior, For one, there was no dip in employment for
recipient controls in the first and second quarters since, unlike some
applicants, none had entered the sample because of the recent loss of a
job, Instead, control group employment showed a gradual increase, begin-
ning in quarter two and continuing without let-up through the end of the
follow-up period,

This improvement may be due to one or both of two factors: (a) the
effect of WIN employability services; and/or (b) the lessening of child-
care needs that may have been an employment barrier for mothers who still
had a child too young to attend school. A youngest child turning siXx --
the normal age when a child starts school on a full-time basis -- was the
principal reason for classifying this group of recipients as mandatory.
Even more than the loss of a prior Job for applicants, the fact that the
youngest child had entered school was a recent event in common for many
recipients.1°

From quarters two through five, 42.1 percent of the AFDC recipient
experimentals worked at some time, compared to 37.4 percent of controls.
The 4.7 percentage point difference 1is statistically significant. The
increase in the number of quarters with employment is also statistically
significant, although the quarter~by-quarter employment gains are not,
Earnings differences are positive but, agaln, not statistically
significant,

Despite the appiicant/recipient differences in family and employment

backgrounds (and the differences in services described in Chapter 4), the
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contain 1individuals who have the greatest potential to be changed by
program participation.

Reciplents 1in the Baltimore sample clearly did have a much weaker
record of prior employment than applicants, and recipient controls had much
lower employment levels throughout the follow-up, For example, applicant
controls were employed at the rate of 38.1 percent at the end of the
follow-up; reciplent controls worked at only a 24,9 percent rate. The
potential for improvement would thus seem better for recipients, although
in this study, that improvement was not realized, at least over this
follow=-up period.

Three hypotheses can be advanced as possible explanations for the
comparative subgroup results: (a) the mix and level of services were less
effective for recipients in the short run than for applicants; (b) the
removal of barriers to employment and service provision under WIN meant
more for recipient controls than for applicant controls; and/or (c) the
greater attachment of recipients to the AFDC system, and their greater
dependence on support, 1inhibited employment that would have resulted in
case closures,

While overall the levels of Options services were virtually identical
for applicants and recipients, a point established in Chapter Y4, there were
significant differences in the mix of Job search, work experience and
training. The participation rate of the applicants in job search was st
least 7 percentage points higher than that of recipients; in contrast,
their participation in work experience, education and training was from 5
to 12 percentage points lower than that of reciplents. It 1s possible that

the emphasis on immediate Job search for applicants created statistically
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during the year prior to their referral to Options. Earlier studies of
prior-employment subgroups have found that AFDC individuals without recent
work experience tend to exhibit the larger employment galns from group job
search and work exper-ience.13 The post-program employment levels of this
"less employable™ subgroup, although usually much lower than the more
"job-ready® subgroup, represent a greater change from what would have
occurred in the absence of speclal services,

Table 5.8 displays impacts for the AFDC sample on summary and
fifth-quarter employment and welfare outcomes broken down by year-prior
empl oyment., As seen at the bottom of the table, the sample was split
fairly evenly into two groups: those with no year-prior employment and
those with some year-prior employment. Each subdivision is of a sufficient
size that a reasonably large subgroup impact could have influenced the
overall program impact,

For all AFDC's, estimates of differential employment outcomes, shown
in the first panel of Table 5.8, are consistent with earlier experimental
research. Controls who did not work in the year before referral to Options
had considerably less than half the follow-up employment and earnings of
controls who had worked recently, Clearly the former subgroup was much
less likely to obtain and hold work through their own efforts or those of
the WIN Progrem,

At the same time, these individuals reaped gains from the program that
were much larger than those of their more employable counterparts, The
not-previously-employed subgroup went from a control group base of 25.9
percent to a rate c;‘t' 34.9 percent; this was a statistically significant

gain of 9.0 percentage points for the experimentals, In contrast, the
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subgroup that had worked recently had a much higher baseline rate of 66.9
percent, but experimentals bettered thls rate by only 4.2 percentage polnts
for an 1mprovement that was not statistically significant. The same
pattern -- a lower baseline but larger lmpacts for the individuals with the
weaker work history -~ held true for the measures showing average number of
quarters with employment and employment in the fifth quarter.

The subgroup differences in earnings are even more dramatic, Controls
without pre-program employment earned only $609 per person during the year
between quarters two and five, This was less than one-fifth of the amount
that controls who had worked before earned ($3,177 on average)., Yet, the
total Options effect on earnings was entirely due to the galn of the
subgroup that had not worked, for whom a statistically significant Increase
of $338 per experimental was realized. No earnings galin at all was found
for the group with prior employment experience., These findings should not
obscure the fact that the most needy subgroup started from a lower level
and, despite its large employment and earnings gains, still contained a
majority of Iindividuals who did not work during the follow-up period.

The gain Iin employment and earnings for the disadvantaged subgroup did
not translate into significant savings in welfare payments. There were no
significant reductions from the control levels by the experimentals in

el ther subgroup.

H. hort-Term Impacts on the ample
The AFDC-~U's form only a small portion of the mandatory welfare case-
locad in Baltimore, Consequently, the Options sample contains a much

smaller number of AFDC-U's than AFDC's. This means that any impacts
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TABLE 5.8

BALTIMORE

ALL AFDC-U: SHORT-TERM IMPACTS OF THE OPTIONS PROGRAM ON EMPLOYMENT, EARMNINGS,
AND AFDC RECEIPT DURING THE FIVE QUARTER POST-RANDOM ASSIGNMENT FOLLOW-UP PERIOD
[(NOVEMBER 1982 - DECEMBER 1883 IMPACT SAMPLE)

Outcome &end Follow-Up Period

ALl AFDC-U

Experimentals

Controls Difference

8
Ever Employed, Quarters 2 - &§ (%)

68,0 68.1 +0.8
Average Number of Quarters With 1.80 1.97 -0,17
Employment, Quarters 2 - &
Ever Employed (%)
Quarter of Random Aseignment 30,2 34,5 -4,3
Quartar 2 a6.7 42 .5 ~B .8
Quarter 3 48 ,8 48 .8 -2 .3
Quarter 4 50,0 62 .6 -2 .6
Quarter 5 48,0 52 .8 -4.,8
a
Average Total Earnings, Quarters 2-5 [(§) 3785 .83 5174.84 -1388 ,00%**
Aversge Totel Eearnings (%]
Quarter of Rendom Aesignment 286 .66 410.43 -123 .77
Quarter 2 §35.39 676.64 =141 .26
Quarter 3 871 .63 1372 .02 =400 .,49%*
Querter 4 11988.,00 1485.80 -206,61
Quarter § 1080.02 18630.87 -650 ,60%**
Ever Received Any AFDC Payment, 80 .8 81 .3 -0.,5
Quarters 1 - 5 (¥}
Average Number of Months Receiving 7.83 7 .37 +0 ,46
AFDC Psyments, Quarters 1 - §
Ever Received Any AFDC Payments [%]
Querter of Rendom Assignment 87 .2 88.0 -1.8
Quarter 2 70.8 68.1 +2 .8
Quarter 3 62.8 49 .0 +4 .98
Quarter 4 48,2 41 .6 +6 .7
Quarter 5§ 42 .4 38.5 +2 .8
Aversge Totel AFDC Payments 2807 .80 2468.28 +118,.51
Recefved, Quarters 1 - 5 (6]
Averege AFDC Payments Received (%)
Quarter of Random Assignment 860,51 727 .81 -67.40%
Quarter 2 . 818,70 601.14 +186 .56
Quarter 3 488 .54 431,80 +54,64
Quarter 4 434,13 364.38 +69,.75
Quarter § 4086 .91 3683.85 +42 ,86
Bample Size 186 171

SOURCE AND NDTEB: See Table 5.1.
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CHAPTER 6

In this chapter, the impacts of the Options Program are compared to
estimates of 1its costs. This benefit-cost analysis, using the same
analytical approach followed in MDRC's evaluations of other employment
programs for welfare reclpients, is designed to assess both the overall
economic efficiency of Options and its distributional effects. Separate
assessments are made for the AFDC and AFDC-U experimentals, as well as for
the two principal subgroups, AFDC applicants and recipients,

The first section of the chapter introduces the framework for the
analysis and outlines the general approach taken in valuing the various
benefits and costs., The second and third sections discuss the individual
benefits and costs, and present estimates of each for AFDC applicants and
reciplents. The fourth section aggregates the results and examines their
sensitivity to the key assumptions used in the analysis, A fifth section
presents the benefit-cost results for the AFDC-U group. The last section
discusses the policy implications of the findings and identifies areas in
which further research would be useful. An unpublished MDRC paper provides

additional information about estimation procedures and data sources, |

A, al ro

The analysis utilizes the accounting framework summarized in Table

6.1, in which the benefits and costs of Options are valued from three

different perspectives. One 1s the social perspective, where all benefits
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and costs are valued for soclety as a whole; the way in which they accrue
to groups in soclety is ignored., This is the appropriate perspective for
judging the program's overall economic efficiency,

The other two perspectives examine the primary distributional effects
of the Options Program. The perspective of welfare applicants and recipi-
ents measures benefits and costs for members of the experimental group,
appralsing whether these individuals fared better or worse because of the
program, The taxpayer perspective, in contrast, examines benefits and
costs from the point of view of everyone in society other than the welfare
applicants and recipients served by Options.2 This perapective can be
divided into narrower perspectives important to political decisilon-makers
-- such as one that considers only direct effects on government budgets.

Two aspects of this framework are especially important. First, because
welfare applicants and recipients in Options and taxpayers together make up
everyone in society, the benefit and cost values for these two perspectives
add up to the social value, Thus, transfers between the applicant/recipi-
ent group and taxpayers bring about no net change from the standpoint of
society, A reduction in welfare payments is one such transfer, where the
loas to applicants and recipients is matched ?y a corresponding gain for
taxpayers, and soclety does not gain or lose. On the other hand, benefits
or costs to one group that are not offset by costs or benefits to the other
group are included in the social calculation, because they produce a change
in the total resources available to society. Thus, while reduced welfare
payments do not affegt society as a whole, a change in the administrative
cost of making these payments does: the gain to taxpayers is not offset by

a loss to the applicant and recipient group,
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The program effects were valued in 1984 dollars based on published
data, the worksite survey and program expenditure records, These dollar
values reflect the amount of tangible resources used, saved or produced as
a result of the program, Estimated future program effects were discounted
to reflect 1984 dollars,

It should be noted that the benefit and cost estimates include effects
on all experimental group members, both program participants and nonparti-
cipants. This was done for two reasons. First, the Options Program can
affect the employment and welfare behavior of nonparticipants as well as
participants, primarily because of its mandatory participation requirement.
In addition, several costs are assoclated with both groups, including the
costs of contacting those eligible, registering and assessing them, obtain-
ing their compliance with the program participation requirement, and
sanctioning those who do not comply, as well as the program reporting and
administration costs expended for these activities.

The data used to estimate the benefits and costs were collected during
the period from November 1982 -- when random assignment began == through
December 1984, Benefits and costs that accrued after December 1984 were
estimated on the basis of these data and a series of assumptions. The
length of the observation period for research sample members varied, rang-
ing from 12 to 25 months depending on the point at which an applicant or
recipient was randomly assigned. The average post-program observation
period was much shorter although it 1is difficult to say precisely what it
was because experimentals were eligible for Options services throughout
their stay on the rolls. Morecover, even after they had completed their

primary program participation, many individuals continved to receive
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FIGURE 8.1
BALTIMORE
AVERAGE LERGTH OF TIME UMNTIL FIRST ACTIVITY

AND PROGRAM DEREGISTRATIONM FOR OPTIONS PARTICIPANTS, BY PERIDD
OF RANODOM ASSIGNMENT AND MAJOR ACTIVITY

PERIOD OF RANDOM AGSIGNMERT END DF OBSER-
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B80URCE} MDAC ealculstiones from the Marylend Employment Servic¢e Autometsd Reporting Systam and MNDMR cost data,
NOTES: Unbroken Linea indiceste evearage time from random sesfgnment to etart of firet ectivity. Bold lLines tndiceste average
additionel time until deregistration Ffrom Options, Sncluding Insctive time end time in ective componants. Broken tinss indicate Lsngth of

post-wligibility obesrvation,

.Tha *Job Basrch Only” group includea participents in Group Workshop or Individusl Job Saerch, but not Work Expariances,
Education, or Traintng.

I’Tht "Work Exparience®™ group tncludes participants in Work Expartence, or Work Experf{encs snd Group Workshop or Individuat Job
Search, but not Education or Training.

[
The "0On~The-Job Trafining, EGkille Treining, or Educetfion” group tncludes all participsnte in Training or Education, fncluding
thoas who slee participeted in Work Experisnce, Orpup Workeshop, or Individusi Job Sasrch,






positions with private firms, 1n which the work was generally full-time,
Participants were pald a wage instead of an allowance, and because
employers paid half of these wages, the net value of the services they
recelved was the value in excess of these payments.

The value of the output produced by work experience and OJT partici-
pants was estimated as the supply price of the labor services provided, or
the cost to a community agency of obtaining alternative labor to supply the
same services, The supply price was estimated in two steps. First, the
program effect to be valued -- in this case, the average days of active
participation in work experience -~ was calculated, using ESARS data to
determine the average length of enrocllment in the component.> However,
because this enrollment period included inactive as well as active time
{most notably the time after active participation had ended, but before
ESARS had recorded a change in status), average enrollment time was
converted to average work days (l.e., active participation days, excluding
weekends), using data on stipends paid to participants in work exper'ience.6
The result was an estimated average for the AFDC group as a whole of 13
work days; for AFDC applicants and reciplents, respectively, the average
was nine and 18 days.

Next, these estimates were multiplied by the estimated labor supply
price per work day. To =rr-ive at thio. estimate, the average relative
productivity of work experience participants was compared to that of
regular workers using data gathered from agency supervisors interviewed in
the worksite survey, For the AFDC group, participants on average were
found to be 100 percent as productive as regular entry-level workers in the

organizations to which they were assigned. Thus, the average number of
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TABLE 6,2
BALTIMDRE

ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL-CONTROL DIFFERENCES IN EARNINGS, FRINGE BENEFITS,
AND TAXES PER AFOC EXPERIMENTAL THRODUBH DECEMBER 1884, BY WELFARE STATUS

Companent of Analysis Applicants Recipiente Total
Earnings $563 $186 $417
Fringe Benefits 101 as 75
Texes
Fedearal Income Tax B4 -8 ab
State Income Tax 24 -2 13
Social Bocurity Tax 38 14 20
Etate Seles and Excise Taxes B 2 4
Total Tarxes 132 7 81

SOURCE s MDRC calculatione from Unemployment Insurance recorde and from published
data on tex rstes and employeas fringes benefits,

NOTES: The results are based on a Bample of 14684 AFDC experimentals and 1488
AFDC controle, However, the sample eizes for applicents end recipients are together
smaller then the sample size for all AFDC experimentale due to miesfng {nformation on
welfare etatus, The differences are regression—adjusted uweing ordinary Llesst squsres,
controlling for pre-rendom eassignment characteristice of semple membsrs, B8ecause of
rounding, detail mey not sum to totals,






displacement -- that is, 1if experimentals take the place of other workers
who subsequently become unemployed -- the net social value is lower because
soclety has given up the output that would have been produced by the
displaced workers, 12

2. eased Ta ent

As the income of the experimental group rises, so do the taxes the
group pays. Therefore, experimental-control differences have been esti-
mated for several types of taxes: federal and state income taxes, Social
Security payroll taxes, and state sales and excise taxes, For 1inccome
taxes, payments were imputed based on experimental-control differences in
earnings over an annualized threshold of $7,300, taking into account
pertinent federal and state tax rates, credits and exemptions. Social
Security taxes were calculated as a function of total earnings, using the
tax rates in effect at the time of the demonstration. Sales and excise
taxes were estimated on the basis of total income ~- earnings plus AFDC
and UI payments -~ as well as relevant tax rates and average consumption
patterns, 13

As seen in Table 6.2, the total increase in the taxes paid by the AFDC
group was $81 per experimental. Virtually all of this increase was borne
by the AFDC applicants, who lost one-fifth of their earnings gain to taxes.
This was primarily due to the relatively large increase in applicants!?
earnings above the $7,300 threshold, an increase that was subject to income
taxes,

3. educed Dependence fe

Increased experimental group employment also led to reduced dependence

on transfer programs, Reductions occurred during the observation period in
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TABLE 6.3
BALTIMORE
ESTIMATED EXPERIMENTAL-CONTROL DIFFERENCES IN TRANSFER PAYMENTS

AND ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS PER AFDC EXPERIMENTAL
THAOUGH DECEMBER 1984, BY WELFARE STATUS

Type af Payment ar Cost Applicants Recipients Total
Transfar Payments
AFDCA $-61 $-20 $-28
Unemployment Compensstian -25 -18 -15
Medicaid -20 -3 -4
Food Stemps -127 -77 -92
Totel Tranafar Paymentes ~-233 -118 -140
Adeministrative Coste
AFOC® -7 -2 -9
Unemployment Compensetion ! -2 -1 -1
Medicaid ! -1 b b
Food Stamps -14 -8 -10
d
Totel Administrative Costs -24 -11 -14

SOURCE: MDAC calculations from AFDC and UnemplLoyment Insurance paymante records

and from publiehad deta on Medicaid coets and welfare sdminietrative costs.

NOTES ; The sfeaults sare beeed on & sampLe of 14864 AFDC experimentals and 1488
AFDC controle. However, the sample msizes for applicante and recipients are togather
emaller then the sampls size for all experimentals due to missing informetion on welfars
status, Tha differences are regression-adjusted useing ordinary lLeast Bquaeres,

controlling for pre-rendom essignment cheracteristics of ssmple members. Bgscause of
rounding, deteil may not eum to totals,

aIncLudea AFOC snd AFDC gupplementel paymente, which sre ona time only
emargency payments for neede such a8 shelter, clothing, &snd transportation.

Eetimated value Lese than $0.50.

-157-






The costs of serving controls are treated as a "WIN cost savings®
benefit of Options rather than as an offset to program costs in order to
keep Options and WIN expenditures separate, These have been estimated by
mul tiplying the average length of controls' WIN enrcollment by the average
operating cost of WIN per enrollment day, including the cost of WIN staff,
facilities and training positions, Cost savings in support services were
calculated by multiplying average enrollment by the average cost of WIN
allowances and child care per enrollment day.18 The result was a savings
of $111 1in operating costs and $7 in support services per experimental.

5. Euture Benefits

The benefits in the preceding sections were estimated for the obser-
vation period from November 1982 through December 1984, but the analysis
also addresses the potential future benefits that occur after this period,
To do so, assumptions were made about the magnitude of future program
impacts and their values, Four elements required specific assumptions in
the extrapolation procedures: the base estimate, time horizon, decay rate
and the discount rate., 19

First, the base estimate selected for extrapolation was the experi-
mental-control impact difference (for example, the difference in earnings)
for the last two quarters of the observation period -- July through Decem-
ber 1984. As the most recent evidence, it was judged the most appropriate
for this purpose,

Second, the time horizon over which the benefits were extrapolated was
set at five years from the point of random assigmment, This is approxi-
mately the average length of time families remain on AFDC.20 The selection

of this uniform horizon meant that benefits had to be extrapolated into the
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is, a rate adjusted for inflation -~ of 5 percent per year was used for
this purpose.al‘

As indicated in Table 6.4, the alternative assumptions on the decay
rate were particularly 1important for the estimates of various program
benefits. For example, extrapolation roughly doubled the size of the
benefit when the middle estimate was added to the observed estimate; the
benefit almost tripled when the upper~bound assumption was used. In
contrast, the lower-bound assumption of no extrapolated benefits has the
effect of limiting the analysis to only short-term program effects -- that

is, those occuring only within the observation period.

C. Costs
The costs of the Options Program on a per experimental basis were
estimated in three steps, In the first step, all the costs of the program
were ldentified, In the second step, the unit costs of the various Options
services were estimated based on all available cost and enrollment data,
Finally, the unit costs were assigned to different groups of experimentals,
depending on which program services they received,
1. a ogra ts
Options costs were charged against a number of different program
accounts, all of which were taken into account in this analysis. The
following accounts were identified:
¢ The OMR contract for Options, funded by Baltimore City WIN
Titles IVA and IVC and by the Training and Employment Office
of the State Department of Human Resources, which covered most
Options stafif and virtually all non-personnel expenditures;
e Other CMR program accounts, to which the costs for several

Options staff members,25 as well as all training fees were
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charged;

e OIC program accounts other than its subcontract to OMR (which

was charged to OMR's Options contract), which paid for certain
staff costs not covered until the subcontract; and

e Title XX, to which part of the child-care costs were charged.

Expenditure data for these accounts, collected for the period from
October 1982 through December 1983, provide the basis for the cost
estimates made in this analysis, ©Based on these data, the total overall
estimated cost of Options during the five-quarter period was $1.3 million.

2. t st

Unit cost estimates were calculated for eight different Options
service functions: compliance, intake/assessment/orientation, Job place-
ment, training, the group workshop, worksite development, stipends, and
support services, These functions are discussed in turn.

The “"compliance®™ function covered several different activities:
discussing program participation requirements with enrollees, contacting
those who failed to meet these requirements, and initiating and carrying
out sanctioning procedures, These functions were performed entirely by
Options staff, The cost of these activities was estimated as a share of
the total Options staff and non-personnel costs during the five-quarter
data collection period.

This share was determined on the basis of a time study conducted in
both September and December 1983.26 Staff recorded the time they devoted
to these compliance activities as well as the time they spent on other
Options activities, personal leave and dutlies associated with other

programs, The total cost of compliance was then divided by the total

number of experimentals randomly assigned through December 1983, which
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educational training, primarily remedial education courses, but numerous
organizations in the Baltimore area offered skills training. OMR paid the
fees and related costs, The weighted average cost of both types of train-
ing was $2,360 per experimental assigned to such training, as calculated
using data supplied by 0HR.27 This was approached as a single fixed cost
because (1) the average length of time spent in training could not be
estimated accurately with ESARS dat:.a;28 (2) the training cost data were
difficult to disaggregate; and (3) Optiona staff reported that most people
who started training completed 1it,

The group workshop function includes all group assistance provided to
Options enrollees in job hunting techniques and the development of appro-
priate work attitudes and practices. Thus, it covered world of work and
the Jjob search component of Jobs Plus I as well as group job search. The
cost of the workshop function through December 1983 was estimated using the
results of the time study, and the unit cost was obtained by dividing this
cost by the total days Options enrollees spent in a workshop through the
same December cutoff, The resulting unit cost of %12 per day was treated
as a variable cost for two reasons: enrcllment time could be estimated
more accurately in this case than for training,29 and the amount of time an
enrollee spent in a workshop ranged from one week (in World of Work before
August 1983) to six months {in Jobs Plus I).

Worksite development, which was necessary for both work experience
(including Jobs Plus I) and 0JT, covered all staff time devoted to the deve-
lopment and monitoring of worksites, The cost of this function for work
experience assignments was estimated on the basis of the time study. This

cost was then divided by the number of enrollees assigned to the component
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$.29 per day for group job search, $.20 per day for training, $.13 for work
experience, and ¢.06 per day for individual job search,

3. Cost of Serving Fnrollees

With these unit costs, the costs of serving an individual or $pecific
groups of individuals can be estimated based on their program experiences,
The elements needed to make such estimates are summarized in Table 6.5.
The left=-hand column lists the different program statuses, and the two on
the right depict the cost implications of each status. The middle column
indicates the fixed unit costs; for example, there was a fixed cost of $83
for intake, assessment and orientation of all persons who registered. The
right-hand column lists the variable costs -~ such as group workshop costs
-~ that depended on the length of time a person remained in the component.

In addition, the Options Program incurred administrative and indirect
costs that have to be taken into account. This category includes paperwork
not associated with the other program functions, supervision of the staff
who perform the functions, and general administration (executive, fiscal,
communications, planning and similar activities). After the total cost of
these activities was determined, an adjustment was made to subtract that
part of the cost related to MDRC's research.3° A pro-rated share of the
rest of the administrative cost was then allocated to all program functions
involving Options staff -- that is, all functions except education and
skills training, stipends and support services, The amount of this share
was 42.4 percent of the unit costs estimated above,

The estimated costs of serving AFDC experimentals through December
1984 are presented in Table 6.6. The costs are the product of the unit

costs listed in Table 6.5 and the average units for each group -- that is,
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TABLE 6.8

BALTIMORE

ESTIMATED OPTIONS PROGRAM COSTS PER AFDC EXPERIMENTAL
THROUGH DECEMBER 1884, BY WELFARE STATUS

Cost Variable Applicants Recipients Total
Optione Operating Costs
Compliance Activitise $33 $33 $23
Inteke/Assasement 100 104 102
Job Plecement Activities 48 63 56
Group !orkahopa 178 211 186
Work Experience 49 80 70
Training 256 333 287
On-the-Job Training 4 6 5
S§tipends 128 194 161
Child Care 22 34 28
Transportation 8 12 10
Total Optionse Opersating Costs ‘628 ¢1080 8867

SOURCE: MORC time study of OMR and OIC staff time spant on Optionsj MDRC
calculations from the Maryland Employmant Service Autometed Reporting System and from
OMR and Meryland Departmant of Human Resources cost data,

NOTE: The results ere based on a sample of 1484 AFDC axperimentals,
However, the sample sizes for spplicants snd recipients are togather smaller than the
sample eizs for ell axperimentals due to missing informaticn on welfars stetus.
Eastimates are average total coets ftncurrad for axparimentals only, s8s no controls
perticipated in Options. Beceuse of rounding, detail may not sum to totals,

°Group Workshop includes Group Job Seerch and World of Work coaponents,
a8 well em group Job search days incltuded in Jobs Plus I,
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D. Qverall Results

The results for each of the benefit and cost components discussed in
this chapter -- all discounted to reflect fiscal year 1984 dollars -- are
presented in Table 6.7. The various components have been summed together
to estimate the net present value of the Options Program, which is the
estimated difference between the present value of total program benefits
and total program costs, Upper, middle and lower estimates of all
components and of net present value are indicated in the table, These
correspond to the alternative extrapolation assumptions discussed in
earlier sections of this chapter,

The results shown In Table 6.7 are notable in that the Options
Program*®s short-term benefits for the AFDC group exceeded its costs from
the perspective of society as a whole, regardless of the assumptions made
about future benefits. The social net present value of $159 without any
future benefits 1s considerably higher if extrapolated benefits (with or
without decay) are taken into account,

However, the overall magnitude of social net present value depends on
which assumption is used for future benefits, and they are subject to
considerable uncertainty. Pigure 6.2 depicts the net present value of
Options over time, The bold line shows its path during the observation
period, The net value was negative during the first year since most of the
program costs were incurred during this time, but there were sufficient
benefits in the last two quarters of the observation period to raise the
value above zero, (The vertical line indicates the point at which the
estimated social net present value becomes positive.) What happens after

the observation period depends on the assumptions used about future
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TABLE 6.7 [continued]

HOTES: Componants are Listed ae baneffte or coete according to o priori expectations raegerding thelr value from the sociel perspective.
Howavar, tha resulte presanted reflect sctual outcomes, not expectetione. All estimated ovtcomes are regrescion-adjusted vaing ordinary lesst
squareas, controlling for pre-rendom sesignment characteristice of sample members, Poseitive emounte indicete & benafit; negetive amounts indicete
a cost, ALL banafite and coete ere eetimated for a five-year timae horizon beginning at the point of rendom assignment, and are expreeeead in
fiecal year 1884 dollars, Bescauss of roundtng, detsil may not sum to totels,

'Ln-ar eetimatee represent only cbesrved progrem impects, snd thus do not include estimates of Future {mpacts [that s, there is no
extrapolation bayond the obeervestion period]. Since these regsults are discounted, dollar &mounts do not metch those pressnted in Tebles 6.2,
8.3, snd B.8.

b -
Middle estimates include estimetens of future benefite end coste {impacts are axtrapolated sssuming that the impacts decay at an
annual rate of 22 parcant efter the obearvation period), See text for discuvaesion.

cUpper sotimates include astimated future benefite [impacts extrepoleted assuming no decey of these impacts after the obsarvetfon
pertod],






benefits. The upper and lower assumptions on the decay of future benefits
yield the range of potential values indicated by the shaded area in the
figure, The estimated net present value based on the middle assumption is
shown by the line between these bounds,

The net value of Options to AFDC experimentals is very clear, No
matter which assumption about future benefits 1s used, the net present
value from that perspective is highly positive. However, when the net
present value of the program is examined from other perspectives, different
findings emerge, The net present value from the perspective of taxpayers
is totally dependent on future benefits, Without extrapolated benefits,
taxpayers lose an estimated $280. With future benefits estimated on the
basis of the middle assumption, taxpayers gain an estimated $65. Using the
upper-bound assumption, the net present value to taxpayers 1s an estimated
$293. Thus, depending on which assumption 1s used, all or most of the
soclal net present valuve of Options accerued to AFDC experimentals.
Taxpayers broke even, more or less,

When benefits and costs are assessed from a narrower "govermment
budget" perspective, the picture is somewhat less positive, Although all
benefits but one constitute budgetary gains, the value of the 1labor
services that work experience participants provided to community agencies
did not directly affect govermment budgets, This means that, from a
budgetary standpoint, benefits offset most, but not all, of the costs of
the Options Program,

Disaggregating the results for AFDC applicants and recipients produces
an interesting contrast, As indicated in Table 6.8, Options'! social net

present value for AFDC applicants 1s certainly positive, even without
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future benefits. For reclpients, however, the social net present value
requires extrapolated benefits in order to be positive, Both the middle
and upper assumptions make the net present value positive for recipients,
the latter increasing it to $5.40.

The underlying story is suggested by Figure 6.3. Applicants' net
present value rises rapidly to a positive value before the end of one year
of observation, It continues to climb beyond that time, bringing the net
present value of the program to between $300 and $2,100, depending on the
assumption used. In contrast, recipients participated more often in
training and work experience, both relatively expensive components
requiring a longer tenure. Partly because of this, there were higher
short-term costs and lower short-term benefits for recipients than for
applicants, Thus, the net present value for recipients was still negative
by the end of the observation period, and an overall judgment about the
social efficiency of the program cannot be reached without making
assumptions, Under the middle estimate, society reaches the break-even
point in the second quarter after the end of the observation period.

Although not presented in a table, the distributiocnal effects of
Options are also sensitive to extrapolated benefits. While the value of
the program to both applicants and recipients is positive regardless of
assumptions, this 1is not true for the taxpayer perspective, The net
present value of serving AFDC applicants 13 negative without future
benefits, but positive if those benefits are included. The value for
recipients is negative under all sets of assumptions, but taxpayers come

closer to breaking even if the upper assumptions are used,

-177-






E. Findings for the AFDC-U Group

The ploture is quite different for the AFDC-U group. As indicated in
Chapter 5, the impact of Options on earnings and welfare outcomes proved to
be negative, although the estimates were based on data for a relatively
small number of experimentals and controls, As shown in Table 6.9, this
resulted in negative "benefits"™ in all benefit categories except Unemploy-
ment Insurance, in-program output and the savings associated with the
reduced use of the Program,

However, lower costs were incurred for the AFDC-U group than for the
AFDC's, primarily because the AFDC-U's were less frequently assigned to
group job search, training and work experience, 1In addition, because on
average they remained in the program a shorter time than the AFDC group,
the costs of thelr stipends and support services were considerably lower.
Nonetheless, these lower costs could not offset the negative benefit
findings.

As a result, as shown in Table 6.10, the estimated net present value
of the program was negative for the AFDC-U group from all perspectives,
regardless of the assumptions made about future benefits, The reduced
earnings of the experimentals was the primary reason for these negative
results from both the social perspective and that of the applicants and
reciplents, The lower earnings may have been caused in part by the fact
that some of this group -- a generally more employable one than the AFDC's
-= participated in training and work experience, and this may have reduced
the amount of their active job search compared to controls. It may also
reflect, to some extent, the relative effectiveness of the regular WIN

services for the control group =-- a treatment that emphasized quick
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TABLE 6.10

BALTIMORE

ESTIMATED BENEFITS AMD COSTS PER AFOC-U EXPERIMENTAL BY ACCOUNTING PERSPECTIVE

Lower Eatillt.a I MiddiLe Esti--tob Uppear Estilltoc
Accounting Perspectiva
|
Applicent/ Toax~ Appl fcant/ Tax- Applicant/ Tax-
Component of Anaslyeia Social Recipient payar Saocial Recipfent payar Soctel Reciplent payer
Banafite
OQutput Producad by Partic{pants
Velue of Work Experienca Output 280 0 $280 #2080 %0 280 $280 $0 $280
Increseatf Output from Employment =-176S -1785 1] -2824 -2824 a -5775 -5775 a
Increased Tex Paymants 1] 484 -4B4 0 725 =725 0 1487 -1487
Reduced Use of Tranefer Programs
Reducead AFDOC Payments 0 486 ~4B88 1} 813 -B813 [+] 1738 -17389
Asduced Payments from Othar Programs 0 97 -97 0 -18 19 1} -284 294
Reduced AFDC Adainiestrative GConmte -50 0 =50 -ge 1] -86 -1684 0 -184
faduced Adeainietretive Costs of Other
Programe -7 0 -7 8 D 8 a6 0 36
Raduced Uea of WIN Saryfces
WIN Qperating Conts B2 1] a2 91 D 91 B1 0 B1
WIN Bupport Servicew 0 -8 ] 1] -8 8 0 -8 [
Total Benefitse -91480 -8744 -8718 -32533 -91311% -91222 -§5552 -926840 -82712
Coete
Proprem Operating Costs =536 1] -536 -638 o -536 -536 1} ~536
Allowances wnd Support Services 0 as -88 0 88 -928 0 a8 -88
Participant Out-of~Pockat Expenass -10 -10 0 ~10 -10 0 =10 -10 0
Total Costs =9548 +88 -8634 -$546 (-1 -8$634 -§546 986 ~8634
Nat Pressnt Value [Banatits Minus Costs) =-42008 -#856 -$1350 -93078 -91223 -#1858 -3$6008 -§2762 ~$3346

BOURCE:s MORC time etudy of OMR and OIC eteff time epent on Optione; MDAC calculestions from Unemployment Insurance fecorde; AFDC paymente
recorde; worksite survey; the Maryland Employment Service Automated Raporting Byetem; WIN, OMA, end Mary land Departaent of Humen Resources cost
dete; published dats on welfare coste, tox rotes, and omployss fringe bensfits., Bes text for descriptione of these sources.

NOTES: Coaponants are Listsd as benefits or coste according to a pricri expsctatione regarding their velue from the sociel perapective.
However, the results presanted reflect ectual putcomes, not expsctations, ALl estimated outcomes are regresafon-edjueted ueing ordinery Llesst
squares, controlling for pre-nandom seeignment characteristics of sample membare, Positive amounts indicate & benefit; nagative emounts fndicate
e coet, ALl benefite and costs sre estimated for a five—ysor time horizon beginning st the point of random aseignment, end ars exprecaed In
Tiscel yeor 1884 dollere. Baceuse of rounding, deteil mey not eun to totals.






placement into jJobs because little money was avallable for empl oyment and
training assistance,32 Also, given the small AFDC-U0 sample size, the
results may merely reflect statistical imprecision. But, for whatever
reason, Options was not an effective approach for the small group of AFDC-U

experimentals that entered the research sample,

F. o ons

There 1is enough evidence from this evaluation of the benefits and
costs of Options to draw several conclusions about program effectiveness.
However, several important questions about Options as a policy approach
cannot be answered without additional data.

One conclusion is that the program appears to be an efficient use of
soclal resources, The estimated benefits of serving the AFDC group
exceeded costs from the standpoint of soclety as a whole by at least $159
per experimental, and perhaps by as much as $1,000. The social benefits
generated by the program were sufficient to offset its costs in a little
over one year. The bepefits that accrue to soclety after that time simply
increase the program's value,

However, it 1s difficult to estimate the magnitude of these future
benefits because of the limited length of the evaluation's follow-up
period., The Options Program treatment -- which permitted participants to
receive several different types of services, including remedial education
and skills training -- was designed to have long-term effects on partici-
pants, Moreover, some of the intensive services could last well over a
year and could then be followed by individual job search or placement

assistance, Thus, because this analysis 1s based on only five to eight

~183-






the program's lack of effectiveness for the AFDC-U group. In this case,
the uncertainty would need to be addressed with a larger sample rather than
additional follow-up data,

Finally, the results demonstrate that judging a program like Options
on the basis of only its direct costs and AFDC savings would be highly
misleading, even from the perspective of the taxpaying public. The bene-
fits of in-program output, reduced Food Stamps, increased tax payments and
the reduced use of WIN were all substantially more important to taxpayers
than the reduction in AFDC payments,

The overall results indicate that Options 1s an effective program,
How effective 1t 1is cannot be fully assessed because the program was
intended to have long-term effects on the people it served, and the
evaluation was limited to a short period of time, Also, as indicated
earlier in this chapter, the analysis does not take into account intangible
effects of the program that could not be measured, However, the available
information does indicate that Options clearly improved the situation of
welfare applicants and recipients at a cost to taxpayers that is largely or
entirely offset by the savings and gains they receive as a result of the

program,
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period, was limited to about 1,000 of the Baltimore caseload. BET, 1in
addition, enrolls WIN volunteers, primarily mothers whose youngest child is
under the age of six, although these individuals are not included in the
research sample.

As 1in Baltimore, not all WIN-mandatory individuals are considered
appropriate for immediate participation, Long-term medical or mental
disabilities and family problems confer an exemption, as does prior involve-
ment in a job or an educational program, These enrcllees are assigned to a
holding status, and become WIN, not BET, registrants. Two other categories
of BET enrollees are also assigned to a holding status: those living too
far from the program offices or worksites to reasonably participate (there
is no public transportation in the area); and those who have been temporari-
ly laid off from seasonal work (i.e,, jobs in school cafeterias, resorts or
the food processing industry).

The BET design differs from Options in many ways. While both programs
provide their registrants with a mix of services, many of which aim to
improve long-term employability, BET more closely resembles the traditional
WIN Program in its initial emphasis on job placement. It was planned and
has mostly been implemented as a fixed program sequence, in which indivi-
duals participate first in a job search component, after which they may
enter one of several activities, Unlike Options, registrants have no
choice in the first assignment, but do take part in the decision about a
second component,

Job search in BET consists of a three-week course in which job search
instruction 1is combined with pre-employment training, Classes are held

five days a week for six hours a day, Sometime during this component,
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individuals who enrolled in BET between October 1, 1982 and December 31,
1983 was used. This sample is the same one studied in the first Maryland
report, but follow=up has now been extended to a minimum of 21 and a
maximum of 26 months, However, participation data are only available for a
subsample of those who registered between October 1, 1982 and March 31,
1983.

Within the full sample, as seen in Table 7.1, 393 (75 percent of the
sample) were AFDC's and 131 (25 percent) were AFDC~U's, Upon entering BET,
about 60 percent were applicants and about 40 percent recipients. Most
were female, but slightly more than a third were male, 1In ethnic composi-
tion, the sample was fairly evenly divided between black (53.2 percent) and
white (46.0 percent) members, but was diverse in marital status: 27.9
percent of the BET registrants had never married; the 52,3 percent who were
married consisted of 27.3 percent who were living with their spouses
(largely because of the AFDC-U's), and a quarter who were not, The
remainder were divorced or widowed. About 341 percent of the total sample
had a high school diploma or the equivalent,

As the table shows, the sample had experienced a fair degree of prior
welfare dependency, but its record of prior employment was also high. In
Wicomico, 37.0 percent had recelved welfare in the past for more than two
years and, on average, had been on welfare for 8.9 of the 24 months before
program entry, Yet, in the two years prior to emrollment, 76.1 percent of
the sample had held a job; the average length of the longest job during
that period was 16.&}’ months,

Table 7.1 also reveals the sample's characteristics by the category of

assistance received: AFDC (for the primarily female single heads of house-
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TABLE 7.1 [(continued]

Characteristic AFDC AFDC-U Totel

Prior AFDC Dependency (%]

Never on AFDC 24,89 48,8 31.19ee
Two Years or Less 27.7 44.3 31.,9%¢x
More Than Two Years 47 .3 6.1 37.0%%%

Average Monthe on AFDC Ouring Two
Yeers Prior to Enrollmant 11.0 2.8 8, 9%ws

Averege Months Uneble to Work Due to
Medicel Problems in Two Yesrs
Prior to Enrollment 1.3 D.B 1.2

Average Months Employed During Two
Years Prior to Enrollment 6.8 13.2 B.a®*w

Ever Held Job In Two
Years Prior to Enrollment (%] 68.2 86.8 768.,1%%%

For Lnngegt Job Held in Past
Two Years

Average Hourly Wage Rats (8] 4,01 4,786 4,250%

Average Weekly Hours 34.8 38,2 36.0%*»

Duration of Job [Months) 15.9 18.9 16.9
Total Sample® 393 121 524

SOURCE: Calculatione from MORC Client Informetion Sheets.

NDTES: Distributions mey not edd exactly to 180,.,0 percent becauese of
rounding.

aDiatributiona may not add to 100.D0 percent because individusls
cen have children in more than one category,

hFur questions concerning lLongeat job, eample sizes sare besed on
the npumber of individusals who report a longest job on the Client Information
Sheet. Due to missing dats for selected charecterietics, these sample sizes
vary fram 267-288 for AFOC's and 126-127 for AFDC-~U'sa.

anr sslected charecteristice, semple sizaes may very up to cne
sample point due to miessing data,

dchi-squara tests ineppropriete due to Low expacted cell
frequencies,

*0ifferences betwean assistance cetsgories sre statistically
significant et the 10 percent level using a two-tailed t-test or chi-squarse

tast,

**pifferences between assletance categories are statistically

eignificant at the 5§ percent Level using a two-teiled t-test or chi-squere test,

ss*pifferencae between essistence cetegories are ststtstically

significant at the 1 percant level using 8 two-tailed t-teet or chi-square test,
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significance, some parallel differences were apparent between the AFDC-U
samples -~ notably, 96.9 percent of the BET AFDC-U sample had reported
employment in the two years before enrolling compared to 80.2 percent in
Baltimore,

Table 7.2 agaln presents the characteristics of the full sample, this
time divided by welfare status: 1.,e.,, applicants for and reciplents of AFDC
in Wicomico County. In general, the table indicates that recipients tend
to be more disadvantaged in both assistance categories (but the small size
of the AFDC-U sample suggests caution in generalizing for this group). 1In
both groups, a higher proportion of recipients than applicants were black,
and recipients had spent more time than applicants on the welfare rolls in
the two years before enrollment, Fewer reciplents of AFDC had held a job
prior to enrollment, These relationships are similar to those found in
Table 2.3 for the Baltimore sample, in which the Baltimore recipiznt group

can be seen as especially disadvantaged.

C. atterns of Part atio

hs stated before, this discussion will only consider the participation
data for those BET enrollees who registered for the program between October
1, 1982 and March 31, 1983, This sample contained 306 individuals, whose
demographic and background characteristics are similar to those found for
the full sample,

1, ver art ation Levels

Although the BET program was designed to serve all WIN-mandatory indi-

s

viduals, certain people were exempted, and participation was not expected

te be universal, The first report found that Y47.5 percent of the BET
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enrollees participated in at least one component within the first three
months of enrcllment, The follow-up information in this chapter shows that
51.6 percent of the BET enrollees participated in at least one component
within the first 12 months of enrollment. Discussion of this finding
follows in later sections,

2. volvement fferent ent

Table 7.3 examines participation rates in the different BET activi-
ties, As iIn the case of the Options Program in Baltimore, the most
frequently used component in the BET Program was job search. However, a
larger proportion of enrollees used Job search in Wicomico (4.7 percent)
than in Baltimore (29.6 percent), primarily because BET required job search
as the first activity. (In Baltimore, job search was just one of several
options open to enrollees,) One exception to the BET job search require-
ment should be noted, Qut-of-school youths were assigned to educational
remediation when BET staff decided they lacked the education and/or experi-
ence to make a job search effort worthwhile,

Participation in program components other than job search was similar
in the two programs. In Wicomico, work experience, or Job Practice, was
the most common second activity, with 19.0 percent of the sample parti-
cipating compared to 20.6 percent in Baltimore, (These figures also
include a small number of individuals who received on-the-job training
financed through grant diversion,) The other possible sequels to job
search in BET -~ education and training -- were used less frequently, but
the proportion 1s notable, In Wicomico, 12.4 percent of the sample
participated in education and training compared to 19,7 percent of the

Options =ample, (For only 14 percent of the Options sample were these
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activities of extended duration.) In most other programs studied by MDRC,
the substantial use of education and training components has not been a
high priority.

Table 7.3 also looks at variation in BET participation rates by type
of assistance category as well as by welfare status, Overall, more AFDC's
(54.5 percent) than AFDC-U's (44,0 percent) participated in some BET
activity; 1in both categories combined, a much higher proportion of
recipients (65.0 percent) than applicants (43.0 percent) took part.
Participation levels 1in the mandated job search classes were roughly
similar by assistance category, but within each category, more recipients
than applicants took part in the activity,

More variety can be seen in the components following job search,
While quite similar proportions of AFDC's and AFPDC-U's participated in work
experience (20.3 and 15.5 percent), many more AFDC's were assigned to and
tock part in education and training: 15.8 percent compared to only 3.6
percent of the AFDC=U's, More AFDC recipients (27.7 percent) also took
part in work experience compared to AFDC applicants (14.8 percent), and a
similar relationship i1s seen in education and training, where 21.3 percent
of recliplents received these services compared to 11.7 percent of AFDC
applicants. Within the AFDC-U category, 11.5 percent of the recipients and
none of the applicants participated in education and training services.
These patterns may indicate that BET staff tried to assign the more
disadvantaged enrollees -- the AFDC's and especlally the recipients == to
services designed tg improve their long-term employability skills,

Two other factors were indirectly connected to the differential rates

of participation: program dereglistration and job placements. As is to be
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3. Intensity of Participation

Table 7.4 shows another important participation indicator: how many
BET enrollees took part in at least one activity, and how many went on to
other activities. As seen in the table, 22.0 percent of the applicants and
35.0 percent of the reciplients participated in just one component --
usually Job search, As for further involvement, 20.4 percent of the
applicants and 25.8 percent of the reciplents were involved in two
activities, with a larger drop-off among recipients, particularly the
AFDC=U'gs, It is also noteworthy that substantially more AFDC's than
AFDC~U's took part in two components, Very few enrollees participated in
three components, and almost all were reciplents (4.2 percent versus less
than 1 percent of the applicants),.

Degree of disadvantage helps explain this distribution, The more
disadvantaged groups (AFDC's and particularly the AFDC recipients) were
more likely to remain on welfare longer, and therefore to participate in
more than one component, Nearly one-third of the AFDC recipients
participated in more than one activity,

4, artic te ve e

Figure 7.1 tracks the participation rates of the BET enrollees by
period of program entry: October through December 1982 and January through
March 1983. The participation levels for the two groups are similar except
for the early enrollees in the first few months of the program. During
this period, a large group of registrants entered temporary holding status
pending the start of job search classes, and it took some time for this
backlog to clear up, By the time the second group registered in 1983, Jjob

search slots were no longer a problem,
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FIGURE 7.1
WICOMICO COUNTY

TRENDS IN CUMILATIVE PARTICIPATION RATES IN ANY ACTIVITY
FOR AFDC AND AFDC-U PROGRAM REGISTRANTS,
BY PERIOD OF ENROLLMENT
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SOURCE: Maryland Employment Service
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TABLE 7.5
WICOMICD COUNTY
TWELVE-MONTH PARTICIPATION STATUS OF BET PROGRAM REGISTRANTS,

BY ENROLLMENT STATUS DURING THE TWELVE MONTHS AFTER ENROLLMENT
(OCTOBER 19882 ~ MARCH 1883 AFDC AND AFDC-U SAMPLE)

Enrollment Status
During Twelve Manthe
Twel ve—-Month Evsar Continuously
Participation Status Deregisterad Enrol led Total Sample Size
Ever Participated {%) 24.8 26 .8 51.6 158
Never Participsted (%] 32.7 15.7 48 .4 148
Total [%]) 57 .5 42,5 100,0 3pe

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Maryland Employment Service Automated
Resporting System,

NDTES: Figures on enrollment and participation status are calculated aes a
percentage of all individuels wha registered with BET.

Participation is defined as attending any activity for et Least thras
dey 8.

Teets of statietical significance were not calculated.






TABLE 7.8

WICOMICO COUNTY

TWELVE-MONTH PARTICIPATION STATUS OF BET PROGAAM REGISTRANTS,
MONTHS AFTEHR ENROLLMENT,

BY ENADLLMENT STATUS OURING THE TWELVE
ASSISTANGE CATEGORY,
(OCTOBER 1882 -

AND WELFARE 5TATUS
MARCH 1983 SAMPLE)

Assistence Category

Ever

Continuously

And Welfare Status Deregisterad Enrolled Total
AFDC
Applicant
Ever Participated 22.7 22,799 4B ,3
Never Participeted 37 .5ues 17 .2 54,7
Total 80,2 39.8 100,0 [N=128)
Aecipient
Ever Participated 22.3 44 .7 67 .0
Nevar Participated 18.1 14.9 33.0
Totel 40 .4 59.86 100,0 (N=94)
Bath
Evaer Participated 22.5 3e.0 54,5
Never Perticipated 28,3 16 .2 45 .5
Total 51 .8 48,2 100.0 (N=222)
AFDC-U
Applicant R
Ever Participated 22 .4*» 15.5 37.8
Never Participeted 48,3 13 .8 62.1
Total 70.7 29.3 100.0 {N=58]
Recipient
Ever Participated ag .0 7.7 57 .7
Never Participated 26.9 15.4 42 .3
Totel 76.9 23 .1 100.D [ N=2B)
Both
Ever Participated 31.0 13 .1 44.0
Never Participated 41,7 14.3 58,0
Total 72.6 27 .4 100.0 [N=B4)
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also shows that within the small AFDC-U sample, a large proportion of the
recipients (76.9 percent) had been deregistered.

The figures on background characteristics provided in Table 7.7
support the finding that the relatively disadvantaged subgroups stayed in
the program longer. Recipients and the AFDC group as a whole, and particu-
larly registrants on welfare for more than two years and people who had
never married, were more likely to have participated and still be enrolled
at 12 months than the sample as a whole. The more advantaged groups --
applicants and AFDC-U enrollees -- were more likely to have deregistered

without participating than the sample as a whole,

D. Conclusions

This chapter reports similar levels of participation in programs aimed
at enhanecing the self-sufficiency of welfare enrcllees in a rural county of
Maryland and in the city of Baltimore, In both cases, a majority of enrol-
lees participated in some component of the program within 12 months of
program entry (51.6 percent in Wicomico County and 52.7 percent in
Bal timore),

The patterns of participation in the two programs were similar, both
in terms of involvement in different components and in the intensity of
that involvement (that is, the number of components in which they partici-
pated), In both cases, more enrollees participated in job search than in
work experience, education or training, However, in the BET Program, Jjob
search was the mandated first program activity in contrast to Options,
where registrants were given a choice from a menu of services. As a

result, more participants in BET than in Options went through the job
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TABLE 7.7 {continugd)
EO0URCE: Catculations from MDRC Cliant Information Shests and from the Marylsnd Emwpgioyrent Service Automatsd Raparting Systam.

NDTES: Figures on enrollment and porticipetion stetuees ere calculoted as & percentage of all itndividuale ¥n the demogrephic
catagory who ragiestered with HET,

Oistributione may not add exactly to 100.0 percent bacavae of rounding.

Participation is defined saa attending sany activity for B8t lesst thrae days.

Numbers in paranthesss {ndicats mampie sizes.
[

For selected characterisatica, ssnaple vizeoo may vatry up to ona eBample paint due to ajesing date,
b

Chi~mquete teote {neppropriate dum toc tow expected cell fregquencies.

*¥Difrereances pcrces statuees pre statieticolly significent st the 5 percent Lovel using o two-tsiled t-test or
chi-aguare test,

***Diffarences acrose statuses are statisticeilly efgnificent at the 1 parcent level using a two-talled t-test or
chi-squera tast,
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CHAPTER 8

CONCLUSIONS

In evaluating any program, it is important to measure its accompl ish-
ments not only against some abstract standard of success, but against what
the program's planners themselves sought to achieve, 1In this light, it is
important to bear in mind that Options' planners and operators started out
with the assumption that poor people who receive welfare want to work, but
frequently lack the skills and experience needed to secure Jobs that hold
prouise of long-term security.

This assumption 1is largely supported by this research: the sample's
substantial record of Job-holding prior to welfare application, the
increasing rate of employment among the control group during a follow-up
period, and the results of the worksite survey showing that the large
majority of participants in the work experience component enjoyed working
even when, in some instances, they believed they were not adequately compen-
sated, Within this context, the leadership of the Department of Human
Resources and the Office of Manpower Resources viewed the mandatory parti-
cipation requirement not as a threat, but rather as a useful tool to draw
individuals into an environment where they could acquire self-confidence
and the vision of a future not circumscribed by welfare dependency.

The planners' philosophy translated into a program model in which
staff and enrollees together decided on an assigmment to services aimed to

increase self-sufficiency and reduce reliance on welfare over the long run,
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cipants were compared to a group that received no services at all., In
short, better outcomes for one program over another cannot be solely
attributed to the superiority of a program model or to the way in which
that model was implemented.

Yet certain findings from the different programs in MDRC's demonstra-
tion fall into a similar pattern. Typically, about half of the individuals
who were eligible to participate had done so within six to nine months
after program entry, Rates of participation in Options were similar, with
45 percent of all experimentals, and 53 percent of those registered with
the program, having participated within the first 12 months. The rate of
the BET Program, at 52 percent, also met this mark,

Options impacts on individuals' employment and earnings can at this
point only be compared to those achieved in two other programs for which
findings are now available: one run for welfare applicants in San Diego,
california and the other for both applicants and recipients, studied in two
counties in Arkansas, Both of these programs differ from the Options model
(but are similar to the BET Program) in that they require group job search
as the initial component for all enrollees, followed in some cases by up to
13 weeks of work experience, Despite this design difference, increases in
the quarterly employment rates were in the same general range for all three
programs: in each, the gains began shortly after random assigmment and
continued throughout the follow-up period, The increased earnings of th:
Options Program, however, did not translate into immediate welfare
reductions, possibly because of a lack of communication between Options and
the income maintena::ee staff or between welfare recipients and the income

maintenance unit,
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Some typical job descriptions are:

e Kitchen worker for the city Jall: supervises overall kitchen
operations, food distributions and kitchen clean-up.

e Clerical aide in a city office: types, files, collates,
distributes maill, answers phone, runs duplicating machine,

e Food service assistant for a state college: cuts vegetables,
prepares salad bars in cafeteria,

These descriptions suggest that most of the Jobs required only
moderate skills., An additional indicator of a job level i1s the wage rate
it commands in the labor market, Supervisors were asked to estimate what
their agency's wage rate would be 1f the position had been a regular job.
According to thelr responses, one of the job assigmments would have paid
less than the minimum wage, 22 the minimum wage ($3.35 per hour), 18 above
the minimum wage but less than $5.00 per hour, and 14 would have been paid
$5.00 or more, with a celling of $7.50 per hour, The average wage paid for

a comparable position in a regular job would have been $4.35.

B. Importance of the Work to Sponsoring Agency

The modest skills level of most of the positions does not necessarily
mean that the Jobs were make-~work, 1i.e,, of no importance to the agenecy.
When supervisors and participants were asked to choose from a series of
statements describing the value of the work to the agency, almost all jobs
were described as "a necessary part of the day-to-day business of the
agency." (See Table A,1)

Supervisors were also asked 1f the tasks currently assigned to
participants would te carried out if the program ceased to exist. All said

that they would. Supervisors were then asked who would perform the work,
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and were allowed more than one response, The most common one, "existing
regular employees,” was mentioned by 40 supervisors; volunteers were
mentioned less often (by seven supervisors), Only four of the supervisors
mentioned hiring new regular employees, This suggests that the work was
important enough to continue but not so demanding as to overwhelm current

ataff.

C. PEroductivity

Another way to consider the importance of the work is to examine
productivity. Supervisors were asked to compare the amount of work the
participant did in a typical day to that performed by a new regular
employee. They were offered a range of cholces -- from one-tenth as much
to the same amount. The possibility that the participant did more than a
new regular employee was not offered as a choice, but the response was
recorded if the supervisor volunteered it., Twenty-eight of the respondents
thought the participants did as much as a new employee, and five
volunteered that participants did more. Four participants were rated half
as efficient as a new employee, with the remaining 22 rated from 60 to 90
percent as efficlent,

Overall, the responses of supervisors pressnt a plcture of work
assignments that contribute to the ageney's functioning and are not
make-work, and of participants who are nearly as efficient as regular
employees with comparable assignments, The next section considers the

value of the jobs to the participants,
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TABLE A.2

MARYLAND

ADEQUACY OF WORK EXPERIENCE PARTICIPANTS IN SELECTEO SKILLS AND WORK HABITS

IMPORTANT FOR THEIR JOBS,
AND AT TIME OF INTERVIEWS,

AT THE START OF THEIR JOBS
AS JUDGED BY THEIR WORKSITE SUPERY ISORS

Type of Skill or Work Hebit

Cognitive Skills
Reeding/Writing
Arithmetic

General Skills
Communicata Wall
Cooperate With Co-Workers
Deel With Public
Use Own Initiative
Work Without Supervision

Ability to Use Tools
Simple Toole
TJools Requiring Oexterity
Simple Machines
Complex Machines

Work Habits
Attendence
Concentrates on Tesk
Works Quickly
FolLlows Instructions
Calls in Sick
Coampletes Tesks
Learns From Mistakse

Number of Participants Who Werea:®

Number of Work
Exparience
Jobs Where

SkilLl is
Important

Adequate or
Mora Than
Adequate at
Start of Work
Experiance Job

{

28
12

33
a8
31
a3
ag

12
22
28
20

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

27
12

28
33
23
25
21

10
18
14
10

46
a8
43
a7
45
48
48

Inedequate
Inpdequate at at
Start of Work Time of
Experience Job| Interview
0 0
0 o
3 0
2 0
4 1]
4 o
2 0
2 1
3 1
14 3
10 2
7 3
8 1
1 1
7 1
| 3
6 1
8 2

SOURCE:

Interviews conducted by MDRC Flield Reseerch steff with the worksite

supervisore of a random eample of psrticipants in work experience jobs between

June 1983 and April 1984,

NOTES:

rate the sdagquacy of the perticipent.

aA total of 54 supervisors were intarviewed.
those Jobs where the supervisor indicated thet the skill wee important.

change in question format,
in all impartant skills.

N/A indicates not appliceble becsuse el! supervisors were esked to

Numbere are based only on
Oue to &

not ell superviesore were asked about participant adequacy






use of machines required on the job, However, according to these
supervisors, Iimprovement was registered among all of the participants who
were 1initially Judged lesas than adequate in general skills and mest of
those Judged inadequate in work habits, Most improvement could be seen in
the ability to use tools, primarily simple and more complex machines,

Participants were alsoc gquestioned about learning on the Job., They
were asked if they strongly agreed, somewhat agreed, socmewhat disagreed, or
strongly disagreed with the statement, "I have not learned anything on this
job," They responded as follows:

Rumber of Participants

Strongly disagree..veceessoscsssssssssssscanaesill

Somewhat disagree...eveevecevsovscconscncaces U

Somewhat agre€..,ceecvvscscvsccanssnssvssusseed

Strongly agree..cecresssecesonocccosensssovsesh
Although the majority (38) of the 54 participants felt they had learned
something on the Job, 16 participants believed they had not learned
anything.

Opportunities for development of skills on a Job are limited,
Obviously, if the skill is not important for the work, opportunities for
development are limited. Also, people who are less than adequate in a
skill when they start an assigmment have a greater potential to improve
than those who are already adequate, Using these criteria, it appears that
the worksites did require some skills, but that the potential for
development was limited by the fact that most participants' skills were

adequate for the jobs when they began.
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TABLE A.3
MARYLAND
WORK EXPERIENCE PARTICIPANT RESPONSES TO OGUESTIONS

CONCERNING THE FAIRNESS OF A WORK REQUIREMENT
IN THE EMPLOYMENT SERVICES PROGRAM

Question Number of Perticipants

How estisftied ere you about receiving

welfare benefits Like thie - thet is,

tied to a fob, insteed of simply receiving

your benefits?®
Very Batiefied 12
Somewhst Satiafied a0
Somewhat Oiseatiefied 5
Not Satiefied at ALl 15

I feel better about receiving welfars

now that I am working for it.
Strongly Agres 18
Somewhset Agres 14
Somewhet Oisagres 7
Strongly Dicagres 1B

I'd Llike to ask you how useful your work

fe to the sgency, Let's say you compare

the ueefulnees of vour work to the smount

of monaey you receive in henefits - who

would you eey probably is getting ths

bettar end of the deal: you, or the

agency?
Mo 2
Neithar One 1]
Agency E2

Does participant underatand thet partici-

pation is mandatory?
Yes 38
No 18

Totel Number of Work Experience

Participanta Interviewed B4

SOURCE:s Interviaws conducted by MDRC Field Reeearch staff with

e rendom eample of participante in work experience fjobs betwean June
1883 end April 18984,

NOTE: 8Totel doee not edd to 5654 due to miesing responses,






TABLE A.4

MARYLAND

WORK EXPERLENCE PARTICIPANT RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS
CONCERNING JOB SATISFACTION AT WORKSITES

Queation Nurmber of Participenta

overall, I Like my Jjob,

Strongly Disagres 0
Somewhat Dissgres 3
Somewhet Agree 12
Strongly Agree 39

Generelly speaking, how do you feel most
days asbout coming te work here? In other
words, most days do you:

Look forward to coming to work? 48
Not care one way or the othar? 4
Hete the thought of coming to work? 1

What about your supsrvisor end other
regular employees here —— do you feel
thay look on you es part of the regulsr

ataff?
Yes 47
No 7

The kind of work I'm doing will help me
to gat e decant—paying job leter,

Strongly Dissgree 6
Somewhat Disagree 3
Somewhat Agree 17
Strongly Agree 28

I have not Llearned anything new on this
Job.
Strongly Disagree 3
Somewhat Disagrees
Somaewhat Agree
Strongly Agree

=T - B R

TJotel Number of Work Experience
Participante Interviewed 54

SOURCE: Interviews conducted by MDRC Field Research Staff with
a random semple of paerticipente in work experisnce jobe between Junse
1983 end April 1984,

a
NOTE: Oistribution does not edd to 54 due %to miesing
responeee,
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TABLE B.1

[cantinued)

AFDC AFDC-U
Characteristic Control Experimental| Control Experimental
Average Number of Children by Age
Lees Than 4 Years 0.14 C.16* 0.69 g.80*
4 to 5 Years 0.06 a.o08* 0.25 0,30%
6 to 12 Years 1.02 1.03 0.83 0.75
13 to 18 Years 0.53 0.58 0.36 0,34
Average Number of Children Under
19 Yaars of Age 1.75 1,85%*» 2,13 2.,18%%¢
2}
Any Children [%)
Laes Than 6 Yaears 15.8 17 .8 64.8 67.6
Between 6 and 1B Years B6 .89 86 .1 64,8 60.7
Prior AFOC Oependency [%)
Never on AFDC 13.3 14.4 54,0 47 .0
Two Years or Less 31.9 31.1 3a.5 43 .4
More Than Two Yesars 54.8 54,5 7.5 8.6
Average Months on AFDC During Two
Years Prior to Reandem Asesignment 13.6 13.8 2.7 3.9*
Averege Months Uneble to Work Due to
Madical Problems in Two Yeers
Prior to Rendom Asesignment 1.4 1.2 0.2 1.0%%*
Held Job et Any Time Ouring Four
Quartera Prior to Random
Asgignment (%) 46 .D 42 ,6* 7D.5 68.2
Held Job During Quarter Erior
to Random Assignment [%) 29.8 26,5°* 41 .5 37.0
Average Earnings Ouring Four Quarters
Prior to Random Aseignment [$) 1745.23 1463.69%* 3101.64 3164.085
Average Earnings During Quarter
Prior to Random Assignment [$]) 426,77 343 ,53%** 738.53 647 .12
Average Monthae Employed Ouring Two
Years Prior to Random Assignment 5.7 5.3 11.6 11.0
For Longest Job Held in Past
Two Years
Average Hourly Wage Rate (8] 4.689 4,81 6.59 5.88*
Average Weekly Hours 33.Dn 33.2 38.3 38.1
Duratijon of Job [Months) 29.1 28,3 40 .6 29,8%*
Total Samplad 1428 1395 176 173

_‘}3]_

[continued)])


















AFDC APPLICANTS:

TABLE D.2

BALTIMORE

ESTIMATED COEFFICIENTS FOR INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

USED IN REGRESSIONS FOR EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS AND AFOC RECEIPT
DURING THE FIFTH QUARTER OF POST—-RANDOM ASSIGNMENT FOLLOW-UP

[NOVEMBER 1982 - DECEMBER 1983 IMPACT SAMPLE]

Dependent Varieblas

Variable Rsceived Welfare
Independent Variable Meen Employed (%)) Earnings ($}| Walfere (%) Amount [$8)
Experimental Group Member 4685 6.30%* 111.18* =-3.47 -30.83
(2.49] (64.72) (2.59} (21.73)
Prior Employment
Ever Employed in Four
Quarters Prior to Random
Assignment 614 16,9795 265,73%%¥ -1.36 -6.04
(3.49) [90.76) (3.63} (30.48)
Eernings Greater than
$3000 in Four Quarters
Prior to Random Assignment 320 11.340%¢ 394 ,33%*» ~13.,10%** —107 .02%%*
(3.51) [91.15) [3.64} (30.61]
Ever Employsd in Quarter
Prior to Aendom
Assignment 408 11.03%%# 69.98 1.08 -15.83
(3.71) (96.38]) (3.65] (32,36)
High School Diploms or
Equivalent +A52 6.80%%» 214.95%% 0 -6 ,66%* =43 ,99*
{(2.59) (67 .38) [2.69) [22.63)
Prior AFDC Dependency
Never Had Own AFDC Caes 222 - —_ - -
Less Than Two Years »420 0.48 -192,32** 9.65%%* 87 ,0D9¥**
(3.32) {86.40) (3.45) {20.01]
More Thsn Two Years 358 =7.,77%* -343 ,52%%s 18,31%%% 144 ,40%%>
(3.53) (91.85) (3.67) (30.84)
Numbar of Own Childran
Less than 18 Yeara Old
0 Children 019 -3.69 -159.61 -3.80 ~48.50
(9.18) (238.956} {2.55) (80.24})
1 Child 505 —_— - -_ —_
2 Children 253 6.34%* 167,08 +* 0.33 63.89%*
(2.94) (76.38} [3.05) (25.65)
3 Children or Mare 183 4,22 117,33 7.55* 206,53+
[3.88]) (100.98) (4.04) (33.81)
Number of Children Greeter 074 3.40 48.48 4.12 104 ,73%+»
Than Threa (4.08) [105.56) [4.24) (35.58)
[continuad]
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AFDC RECIPIENTS:

TABLE D.3

BALTIMORE

ESTIMATED COEFFICIENTS FOR INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

USEO IN REGRESSIONS FOR EMPLDYMENT, EARNINGS ANO AFOC RECEIPT
OURING THE FIFTH QUARTER OF POST-RANDOM ASSIGNMENT FOLLOW-UP

[NOVEMBER 1982 — OECEMBER 13983 IMPACT SAMPLE)

Dependent Variebles

Varieble Received Welfare
Independent Variable Mean Employed {%)| Eernings (8)]| Walfere (%] Amount (§]
Experimental Group Msmber »500 3.61 18.43 0.11 1.02
(2.29) (46.21) {2.10] (20.10])
Prior Employment
Ever Employed in Four
Quarters Prior to Rendom
Assignment «278 8,73%e* 196,71%%> -3.28 -48,68
(3.86) (73.90) [3.35) [32.14)
Earninga Greatar than
$3000 in Four Quarters
Prior to Random Asaignment -_ — - —_— -
Ever Employsd in Quarter
Prior to Rendom
Aseignment 160 24,7188 483 ,11%%» =7.93%% -83.84%*
(4.40) (88,70) (4.03} (3e.58)
High School Diploma or
Equivalent 427 9,93%** 151 .44 %%» -3.11 ~47 ,52%*
(2.54} (51.27) (2.33) (22.30)
Prior AFDC Ospendency
Never Had Own AFDC Cass T —— — — —
:ids
Legs Than Two Years —— —— — —_—
More Then Two Years «755 =7 530 —164.74%*» 10.50%%» 65.34%%s
[2.87) [57.81]) [2.63) (25.,19)
Number of Own Children
Lesg than 19 Yeare Old
0 Children =005 13.35 281.66 -23.05 -186,16
(15.89]) [320.38) [14.54) (138.34)
1 Child 437 —_— _— _— —
2 Children 312 -0.27 ~7.98 2,24 130,00%s%
(2.81]) (56.85) (2.57} (24.54)
3 Children or More «246 -1.60 -21.%8 2.34 268 .08%**
(3.38} (87.77] (3.08) [28.48)
Number of Children Greater 127 -0.38 -198.14 1.18 80 ,57%%»
Than Three [2.58) (51.96} [2.36} 22 .80
[continued)












TABLE E.1 [continued)

SOURCE: Calculatione from MDRC Client Information Sheatsa,

NOTES: Distributions mesy not add exectly to 100.0 percent becaues of
rounding,

“The study sample contains thoee individuels who were randomly sssigned
into the Options program in Baltimore on or sfter November 15, 1982 and those
individuals who enrolled in the Wicomico County BET progrsm on or efter Octobsr 1,
1882,

bFor' selected charectaristics, sample sizes may vary up to fifty-one
sample points due to missing dete,

cChi-squara tests inappropriate due to Low expected cell frequencies,
Differences between Beltimora and Wicomico County within an an
assietence cetegory ers statistically significant st the foliowing Levels using o

two-tsiled t-test or chi-sgquare teset: ®* = 410 parcent, ** = 5 percent, *** = 1
percent,

_')_(! -






1.

2,

3.

5.

2,

CHAPTER 1

AFDC=U clients were automatically considered WIN-mandatory.
AFDC clients were judged WIN-mandatory unless exempted from
the program according to the following criterla described in
the WIN Handbook:

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 more

6. living in a remcte area: located two hours or more away
from a WIN office

7. a caretaker of a sick person

8. a mother of a child under six years of age

9. a mother or female whose spouse 1s a WIN registrant

Grant diversion is a funding mechanism by which all or part of
any public assistance grant is used to fund a specific program
involving the recipient of that grant., Most commonly states
are using the mechanism to help subsidize employers' wages in
on-the-job training programs for AFDC welfare recipients.

In Wicomico County during the periocd under study,
administrative authority for the BET Program was initially
vested in the Governor's Training and Employment Office, the
balance-of-state prime sponsor, On September 30, 1983, the
Office of Welfare Employment Policy of the Department of Human
Resources took over responsibility for the BET Program.

See Quint, 1984, p.9.
States participating in the welfare grant diversion study are
Arizona, Florida, Maine, New Jersey, Texas and Vermont, The

management study reports on employment initiatives in Arizona.
See Bangser et al., 1985, and Sherwood, 1981,

CHAPTER 2
Some states have obtained a waiver from the federal govermment
to mandate participation for parents with children over three.
R}
Some mandatory applicants and recipients may have children

under the age of six in their households but not on their AFDC
case, In MDRC's description of the sample, these case heads
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3.

4,

5-

10.

are categorized as having children under six. In addition,
other reasons excuse individuals from a mandatory status. See
Footnote 1, Chapter 1.

The efficliency of the estimates is a measure of the variance
or statistical uncertainty surrounding them. The use of more
efficient estimators makes 1t less 1likely that true program
effects will go undetected and increases the precision of the
point estimates of the impacts.

Two-tailed tests were used because there were no assumptions
about the way 1n which experimentals might differ from
controls,

This category does not include having been on a parent's case,
Note, too, that any member of the research sample could be an
older child on a parent's case, but this is almeost certainly a
very small number of people,

Some 290 individuals who were randomly assigned did not have
these forms or had to be left out of the impact analysis for
lack of data on applicant/recipient status. This loss
amounted to 8.8 percent of the full automated data set of
3,330 enrollees, Some 128 individuals missing applicant/
recipient status were also excluded from the process analysis,
These represent 3.8 percent of the fully automated data set.

UI earnings data were compared tc previous employment recorded
on the CIS forms of those individuals who reported having been
employed for 18 or more months in the two years before random
assigment. UI earnings in the year before random assigmment
were found for 85 percent of the people who reported
empl oyment,

Supplemental welfare payments were most commonly granted for
emergenclies, shelter and for utility payments,

Welfare payment records were found for over 98 percent of
sample members who were classified as "welfare recipients®™ at
the time of random assignment and who reported having had
their own AFDC case for more than twoe years before random
assignment, The remaining 2 percent may be taken as the upper
bound for the extent of error due to non-matching,

ESARS deregistration data underreported actual deregistra-
tions, To compens=ate, a proxy deregistration date was created
whenever the welfare records indicated that sample members had
not received welfare payments for two consecutive months.
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6.

Ts

quarter may be too small to carry much weight during that
period,

This percent reduction in AFDC benefit expenditures should not
be Iinterpreted to cover all such expenditures for the
caseload, The sample under study includes only mandatory
applicants and those reciplents who had recently been
determined WIN-mandatory.

Table D.1 in Appendix D contains the estimates for prior
periods used in the graphas,

The proportion of applicants who were employed when they
applied for welfare cannot be found in these data., However,
that proportion is more likely to be close to the proportion
employed in quarter two than that in the random assignment
quarter, Any earnings during the first quarter classified an
individual as Pemployed," whether these earnings occurred just
before the date of the application or soon afterwards,
Quarter two employment rates pick up only earnings that
occurred after application,

Another way of approaching the question of job retention is to
calculate the ratio of persons employed iIn a quarter to
persons ever employed during the follow-up. Selecting quarter
five as typical, a comparison of this ratioc for experimentals
and controls ylelds:

Quarter Five Ever Ratio
AFDC Applicants Empl oyment Empl oyed
(% (%)
Experimentals 4y.4 / 60.2 = L.TY
Controls 38.1 / 50.8 = .TS

The fact that the ratios for controls and experimentals are
very close indicates that, for both research groups, about the
same proportion of individuals who ever found work were still
employed in the last quarter of follow-up. A fall-off in the
ratio would be expected to occur for experimentals if regis-
trants whom the Options Program had helped to find jobs could
not retain those Jobs as long as individuals who found jobs on
their own or with WIN services, Similar close agreement
between controls and experimentals exists when the full AFDC
sample and AFDC reciplents are examined (as well as the
extended follow-up subsample, for which quarter eight 1s the
numerator),

Welfare savings for _approved applicants are not directly
relevant to this experiment, since services were initially
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14,

Hollister et al,.,, 1984, on the Supported Work Program for the
longer-term female recipients; and Brown et. al., 1983, on the
Employment Cpportunity Pllot Project,

Calculations for effect sizes detectable con an 80 percent
power, given the available sample size for AFDC-U's, were
performed for two-talled difference of proportions tests at
the significance level of .10, assuming a control group employ-
ment rate of 50 percent and a control group welfare receipt
rate of 40 percent, both selected to be close to the rates
actually observed for AFDC-U controls at the end of follow-up.
The numbers of AFDC-U's available in the sample are sufficient
for detecting only large impacts on that assistance category
-= that 1s, impacts on the order of 15 percentage points or
more for employment and welfare incidence., Estimates of group
differentials of several percentage points may occur by random
chance. Thus, for example, the maximum percentage point dif-
ferential in Table 5.8 == + 6.7 for welfare recelipt in quarter
four -- would be wiped out completely by a change in status of
only 11 sample members, An impact of this size estimated for
the larger AFDC sample would be noteworthy, but here it does
nct even attain statistical significance., That is, there is
some possibility that the same comparison performed with a
pouch larger AFDC-U sample would yleld a zero or even a small
positive impact.

CHAPTER 6

See Long and Knox, December, 1985,

It should be noted, however, that AFDC applicants and recipi-
ents are also taxpayers, and -- as discussed later in the
"Increased Tax Payments® section in the chapter -- one of the
effects of Options was to ilncrease the amount of taxes they

pay.

Because of the differences between experimentals and controls
(including a statistically significant difference in employ-
ment experiences prior to random assigmment), impacts were
adjusted using mul tivariate regression techniques,

The ESARS data on program enrollment does not include informa-
tion on termination from given components such as work experi-
ence, Participants in a component were assumed to have
terminated when they (1) entered a new component; (2) were
either offidially deregistered from WIN or stopped receiving
AFDC payments; or (3) reached the maximum time that could be
spent in that component. Thus, according to these criteris,
those experimentals who were randomly assigned between April
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1.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

Most agency supervisors and managers interviewed as part of
the worksite survey indlcated that the work performed by the
Options' participants was important to the day-to-day activi-
ties of their agencies, For a detailed discussion of the
relationship between supply-price estimates and the demand for
output such as Options produces, see Kemper and Long, 1981.
Given the framework lald out by Kemper and Long and the
results of the worksite survey, 1t is likely that the average
demand price for the output 1is below the estimated supply
price, but not necessarily greatly below it.

The worksite survey suggests that a very small fraction of the
work done by Options participants may have caused displacement
-= that is, it might have been done by employees who would
have been hired in the absence of Options. The possibility of
displacement 1is probably greater for regular jobs, but there
is no reliable way to assess it empirically.

Tax liability was imputed on the basis of tax rates and
regulations summarized in The U,S, Master Tax Guides, 1983 and
the State Tax Gulde as well as average consumption data for
low-income households from the U.S., Bureau of Labor Statistices
(See U,S, Department of Labor, 1980).

As explained in Long and Knox, December 1985, Medicaid nonpar-
ticipation months for experimentals and controls were
calculated as months with zero AFDC payments more than four
nonths after AFDC recelpt ended.

See Maryland Department of Health and Mental Hygiene, 1985.

Essentially, this estimation procedure mirrors the Food Stamps
benefits calculation rules that apply for eligible households,
However, because only 80 percent of AFDC households partici-
pate in the Food Stamps program, estimated beneflits have been
reduced accordingly. For details, see Long and Knox, December
19850

Adninistrative cost data were obtained from two state reports
-~ see Maryland Department of Health and Mental Hyglene, 1985
and Maryland Department of Human Resources, 1985.

These operating cost data, support service cost data, and
enrollment data all correspond to WIN's Howard Street Office
in Baltimore for fiscal year 1983. The operating cost data
for this office were obtained from Maryland Employment
Security Division (Cost Report 82), while the other data were
obtained from program staff, The WIN cost data have been
adjusted to reflect fiscal year 1984 dollars using the GNP
price deflator,
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28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

2,

contracts with various providers of skills training together
make up the total cost of training. This cost was divided by
the number of Options clients who entered training in order to
determine the unit cost.

Unlike the group Job search and work experience components,
the amount of time a client could spend in training was not
limited., Thus, the corrections made in estimating the average
length of enrollment in work experience (see Footnote Y4) and
group Jjob search (see Footnote 29) could not be made for
training.

The average length of enrollment was estimated as (1) the
total days of recorded enrollment through December 1984 by
individuals in world of work and in the components that
included group Jjob search, excluding days still enrolled after
the maximum time in a component had been reached., This was
divided by (2) the number of Options clients who entered one
of these components by December 198U,

The amount of administrative time devoted to research-related
activities was estimated on the basis of interviews with
administrative staff,

It was assumed that the April through December 1983 enrollees
who had not terminated from a given component by the end of
December 1984 remained enrolled in that component for the
average time that the November 1982 through March 1983
enrollees stayed in the same component during the last six
months of the observation period. See Long and Knox,
December, 1985,

As indicated in Chapter 4, relatively few controls entered WIN
Job search, work experience or training. However, controls
did receive some job-placement assistance from WIN counselors,

APPENDIX A

Ml but three were AFDC's; three were AFDC-U's,

For comparisons to findings in other demonstrations states,
see for example, Goldman et al,, 1985; Ball, 1984; Price, 1985
and Friedlander et al., 1985.

A more speculative possibility is that the urban population in
the Baltimore sample may be more resentful of the obligation
to work than* participants in the other more rural sites in the
MDRC demonstration., A planned cross-state worksite study will
address thils issue in more detail,
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