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Findings and Recommendations

The Board of Directors of the Manpower Demonstration

Research Corporation submits for the consideration of its

funding agencies, and of other groups concerned with the
use of employment and training programs to assist hard-to-employ
persons, the following findings and recommendations. This report
results from a H-year demonstration and research effort on sup-
ported work.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The supported work program provides individuals with severe em-
ployment problems with work experience of a year or so, under con-
ditions of gradually increasing demands, close supervision, and work
in association with a crew of peers. The four hard-to-employ groups
on whom the program concentrates are women on Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFDC) for many years; ex-addicts; ex-
offenders; and young school dropouts, often with criminal records
or histories of delinquency. The guiding principle of the supported
work experiment is that by participating in the program, a significant
number of people who are severely handicapped for employment
may be able to join the labor force and do productive work, cease
engaging in socially destructive or dependent behavior, and become
self-supporting members of society.

To place supported work into the perspective of national man-
power programs, it must be noted that it was a demonstration-
research effort rather than a broad, comprehensive program; that

1



2 The National Supported Work Demonstration

its 5-year cost of $82.4 million represented about one-tenth of one
percent of the total that the U.8. federal government has spent on
manpower since 1962; and that it had limited objectives.

Given its experimental purpose, and given the severe handicaps
of the groups to whom it addressed itself, the supported work
program was not expected to be successful with all or even a major-
ity of its target groups. However, one of the research aims was to
learn which group benefited more, which less, and which not at all.
"The destructiveness of poverty, poor education, discrimination, and
high unemployment cannot be expected to yield entirely to an
employment intervention of a year’s duration. But it was possible,
so the initial hypothesis held, that an investment of $5,000 to
$8,000 per person might yield good enough results for a sufficient
number of these individuals to justify the expenditure. This hy-
pothesis took into account not only the high cost of long-term
transfer payments for some of these individuals, but also the fact
that the criminal and other antisocial behavior of ex-addicts, ex-
offenders, and delinquent youths often entails serious costs to
society other than dollars.

Rather than recommending the early launching of yet another
national manpower program with multibillion-dollar appropriations,
the planners of supported work decided to make a careful test of
the concept, and to conduct rigorous research on its application
free from the pressure of producing the immediate results which a
full-scale national program normally demands. After 5 years, these
are the highlights of the results.

The program has proved most effective in preparing for employ-
ment a substantial number of women who have been on welfare
{(AFDC) for many years. This is important in view of the large
number of women in this category and their dependence on public
assistance,

The program also has had an impact on a significant segment
of the ex-addict population, who did better in getting jobs and in
earnings than members of a control group who were not in the
program. In addition, the ex-addicts in the program were less likely
to commit drug-related and other crimes than those who were not.

The program had a marginal impact on ex-offenders, who did
not show less criminal behavior, and whose rate of employment
and earnings was only slightly better than those of ex-offenders who
did not participate.

The program did not yield long-term positive results for the
youth group.

Before further detailing these findings, it is necessary to describe
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the key characteristics of the program and the processes through
which it produced its results.

KEY FEATURES, ORIGIN, AND
MANAGEMENT OF THE PROGRAM

The supported work experiment was characterized by a number
of special features not common to other employment programs,
as well as by a rigorously designed and implemented research effort.
The local programs were operated by nonprofit organizations, which
were responsible for hiring the participants, all of whem volunteered,
and for developing and supervising worksites. For the most part,
persons enrolled in supported work were assigned to a work crew
composed of a small number of individuals like themselves, usually
10 or less, with a supervisor who was able to serve as foreman and
counselor-helper to assist those who were first becoming exposed
to the demands and discipline of the work setting. During the final
phases of what was up to 12 months of employment, the local
operators assisted the supported workers in finding a job.

Each supported work program had a range of different worksites
including construction work, such as rehabilitating old houses; small
manufacturing operations involving recapping tires or building
furniture; or activities like managing a public park or operating a
day-care center. Special efforts were made to involve the private
sector and to ensure the cooperation of organized labor. Revenues
from the sale of goods and services produced by the work crews
helped finance the programs; in addition, waivers were obtained
through the Department of Health, Education and Welfare (HEW)
to permit welfare allowances to be converted into wages for the
participants.

To operate the complex program, a national management or-
ganization, the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation
(MDRC), was set up to oversee both operations and the research
effort. MDRC was organized in 1974 as a nonprofit organization
with the assistance and encouragement of the agencies that decided
to fund the supported work effort—the U.S. Department of Labor,
the U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, the U.S.
Department of Justice, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, and the Ford Foundation. The members of the Board
of Directors, coriginally an advisory committee to the funding agencies
to explore the feasibility of the project and to advise on its design,
have been directly and continuously involved in every phase of the
demonstration.
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Early in the exploration, a consensus was reached among the
senior officials of the funding agencies and members of the Advisory
Board that the key requirement for the effective conduct of the
supported work demonstration was a major research effort integrated
into the basic program structure. Only in that way could reliable
information be developed about the program’s performance and
its potential contribution in shaping national employment and social
policy. Too many costly federal programs had been established
and expanded without adequate information about their effective-
ness. Supported work sought to change this process: to acquire
knowledge before legislators had to decide whether a demonstration
should be expanded into a national program.

The supported work demonstration was conducted at 15 sites,
10 of which were utilized for research on the impact of the program
and its benefit and costs. This research was carried out by Mathe-
matica Policy Research and the Institute for Research on Poverty
at the University of Wisconsin. All 15 local operations were covered
by another phase of research—the documentation of operations at
individual sites—by MDRC staff and consultants, The maximum
number of participants at any one site was 300. Altogether, 10,043
persons were enrolled during the demonstration period.

Strict eligibility criteria were set to limit participation to individ-
uals who had severe handicaps in obtaining employment and who, in
fact, had little recent work experience. Most enrollees were black
or Hispanic (over 90 percent except in the case of ex-addicts); less
than one-third had graduated from high school (the youth group
was composed exclusively of high school dropouts}; and less than
one-quarter were married. The number of weeks worked during the
preceding 12 months averaged between 3 and 10; and except for the
AFDC group, the arrest rates for the other three groups ranged from
a low of 54 percent to a high of 100 percent, with heavy drug use
(heroin) characteristic of the ex-offenders as well as the ex-addicts.
Except for AFDC participants, most supported workers were male,

All enrollees were volunteers. The principle of random assign-
ment was followed in selecting one person to participate, the other
as a control. A total of 6,616 individuals made up the research
sample for the impact study; 3,214 were participants and 3,402
were controls.

Each person in the sample received a baseline interview and up
to four successive interviews at 9-month intervals. Information
collected in the interviews was checked for accuracy against appro-
priate social security, welfare, and criminal justice records.

Expenditures for the demonstration—including public, philan-
thropic, and private sector funds—amounted to $82.4 million,
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of which about $11 million represent the costs of research. The
full exploitation of the findings of this extengive research effort is
constrained by the dearth of adequate information from most of
the other federally financed manpower programs operated since
1962. These include institutional training, on-the-job training,
the Job Corps, the Neighborhood Youth Corps, Public Service Em-
ployment, work experience programs, and the Work Incentive
(WIN) Program. Because they were not structured to yield reliable
cost and outcome data, comparisons between these other programs
and supported work are difficult and sometimes impossible. How-
ever, as more detailed supported work reports become available
during 1980, program designers and operators will be able to use
the information from the supported work experiment to illuminate
issues in other manpower programs,

The supported work research effort yielded extensive data on
the costs and benefits of the program. Detailed financial data were
available, and the control group methodology produced reliable
information about the program’s impact. Still, cost-benefit analysis
requires a good many assumptions and judgments, and in some
categories, the figures are imprecise. These include the value of the
output that the supported workers produced while in the program;
the social benefits of reduced crime; the discount rate used in cal-
culating the present value of future benefits and costs; and the
extent to which benefits registered for that part of the sample who
were interviewed through the final survey of 27 and 36 months
could be generalized for the rest of the sample or projected into
the future.

In making its cost-benefit estimates, the Board was guided by
experience from current social science research and selected middle-
of-the-range values, In a later chapter, and in more detailed reports
that follow, a range of estimates is presented that will enable those
interested to calculate the net benefits on the basis of alternative
assumptions.

Still, some data have not been fully mined, and additional analyses
remain to be done. But rather than wait for the completion of all
the subsidiary research tasks—and these are going forward currently—
the Board has decided to report the key findings now that the basic
analyses have been completed.

RESULTS BY TARGET GROUP
The AFDC Group

To be eligible for the program, a person had to be female, on
AFDC for 30 of the last 36 months, and with no children under 6
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years of age. She had to meet the demonstration-wide requirements
of being currently unemployed and with only limited recent work
experience. AFDC recipients meeting these criteria constitute about
15 percent of the total AFDC population.

The average age of AFDC participants was 34; all but 5 percent
were black or Hispanic; less than one-third were high school gradu-
ates; only 3 percent were currently married; and the average number
of dependents in the household was 2.2; 14 percent had never
worked, and an additional 61 percent had not held a full-time job
during the last 2 years; their earnings during the past year averaged
$240 and their stay on welfare averaged over 8.5 years.

Here are the results for this group:

1. Supported work has proved to be an effective program to
enhance the employability and earnings of long-term AFDC recipi-
ents and to reduce their dependence on welfare payments. This
finding emerged from the research data showing that the AFDC
women who participated in the program performed significantly
better than the controls in terms of increased employment, in-
creased earnings and reduced welfare dependence. The significance
of these differentials has held up consistently throughout the post-
program period, as reflected in interviews over 27 months.

Preliminary analysis of additional data indicates that supported
work appears to be most effective for AFDC recipients with the
least prior work experience.

2. Many of the AFDC group sought and obtained jobs and
remained employed even though their earnings were substantially
offset by loss of welfare benefits. Many female heads of household
are willing to work for very small financial gains in preference to
the social opprobrium of continuing on welfare and suffering the
governmental interference in their lives associated with being on
public assistance.

3. The cost-benefit calculation for the AFDC group reveals that,
primarily because of the employment and eamings gains of partici-
pants after they leave the program and because of the value of the
goods and services produced by them while they are in supported
work, the net benefit to society is considerable. Moreover, the
benefits to the taxpayer from reductions in welfare payments, the
taxes paid on earnings, and the reduced use of food stamps, housing
subsidies, and Medicaid exceed the cost of providing the supported
work jobs.

4. The average stay in the program of AFDC participants was
about 9.5 months—longer than that of any other target group. This
is attributable to the reluctance of these participants to leave sup-
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ported work for jobs in the labor market and to the difficulty that
local programs encountered in their search for suitable employers
willing to hire supported work participants. Almost 25 percent of
the AFDC group could not obtain or would not accept a regular job
at the completion of their maximum period of employment.

5. Preliminary indications are that supported work has the
greatest impact in periods of high unemployment, possibly because
in such circumstances employers are less inclined to hire “risky”
workers (those with little or no work experience). This gives sup-
ported work participants, with their recent and structured experi-
ence in a work program, an advantage over their control group
counterparts.

The Ex-Addict Group

Ex-addicts—both participants and the control group—were selected
from those participating in a drug treatment program at the time
of enrollment or within the preceding 6 months. Almost all had used
heroin. Four out of 5 were male, with an average age of 28 years;
6 out of 7 were black or Hispanic; less than 29 percent were high
school graduates; just under 1 out of 4 was currently married; 5
percent had never worked and an additional one-third had not held
a full-time job during the preceding 24 months. On average, they
had worked 10 weeks during the past year, earning about $1,230;
2 out of 5 had received welfare payments in the month prior to
enrollment; 9 out of 10 had been arrested; and on the average they
had spent 129 weeks in jail.

Here are the results:

6. During and after the time when the ex-addicts were in the
supported work program, they were involved in substantially less
criminal activity than the control group. The Board notes that this
impact of supported work on the ex-addicts is unusual among
interventions aimed at ex-addicts, many of whom have reverted to
crime to pay for their drugs after participating in other types of
programs.

7. For the sample followed the full 36 months, the data suggest
that supported work resulted in an improvement in the employment
and earnings figures of experimentals over controls that grew in
the period between the 27th and 36th month, after having narrowed
perceptibly in the post-program period up to 27 months. The re-
versal in the differentials that set in after 27 months appears to
reflect the delay that many ex-addicts experienced in finding em-
ployment after leaving the supported work program. The delayed
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start on the job may be related to the fact that many ex-addicts
were eligible for unemployment insurance.

8. The benefits of the program exceed the costs for ex-addicts
when the gains from a reduction in destructive behavior, especially
drug-related and other criminal offenses, are added to those result-
ing from increased employment and earnings and from the value
of the products of the supported workers while they are in the

program.

The Ex-Offender Group

Eligibility for the ex-offender group required an individual to have
been incarcerated as a result of a conviction within the last 6 months;
19 out of 20 were males, and over 90 percent were black or Hispanic.
The average age was 25 years, About 1 in 4 had completed 12 or
more years of school; 1 in 8 was married, 11 percent reported that
they had never worked, and an additional 392 percent had not worked
at a full-time job during the preceding 24 months. They had worked
an average of less than 6 weeks during the preceding year and had
earned $580. In the month before enrollment, 17 percent had re-
ceived welfare payments. About one-third reported that they were
regular users of heroin. The average number of arrests per participant
was over 9, with previous time in jail averaging almost 200 weeks.

Here are the results:

9. Although supported work participants had a somewhat better
employment and earnings record after 27 months than the control
group, the difference was not statistically significant. And, unlike
the ex-addicts, the ex-offenders who had participated in the program
did not show any reduction in criminal behavior.

10. The costs and benefits for the ex-offender group vary so
widely depending on the assumptions used, that the Board at this
stage cannot arrive at a clear-cut finding. It is possible that further
research, particularly if it reveals a continuation of the employment
and earnings differentials between the experimentals and the con-
trols, may point to a positive outcome.

11. Ex-offenders dropped out from the program at a relatively
high rate. Their average length of stay was 5.2 months. This finding
most likely reflects unmet expectations with regard to work assign-
ments, work settings, and wages, especially in comparison to the
returns from criminal activity. Perhaps most important was the un-
certainty of this group that, after completing the program the
members could find a permanent job and thereby have the option
of breaking away from a life of crime.
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The Youth Group

Eligibility was limited to young people between the ages of 17
and 20 years who had dropped out of school, with 1 out of every 2
enrollees required to have a record of delinquency or crime.

Males outnumbered females in the ratio of 6 to 1. Only 6 percent
of the group were white. Their average age was slightly above 18
years. Less than 4 percent were married. Over 20 percent had never
worked. On the average, they had been employed for 9 weeks during
the preceding year and had earned $827. About 1 in 8 had received
welfare in the month prior to enrolling in the program. More than
half had been arrested.

Here are the results: ‘

12. Supported work had no significant long-term impact on the
earnings, employment, criminal activity or drug abuse of the youth
group. The program’s benefits for youth fell short of its costs. The
data do suggest, however, that the younger segment of the youth
group benefit more from the program than do older participants.
Many youths find it difficult to decide what kind of work to do
and, when they do, to carry out their plans. Thus, they tend to seek
short-term experiences, either in or out of work, and many quickly
tire of their jobs. This attitude makes the discipline and routine of
supported work unattractive to them. Moreover, their realization
that the program will at best prepare them for an uncertain oppor-
tunity for an entry-level job or a career is another negative factor.

MDRC is currently conducting a modified supported work pro-
gram for youths at several sites. It includes these additional elements:
remedial education, skill training, and support services. It is possible
that this, or a similarly enriched model of supported work may prove
more effective for.certain youth groups than standard training or
employment programs.

FINDINGS ON MANAGEMENT AND
IMPLICATIONS FOR EXPANSION

Supported work programs were operated by 15 independent local
organizations. MDRC entered into yearly performance contracts
with these local operators, monitored their activities, offered tech-
nical assistance, and with the Department of Labor’s approval,
expanded, contracted, closed down, or made appropriate manage-
ment changes based on program performance. Under this charge,
one site was closed and several with serious problems were reor-
ganized. Half of the resources for program operations were provided
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by the national funding consortium, with the rest from locally
allocated grants, the majority of which came from local CETA
agencies; welfare payments converted into wage payments with
the approval of HEW and by agreement with local welfare agencies;
and revenues derived from the sale of goods or services produced
by supported workers. MDRC was responsible for the allocation of
the national funding and oversight of all of these resources.

This meant that MDRC had to shape a single program funded by
agencies with different guidelines, different objectives, and different
operating styles, and to speak with one voice con the local level,
where the programs were being operated. Out of this experience
the Board has derived certain management lessons:

13. The establishment or use of a nonprofit intermediary such
as MDRC greatly facilitates the ability of government agencies to
pursue a common objective and to harness governmental and philan-
thropic support to an agreed social goal. The federal agencies found
in MDRC a vehicle for managing both the multiple funding and
the operations of a program that might otherwise not have been
launched.

14, Multiple sponsorship and financial support at the national
level was paralleled at the local level by the complexity of program
operations that required a variety of training and financial and
technical assistance. MDRC supplied this assistance, seeking to
maintain a2 balance between local creativity and distinctiveness,
and the need for adherence to demonstration-wide criteria essential
for maintaining program integrity and conducting a national research
program.

15. Important to the implementation of supported work are (a)
the development of a broad range of worksite activities within each
operating program including clerical, human services, production
of goods and construction, with a mix of public and private cus-
tomers; and (b) relatively intensive worksite supervision, crew work,
and a careful structuring of demands and rewards to facilitate the
gradual deveiopment of participants’ skills and expectations.

16. Experience in managing the national demonstration has
convinced the Board that effective impiementation of the supported
work model requires a staged and closely monitored approach. To
expand the program massively and quickly would jeopardize the
adherence to basic guidelines and criteria, outpace available technical
assistance resources, and place excessive burdens on management
information systems. These resources are the heart of an effective
program; and expansion plans should assure that these resources
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are available, both in quantity and quality, to meet the demands of
program growth,

17. During the demonstration period, the supported work pro-
grams were implemented by local, nonprofit organizations. However,
subsequent experience suggests that under certain conditions, they
can also be implemented through the CETA system. This requires
that the CETA regulations allow sufficient flexibility so that pro-
grams can meet the needs of supported work participants, who are
often considerably more disadvantaged and therefore a more difficult
challenge toc operators than regular CETA enrollees. It also requires
that there be a centralized management organization available to
provide supplemental funding, technical assistance, and guidance
in implementing the supported work model.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the above findings, the Board of the Manpower Demonstra-
tion Research Corporation makes these recommendations.

1. Immediate action should be taken to launch new or expanded
supported work programs for AFDC mothers and former drug
abusers in interested communities, and to do so in close cooperation
with the CETA, WIN and drug-abuse treatment systems. Cost-benefit
analyses clearly point in that direction. The new or expanded pro-
grams should be implemented in a carefully designed and phased
manner, consistent with national management and information
needs and capacities.

2. Even where the cost-benefit ratios are equivocal or unfavor-
able, as is the case with the ex-offender and youth groups, con-
tinuation of a modified type of supported work may, in the absence
of demonstrably better alternatives, be a viable intervention strategy.
The findings of surveys show that the American people firmly
believe that employable persons ought to work rather than live off
one or another form of income transfer. The use of supported work
for these hard-to-employ groups must be assessed in the context
of the other options available to them.

3. The Secretary of Labor should (a) seek, in 1980, an amend-
ment to the CETA legislation that would establish supported work
as a national program, (b) request funding to double the size of
supported work and to cover costs not available from local sources
and from the sale of goods and services produced by supported
work enrollees, and (¢) move to establish an appropriate instrumen-
tality, either within an existing nonprofit organization or one es-
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pecially created for that purpose, to work with prime sponsors
and to assume the oversight and management responsibilities carried
out so far by the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation.
The management information and fiscal systems currently being
utilized by MDRC would be available to any such successor or-
ganization and would facilitate the transition to an ongoing national
program,

4. The Secretary of Health and Human Services should seek
legislative authority to allow the diversion of welfare allowances
into wages for an expanded supported work program. The marked
success of the AFDC group and the fact that the diversion of welfare
allowances accounted for half of all supported work wages to this
group points to the desirability of this recommendation which should
be limited to persons on AFDC who volunteer for work.

5. Provision should be made to continue on a selective basis re-
search on the supported work program so as fully to exploit the
data that were produced by the demonstration. This should include
a further limited follow-up effort to determine the longer term im-
pact of the program on employment, earnings, and criminal activi-
ties. The research design and the extensive records that are available
make it possible to do this.

6. The potential of supported work for new groups, such as the
mentally retarded, former mental patients, and other hard-to-employ
groups, should be assessed and, where appropriate, implemented as
part of an expanded supported work program.

7. The demonstration techniques that have proved themselves
in supported work, coupled with a rigorously applied experimental
research methodology and supported by a strong management
information system, should be utilized in the future. They offer an
effective strategy to gain knowledge about the potential and the
limitations of promising social programs, and they should be brought
into play before policy-makers move to enter upon large-scale
national replication.



* Chapter ]

introduction

The nation faces few problems as formidable as the pres-

ence of a group of people, largely concentrated in its

principle cities, who live at the margin of society. Whether
because of distortions in the economy, lack of training or motiva-
tion, or the attitudes of employers, these people have been excluded
from the regular labor market and find, at most, sporadic employ-
ment. Though relatively few in number, they have become a consid-
erable burden to themselves and the public—as long-term recipients
of welfare, and as the source of much violent crime and drug addic-
tion. They are simultaneously the source and the victims of urban
decay.

To provide a bridge for these men and women to the labor market
and to society, the supported work program was developed. It is a
highly structured, transitional work experience that recognizes the
need of these men and women, at least temporarily, for a work envi-
ronment that is more supportive and more closely supervised than
work normally is. It is a voluntary program that offers a temporary,
subsidized job (generally for 12 months) in such an environment, in
an atmosphere where participants can acquire the skills, habits, and
credentials necessary to find and hold permanent, unsubsidized em-
ployment. Supported work thus seeks to accomplish several related
objectives: to prepare people for the regular labor market; to pro-
duce marketable goods and services; and to reduce unemployment,
welfare dependency, criminal behavior, and drug abuse. It aims to
redistribute income through work rather than through welfare and
other transfer payments.

13
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For 5 years, supported work was operated as a rigorously con-
trolled demonstration, designed to test the usefulness of the concept.
Its objective was neither to create a new all-purpose antipoverty
program, nor to serve as a pilot effort for general welfare reform or
as a guaranteed jobs program. Instead, the purpose was to test
the feasibility and impact of a tightly designed employment program.
Previous social experiments tested alternative support systems, such
as restructured welfare payments or housing subsidies; the supported
work demonstration was the first major effort to test an employment
program by means of a set of complex yet sharply defined experi-
mental methods, built around the random assignment of applicants
to experimental (participant) and control {(comparison) groups. In
many respects it was therefore also a demonstration of the feasibility
of running a large and complex operating program under the con-
trolled conditions of a social experiment.

Four hard-to-employ groups were chosen as participants in the
national demonstration. The common denominator was little or no
recent work experience. The four groups emerged from a process
of discussion among the demeonsiration’s planners, who sought to
apply the supported work principle to individuals with some of the
most serious handicaps to employment in the open labor market:
female long-term recipients of welfare payments under the Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program; ex-offenders
recently released from prison; former drug addicts recently in treat-
ment; and young school dropouts, half of whom had to have records
of delinquency.

Fifteen separate nonprofit corporations, located throughout the
nation, were selected or developed to operate supported work
projects at the local level. In their own small factories and work
crews, as well as in public or private sector jobs in the labor market,
these local operators attempted to apply the supported work model
in their own economic, political, and administrative settings. Con-
flicts naturally emerged between the researcher’s desire for standard-
ization and the program operator’s need for flexibility to adapt
supported work to local conditions. Compromises were made. Some
factors, such as eligibility criteria, wage rates, and program duration,
had to be rigidly standardized and adhered to across all sites. Others,
such as types of work and sources of local funds, were permitted
to vary.

In all sites, however, every effort was made to maintain the
integrity of the basic program design and to apply it. Supervisor-to-
participant ratics were kept at a level that enabled the supervisors—
who also had to serve as teachers, trouble-shooters, and role models—
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to give individual attention to each participant. Care was taken not
to overwhelm the new arrival with performance demands. Instead,
standards of attendance, punctuality, and productivity were gradu-
ally but steadily increased until they approached or equaled those
demanded in the regular labor market. In the language of the demon-
stration, this supported work feature was called “‘graduated stress.”
Finally, emphasis was placed on crew work and peer group support.
A participant worked among people who shared the same problems,
in an environment where he or she did not have to feel isclated,
or meet hostility or suspicion,

Preliminary planning and overall funding was supplied by a consor-
tium of six federal agencies with interests in various aspects of the
demonstration and the Ford Foundation. The six original agencies

were:

The Employment and Training Administration
U.S. Department of Labor

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
U.S. Department of Justice

The National Institute on Drug Abuse
U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare

The Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Education
U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare

The Office of Policy Research and Development
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

The Economic Development Administration
U.S. Department of Commerce

The Employment and Training Administration of the Department
of Labor served as the lead federal agency.

Early in the planning stage, the funding agencies decided that in
order to coordinate the demonstration on behalf of all these sponsors
and funding sources, as well as to maintain the basic features of the
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design throughout the different local sites, a single institution was
needed to which all parties could turn and where responsibility for
management could be located. Thus, they joined in creating the
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC), a non-
profit corporation, to undertake these central and fundamental
tasks: to be the channel to the local supported work programs for
funding agency support; to provide those programs with technical
assistance; and, most importantly, to monitor and assess local pro-
gram performance from both operational and research perspectives
and to ensure the maintenance and application of the demonstra-
tion’s basic operational and research designs.

The Board of Directors of this intermediary corporation was made
up of men and women with extensive experience in social research
and policy development. Before the new corporation was formed,
several of its members had served as an advisory committee to the
funding agencies. This committee was involved in developing the
demonstration’s research design; determining the balance between
the demands of research and those of operations; making certain
that research focused on key policy issues; and selecting the target
groups for the demonstration. When MDRC was formed, the ad-
visors became the nucleus of the organization’s Board of Directors
and were joined by additional members. The Board since those early
days has been continuously and actively involved in guiding and
reviewing the research effort and in shaping operational policy.

The funding agencies have also participated actively by providing
advice and facilitating the progress of the demonstration. Representa-
tives from these agencies regularly attended MDRC Board meetings
and, less formally, were helpful in matters involving federal regula-
tions and congressional relations and, in a variety of other ways.
supported and assisted the MDRC staff. The cooperation between
the funding agencies has been outstanding, particularly because
each has had its own interests and research priorities.

Though the administrative and funding structures for the national
supported work demonstration were in many respects unprece-
dented, the supported work concept itself was not original. The basic
model was an outgrowth of two older social initiatives: the shelterec
workshop, a program pioneered in Britain, the Netherlands, anc
Sweden designed to provide permanent subsidized employment anc
a sense of accomplishment to the physically and mentally handi
capped; and the various American manpower efforts that have
offered subsidized training and transitional jobs to the unemployed

In the United States, these features were adapted and fused in :
program that was developed by the Vera Institute of Justice in New
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York City in 1972 Serving a population of ex-addicts, the program,
to which Vera gave the name supported work, was well received
during its first year of operation. In light of promising early findings,
the program’s sponsors were eager to see if the results could be
replicated in other cities or with other target populations. Supported
work also attracted the interest of a growing number of social
scientists and professionals in the field of social policy, who saw
regular productive employment asg an effective remedy or “therapy”
for many disadvantaged people in the United States,

There was yet another factor that played an important role in
the launching of the national supported work demonstration. Begin-
ning in the late 1960s, there was increasing dissatisfaction with the
way in which many of the era’s social programs had been imple-
mented. New ideas had been too hurriedly translated into national
programs and then, just as quickly, pronounced failures—all without
the benefit of reliable information about what actually had occurred.
Supported work offered an opportunity to institute a fresh ap-
proach. Tested as a pilot program by Vera, supported work could
be expanded to operate as a large experiment with a comprehensive,
rigorous research component that could tell funders, policy-makers,
and the public what kinds of impact could be achieved with this
approach, as well as what could not or could only inadequately be
done. Only later, with the insights yielded by the research, would
the concept be considered for wider implementation. It was on this
moderate and, it was hoped, realistic research objective that the
national funding consortium found itself in agreement.

Formal planning for the demonstration began in January 1974,
with a conference involving 175 representatives from funding agen-
cies, potential local program operators, and officials from states
and localities. From 40 proposals submitted, 19 were accepted for
6-month planning grants, beginning in June 1974. At the conclusion
of the planning period, 13 sites were selected for the demonstration.
These sites began program operation between March and July 1975,
In 1976, 2 more sites were added, bringing the total in the demon-
stration to 15. During the period of the demonstration, 1 site was
terminated for inadeguate performance. By the end of the 4-year
demonstration period, over 10,000 men and women had participated
in supported work, making the program one of the largest social
experiments ever conducted in the United States.

The demonstration sought to answer five basic questions:

1. How effective is the model in increasing the long-term employ-
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ment and earnings of participants, and in reducing welfare de-
pendency, criminal activities, or drug abuse?

. What target populations benefit most from supported work?

. What does the program cost? To what extent does it produce
valuable goods and services? How do the program’s costs com-
pare to its measurable benefits?

4. What local conditions, administrative auspices, and implementa-
tion strategies seem to be the most conducive to program suc-
cess?

5. What particular characteristics of the program model have the
greatest impact on individual performance and behavior?

[ZL o]

The research effort was divided into three components: (1) the
behavioral analysis; (2) the benefit-cost analysis; and (3) the process/
documentation analysis. The behavioral analysis sought to measure
the short- and long-term impact of the demonstration on the em-
ployment, income, drug use, and criminal behavior of the partici-
pants. At 10 of the 15 local sites, applicants to the program were
randomly assigned to experimental (participant) and control (non-
participating, comparison) groups. Interviews with members of both
groups, conducted at 9-month intervals for up to 3 years, supplied
the basic data for this analysis. Program impact was determined by
a comparison of the behavior and experience of the experimentals
with that of the controls.

The benefit-cost analysis sought to evaluate the net benefits (or
costs) of supported work in economic terms. The demonstration
was assessed from three pergspectives: that of society in general; that
of the actual participants; and that of people who do not participate
(i.e., the taxpayers). The analysis drew its information from several
sources: the inferviews with experimentals and controls; a detailed
study of the value of the goods and services produced; the MDRC
fiscal and management information systems; and published estimates
of the costs of crime and of drug treatment and other service
programs.

The process/documentation analysis attempted to determine
what program features not covered in the other two research com-
ponents were associated with a project’s success or failure. It in-
volved a statistical effort to discover the interrelationships between
the various program elements and participants’ behavior both in and
after leaving supported work, as well as a qualitative assessment of
variables in the local projects. These included differences in the
quality of leadership; types of job creation, placement and funding
strategies; and the geographic, economic, and political environment
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in which the program operated. The statistical effort depended upon
information from the research interviews and MDRC’s supported
work management information system. The qualitative assessment
was based on the observations of MDRC research, Supported Work
Management Information System (MIS), and operations staff, and
on the work of several consultants.

Although MDRC had overall responsibility for supervising and
directing the research, it subcontracted the behavioral, benefit-cost,
and statistical process analyses to Mathematica Policy Research and
the Institute for Research on Poverty, University of Wisconsin.

From the inception of the planning for the demonstration, the
Board had developed a policy to assure that the rights of those
individuals being followed by the research would be protected.
Subseqguently, the Department of Health, Education and Welfare
developed regulations concerning the protection of human subjects
that extended to social science experiments. As a result, the Board’s
earlier planning was adapted to these regulations, and an Institutional
Review Board was established to oversee the supported work demon-
stration. This group examined the extent to which the project put
individuals at risk, proposed safeguards to protect them, and sought
to balance the potential research benefits against the risks. The
Institutional Review Board focused its attention on the problems
posed by the collection of highly confidential information (especially
that on illegal activities), the possible risks to the youths and AFDC
women following their association with ex-offenders and ex-addicts,
and the psychological risks of random assignment. This led to the
adoption of extensive procedures to inform participants and controls
about the demonstration, and to limit access to the research data.

The total cost of the 4-year demonstration and the 5-year research
effort was $82.4 million, of which $49.5 million came from the
national funding partners; $32.9 million was raised locally By the
program operators from the sale of goods and services, from locally
generated grants, or from a diversion of AFDC benefits that allowed
funds that would have been paid out as welfare benefits to be used
instead to pay part of the AFDC supported workers’ wages. A total
of $66.4 million was spent on local program operations, with the
remaining expenditures covering research, monitoring and technical
assistance, and the operation of the demonstration’s fiscal and
management information system.

This general report is the first in a series of final reports on the
demonstration. Specific target group analyses, the complete benefit-
cost report, process/documentation studies, and technical documen-
tation papers will be available in the near future, Chapter 2 discusses
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the implementation of the demonstration on the local level. Chap-
ter 3 deals with the research strategy, while Chapters 4 through 7
report the findings for each target group. The results of the benefit-
cost analysis are summarized in Chapter 8, and Chapter 9 summarizes
and assesses the overall findings.



* Chapter 2

Implementing the Demonstration

The design of the supported work demonstration was

developed by the Manpower Demonstration Research

Corporation (MDRC)} Board of Directors, staff, and
subcontractors in conjunction with the federal funding agencies.
MDRC was responsible for ongoing management and oversight of
the research and local supported work program operations. Local
supported work programs were conducted by independent agencies
operating under performance contracts with MDRC. Supported
workers were employees of these agencies, which were responsible
for developing and operating worksites, supplying equipment, hiring
supervisors, and eventually assisting supported workers in finding
nonsubsidized jobs when they left the program. These agencies
represented a variety of geographic and economic conditions and
administrative auspices, as shown in Table 2-1.

The basic structure—locally run programs following a national
design and overseen by a national agency—set up a tension that was
inherent to the demonstration. On the one hand, there was the
necessity to establish and enforce uniform design and performance
standards in order to maintain program integrity. On the other
hand, local operators had to be provided with the flexibility to
deal with constraints and to take advantage of opportunities in
their widely differing communities. MDRC sought to sustain and
balance both aspects of the program throughout the tenure of
the demonstration.

21
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Table 2-1.

MDRC Supported Work Demonstration Sites

Location

Operating Agency

Atlanta, Georgia

Chicago, Tllinois

Detroit, Michigan
Hartford, Connecticut

Jersey City, New Jersey
Massachusetts

Newark, New Jersey

New York, New York

QOakland, California
(Alameda County)

Philadeiphia, Pennsylvania

St. Louis, Missouri

San Francisco, California

Washington State

West Virginia

{Five counties in the northwest

area of the state)

Wisconsin

{Fond du Lac and Winnebago

Counties)

PREP (Preparation for Employment Pro-
gram), a unit of the Atlanta Urban
League

Options, Inc., a nonprofit agency set up
to operate supported work

Supported Work Corporation, a nonprofit
agency set up to operate supported
work

The Maverick Corporation, a nonprofit
agency set up to operate supported
work

Community Help Corporation, a nonprofit
agency set up to operate supported work

Transitional Employment Enterprises, a
nonprofit agency set up to operate sup-
ported work

Newark Service Corporation, a nonprofit
agency get up to operate supported
work

Wildcat Service Corporation, a nonprofit
agency established by the Vera Institute
of Justice to operate supported work

Peralta Service Corporation, a nonprofit
agency established by the Spanish
Speaking Unity Council to operate sup-
ported work

Impact Service Corporation, a nonprofit
agency set up to operate supported
work

A unit of the St. Louis Housing Authority

The San Francisco Phoenix Corporation,
a nonprofit agency set up to operate
supported work

Pivot, a nonprofit agency set up to oper-
ate supported work

A unit of the Human Resource Develop-
ment Foundation, Ine., a subsidiary of
the West Virginia Labor Federation,
AFL-CIO

A unit of Advocap, Inc., a Community
Action Agency

STANDARDIZATION AND VARIABILITY

In order to assure the implementation of the supported work model
and to ensure also the uniformity of program design, the require-
ments governing local operations established the basic features to
be included in all supported work programs:
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1. Detailed eligibility requirements for each of the four target groups,
designed to ensure that the programs employved only the most
severely disadvantaged (see Table 2-2).

2. A wage and bonus structure, established by MDRC, that ac-
counted for differing local wage conditions (starting wage levels
of the programs ranged from the then federal minimum wage of
$2.30 to $3.10 per hour) but that (a) allowed bonuses and merit
increases for supported workers who met gradually increasing
work requirements, and (b) made sure that a participant receiving
maximum supported work wages would have earnings slightly
below the market opportunity wage (the average wage of entry-
level jobs that the target populations could normally expect to
obtain).

3. A fixed maximum term of program participation—mormally 12
months, but varied to 18 months for research purposes at some
sites. At that point, participants had to leave the program and,
if successful, with program assistance, move on to & nonsubsi-
dized job.

4, implementation of the key program elements of peer support,
close supervision, and graduated stress.

Table 2-2. Supported Work Eligibility Criteria, by Target Group

Target
Group Eligibility Criteria®
AFDC Women on AFDC both currently and for 30 out of the pre-
ceding 36 months; youngest child 6 years old or older
Ex-addiects Age 18 years or older; enrolled in a drug treatment program
currently or within the preceding 6 months
Ex-offenders Age 18 years or older; incarcerated within the last 6 months
as a result of a conviction -
Youths Age 17 to 20 years; no high school or equivalency degree; not
in school in the last 6 months; delinquency record, convic-
tion, court appearance, or similar (for at least 50% of the
youth)
All groups Currently unemployedb; spent no more than 3 months in a

job during the past 6 months

ASupported work eligibility criteria refer to conditions prevailing at the time of
application to the supported work program. If a person in supported work
voluntarily or involuntarily leaves the program and subsequently reapplies for
a supported work job, he or she is not reviewed again for acceptance under the
eligibility criteria,

bWorked no more than 10 hours a week for the last 4 weeks,
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The key program elements were implemented by different tech-
niques, but each had to be approved by MDRC. For example, peer
support was made possible by developing worksites manned by
crews, usually between four and ten workers. Sor.ne programs fea-
tured regular crew meetings to discuss the worksite probler'ns gnd
air grievances; several introduced a formal management-by-objectives
planning and productivity review process for each work crew. Many
designated crew chiefs, choosing for this management role partici-
pants who were performing well above minimum requirements.

The local programs implemented the graduated stress concept
in various ways: by increasing productivity demands and attendance
and punctuality requirements; by assigning workers to increasingly
complex work assignments; or by gradually decreasing the degree
of supervision.

Effective supervision was implemented in most cases by assigning
a program supervisor to 8 to 12 participants, and having that super-
visor evaluate each worker’s performance frequently and communi-
cate the assessment to the participant.

Supported work guidelines did not allow the use of ancillary
services, such as personal counseling, on paid time, but did permit
25 percent of paid time to be used for support services that MDRC
guidelines defined as ‘“‘work-related.” These included orientation,
skill training, and job readiness and placement activities. But gener-
ally, local programs made only limited use of this feature, using
about 6 percent of paid time for allowable support services. The
rest was work.

The other key aspects of local operation, such as the kind of
local organization operating the program and the type of worksite,
were allowed to vary. However, MDRC monitored these aspects
closely, and all proposed variations required approval. What re-
sulted was a wide range of activities. Nearly 900,000 participant
days of work were spent in six major industrial areas. As Table
2-3 indicates, over one-half of work time was spent in service ac-
tivities, ranging from building maintenance and security to day care;
one-quarter of the time was devoted to construction work; and
almost 10 percent was in manufacturing. There was a great deal of
diversity among the various sites in areas of concentration. Male
and female participants worked in all these jobs, with female partici-
pants more heavily represented in the service activities. Work was
done for a broad range of customers, including private individuals
(11 percent), and organizations in the profit (11 percent), non-
profit (32 percent), and public (46 percent) sectors.

Local programs sought to develop and maintain variety in their
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worksites. Some worksites offered simple tasks with minimum
stress, whereas others were more complex; some were public service
jobs, and others were revenue producing. Worksites were generally
composed of crews of more than one target group, and the research
results show no indication that any one configuration of target
populations or any particular type of work resulted in better in-
program performance.

Some worksites were more demanding and creative than those
normally found in manpower programs. Over the course of the
demonstration, individual programs did such varied things as fabri-
cate molded concrete products; operate a restaurant; construct
small boats; manage a public park and golf course; build and operate
a child care center; and rehabilitate, with some new construction,
a two-block inner-city area. Not all these worksites survived; the
restaurant and boat-building operations, for example, had to be
closed because of financial losses. But those that stayed in business
demonstrated that supported workers could handle complex tasks
and that an employment program was capable of managing these
kinds of operations. The challenge to creativity required in develop-
ing these worksites and in managing them productively attracted
and maintained a caliber of leadership that, in at least several cases,
might not otherwise have been interested in managing a relatively
small demonstration program,

Worksites were generally developed, controlled, and supervised
by program operators. This meant that there was little stationing
of workers outside the program. In the few cases where outstation-
ing occurred, the worksites were unusually attractive, from a pro-
grammatic or funding perspective. The need to maintain control
over the development and supervision of worksites turned the
programs into miniconglomerates: a program could have from 5
to 15 different sites, each with different needs of supervision, tech-
nical expertise, production planning, quality control, work schedules,
and equipment.

The programs varied in size from 100 to 300 participants. This
relatively moderate scope for an employment program enabled
operators to develop and manage varied, innovative, and closely
supervised worksites.

Higher levels of management and technical skills were required
when programs began exploring the development of revenue-
generating projects. These produced goods or offered services to
local agencies or businesses under contract arrangements providing
for reimbursement of a portion of the worksite costs. Most programs
vastly underestimated the difficulties of making money. It often
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took 12 to 18 months for a revenue-generating project to cover
the extra expenses it incurred, particularly in cases that required
capital investment. MDRC provided assistance in the planning,
financial forecasting, production, and marketing operations of such
worksites. By the conclusion of the demonstration, over 75 percent
of all work days were partially financed by some sort of customer
contract including arrangements such as: percentage of cost, cost
plus fee, worker wages only, competitive bids, and retail sales.
Though no program achieved financial independence, most of these
revenue-generating projects were able, by the last year of the dem-
onstration, to cover worksite expenses (supervision, equipment,
supplies, etc.) and some portion of supported workers’ wages with
revenues.

The benefits of the development of revenue-generating worksites,
though a while in coming, were considerable. They produced a
wider variety of work opportunities; yielded work experience similar
in type and job demands to the kinds of jobs that participants would
encounter in the regular labor market; and required the program
managers to plan production and focus on productivity and dead-
lines to a degree that nonreimbursed public service work generally
does not call for. These projects probably raised worksite standards
for the entire demonstration.

A key aspect of local operations was the character and style of
management. The local jurisdictions selected two basic types of
management to operate supported work programs. Some created
new nonprefit organizations with the sole purpose of operating a
supported work program. Others chose to delegate development
and management of supported work projects to an existing agency
with experience in operating employment programs, such as an
Urban League chapter, an AFL-CIO Human Resources Develop-
ment Institute affiliate, a Community Action Agency, and, in one
jurisdiction, the local public housing agency. It was required, how-
ever, that existing agencies establish a separate staff unit to operate
supported work. In most instances these staff units were located
separately from the larger agency, and thus could focus on the
specialized demands of operating supported work while still benefit-
ing from the administrative, political, and operating experience of
the larger agency.

As it turned out, supported work programs can be operated by
either of these two management mechanisms. The choice depends
largely on the availability of local agencies with a record that reflects
potential for leadership and management. The demonstration showed
that newly created, sole purpose, nonprofit organizations generally
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enjoyed more independence and less oversight from local authorities
than units within existing agencies. The new and independent opera-
tors generated the largest programs and many of the most innovat1ye
worksites. But a price had to be paid for this risk-taking and creativ-
ity of the newly created nonprofits; they required more intensive
oversight and more programmatic, administrative, and fiscal assis-
tance from MDRC staff. The one site that MDRC closed down over
the course of the demonstration was a newly formed nonprofit,
with no sponsoring roof over it, and several other sites ran into seri-
ous difficulties that required extensive intervention and assistance.

Programs functioning as units within sponsoring agencies generally
operated along more conventional nonprofit lines and took fewer
risks than their newly established counterparts. The operating ex-
perience, knowledge of the local community, and established admin-
istrative structure of the older sponsoring agencies contributed to
the development and risk avoidance of programs that operated under
the guidance and with the support of the parent agencies.

All program operators had to conduct their supported work
programs under the terms of an agreement negotiated annually with
MDRC, and within uniform operating guidelines established by
MDRC. Each annual contract set forth the program’s expected
performance in terms of total participants and breakdown by target
group; total budget and unit cost indicators; worksites to be de-
veloped; attendance, placement, and other program performance
goals—both general and specific to each site. To oversee these con-
tracts and guidelines the MDRC staff performed frequent on-site
monitoring, provided technical assistance, and participated in major
staffing and operating decisions. During the demonstration, five
changes in program leadership were in part attributable to MDRC
intervention. This active oversight role by MDRC was designed to
assure both the implementation of basic supported work principles
and consistent standards for evaluating performance.

FUNDING

The initial MDRC guidelines required local operators to raise a share
of the funds needed to cover operating expenses from local sources.
The purpose was twofold: to use national resources as leverage for
the development of a sufficiently large and viable local demonstra-
tion; and to develop a local hase of support that would be the main
source of funding for these programs once the national demonstra-
tion, with its large national funding commitment, had run its course,
Because the national funding commitments came from a variety
of federal departments (DOL, HEW, LEAA, HUD), MDRC assumed
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that local operators would obtain local grant funding from a variety
of sources.

The local operating cost of the demonstration was $66 million
(see Table 2-4), and by the end of the fourth and final year of
the demonstration, the local programs were covering 58 percent of
these costs from local revenues. The relatively high share of locally
raised funds, however, tells only part of the local support story.
The expectation that local funding sources would parallel national
funding sources in their variety was not realized. Instead, most local
agencies saw supported work as merely another employment pro-
gram, and the local CETA agency as the appropriate local funding
source, Most local supported work operators were not familiar with
nonmanpower agencies and thus did not have the experience for
the successful pursuit of funds from such sources. By the end of the
fourth year, every supported work program had local CETA funds,
with these CETA agencies contributing slightly more than 25 percent
of total operating costs, or about half of all locally raised funds.

The second largest source of local revenues was the sale of goods
and services produced by the program. At the end of the fourth year,
the local programs covered 17 percent of their expenses with such

Table 2-4. Summary of Supported Work Demonstration Site Operations
Expenditures by Funding Source and Contract Year

Sources of Funds for

Site Operations® Year 1 Year2 Year3 Yeard Total
Income from sale of goods 13% 16% 16% 17% 16%
and services
Other local funding: CETA 19 16 27 28 .23

Other® 10 11 10 12 11
National funding (MDRC) 59 56 47 42 50
Total 100 100 100 100 100
Total site operations
expenditures ($000) 8,937 19,433 23,389 14,669 66,418

Source: Tabulations of data in the Supported Work Fiscal system combined
operating reports.

Notes: The data for each of the first three contract years cover totals from a
12-month period of each program’s operation, with a few isolated exceptions.
The Year 4 period ranged from 6 to 12 months, depending on the site. Per-
centage distributions may not add exactly to totals because of rounding.
8Includes all expenses related to the operation of the local supported work
programs,

bincludes other forms of grants or contracts, and funds received through welfare
diversion procedures.
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revenues. Most sites shifted to revenue generation during the second
year, when it became apparent that the expected variety of local
sources would not materialize and that local CETA agencies, because
of the intense competition for their allocations, would not be suffi-
cient to provide the resources required locally for the supported
work programs. This shift was, as indicated earlier, a mixed blessing.
Program operators as a rule were not experienced businessmen, and
it took time for them to develop the technical, marketing, and con-
tracting expertise necessary for business-type operations. The demon-
stration experience shows that, because of the difficulties involved
in working with these target populations, these programs can cover
no more than one-third of their operating expenses out of worksite-
generated revenues, and in the first years this share is likely to be
much smaller.

Another critical, although smaller, component of funding was the
use of welfare payments diverted to the program. MDRC obtained
a federal agreement to an arrangement under which any reduction
in an individual’s AFDC welfare payment as a result of employment
in a supported work program could be applied to cover a portion
of that person’s wages. These funds covered only 2 percent of the
demonstration’s total operating costs, but they became an important
part of a local budget wherever a program employed a significant
number of AFDC participants.

MDRC often acted not only as the national management and
funding agency but also as banker: providing seed money to start
new worksites that required capital and equipment that could not
be covered locally; giving advances to assure the required cash flow
when local funding reimbursements were delayed; supplying addi-
tional national funding when local funding agencies fell short of their
commitments; and assisting in scaling down programs when it be-
came clear that local funds would not be generated in sufficient
amounts to meet established goals. Because supported work pro-
grams are designed to approach the style and requirements of work
in the private secter, this banking, oversight, and technical assistance
role of the managing agency will remain critical in any future efforts
to operate supported work programs.

TARGET POPULATION AND
IN-PROGRAM PERFORMANCES

Over the period of the demonstration, March 1975-December
1978, 10,043 persons were employed as participants in the sup-
ported work programs. About 38 percent of these were ex-offenders,
21 percent AFDC recipients, 23 percent youths, and 12 percent ex-
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addicts. The remaining 6 percent were composed of primarily mental
health outpatients and recovering alcoholics, two groups which were
added to the original four in response to requests by several local
program operators, but were not included in the experimental and
control sample. The target groups participated in different propor-
tions among the sites as a result of a combination of factors: the
local sites’ initial preferences; the relative ease or difficulty of re-
cruitment; the availability of local funding for specific groups; and
each local program’s assessment of the success of each group.

The participants in the major target groups were recruited and
enrolled according to eligibility criteria designed to ensure that
the program was targeted to the most severely disadvantaged within
these groups, but who were able to work and were not normally
served by employment programs (see Table 2-2). Thus, the program
focused on AFDC women who had received welfare payments for
3 years or more, had been out of the labor market for a long time,
and whose children were of school age. These restrictions targeted
supported work at about 15 percent of the entire AFDC popula-
tion—a group that is older, less educated, has been on welfare longer,
and has not worked full-time for a longer period of time than the
average AFDC recipients. Ex-addicts and ex-offenders had to have
been in drug treatment programs or incarcerated within the past 6
months. The youth criteria limited the program to individuals
without high school diplomas, and 50 percent of the youths enrolled
had to have a background of previous contact with the criminal
justice system. Referrals came from a variety of sources. Over one-
half were made by public agencies—federal, state, county, and local.
Private, nonprofit agencies referred another 30 percent of supported
work participants, and the remaining were ‘“walk-ins,” or self-
referrals. The overwhelming majority of AFDC referrals at all sites
were drawn from the *‘unassigned pool” in the WIN program.!

Selected characteristics of the supported work sample are pre-
sented in Tables 2-5 and 2-6.? The average age of the supported

1. The “unassigned pool” refers to all registrants who are not participating
in any WIN service (such as on-the-job training, public service employment,
or job search assistance) and for whom the WIN staff have not found full-time
unsubsidized employment. (Specific procedures for use of the pool vary from
state to state.)

2. The data in Tables 2-5 and 2-6 are for the research sample at 10 of the
supported work sites. A comparison of the employment, education, and demo-
graphic characteristics of this sample with those for the 10,043 participants
at the 15 sites indicates that the research sample closely matches the total
participants, except that the participant sample is less heavily black and His-
panic, because the research sample did not include projects in West Virginia
and Washington, where there were larger proportions of white participants,
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Table 2-5. Selected Demographic Characteristics of the Supported Work
Research Sample, at Enroliment, by Target Group

Ex- Ex-
Characteristic AFDC Addicts Offenders Youth
Average age (years) 336 27.8 25.3 18.3
Percent male 0.0 80.1 94.3 86.4
Race and Ethnicity
Percent Black, non-Hispanic 83.0 77.7 83.6 78.2
Percent Hispanic 121 B.2 8.8 15.6
Percent White, non-Hispanic 4.6 13.8 7.4 5.9
Percent QOther 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2
Percent currently married 3.0 23.1 11.8 3.7
Average Na. dependents in
household 2.2 09 0.4 0.2
Education
Average years of schooling 10.3 10.6 10.4 9.7
Percent with 12 or more years 30.4 28.5 26.7 0.7
Welfare receipt month prior to
enroliment?
Percent with any 99.8 39.2 17.1 12.5
Average amount received ($) 284 79 29 21
Average number of years ever
received welfare 8.6 - — —
Months since last full-time
job (%)
Now working or less than 2 3.4 11.6 7.4 12.1
2-12 11.9 31.1 20.4 37.7
13-24 9.9 20.0 22.3 19.6
25 or more 60.7 32.4 38.9 8.6
Never worked 14.2 4.9 11.0 21.9
Average weeks worked during ~
previous 12 months 34 10.0 5.5 9.3
Average earnings during previous
12 months ($) 240 1,227 B8O 827
Number in Sample 1,351 874 1,497 861

Source: Baseline interviews administered to the research sample of individuals,
experimentais and controls, at ten sites who completed the baseline, 9-month,
and 18-month interviews.

Notes: Distributions may not add to 100 percent because of rounding. Data on
average number of years receiving welfare are available only for the AFDC
group. The data in all cases apply to the entire sampie. Average numbers thus in-
clude zero values.

Auwelfare” includes AFDC, GA, S8I, and other unspecified cash welfare income.



Implementing the Demonstration 33

Tahle 2-6. Selected Drug Use and Criminal History Characteristics of the
Supported Work Research Sample, at Enroliment, by Target Group

Ex- Ex.
Characteristic Addicts  Offenders  Youth

Drug Use History
Percent reporting use of heroin

Reguiar use® 85.4 31.3 2.6

Any use 94.3 44.5 7.8
Percent reporting regular use of any drug

other than ma.rijual'ma 88.5 36.7 4.4

Percent reporting use of marijuana 90.8 80.6 60.2
Percent in drug treatment last 6 months 88.6 12.2 1.7
Type of treatment

Methadone maintenance 54.2 - -

Drug-free program 21.3 - -

Other type of treatment 24.5 —- -
Criminal History
Arrests

Percent with any 89.6 99.6 54.2

Average number 8.3 9.2 2.2
Convictions

Percent with any 74.7 95.0 34.0

Average number 29 3.0 0.6
Average number of weeks ever incarcerated 129 195 20
Percent ever incarcerated 69.6 96.0 27.9
Number in Sample 974 1,497 861

Source: Baseline interviews administered to the research sample of individusls,
experimentals and controls, who completed baseline, 9-month, and 18-month
interviews.

Notes: Questions pertaining to drug use or criminal histories were not admin-
istered to the AFDC population. Similarly, data on type ¢f drug treatment are
not available for other than the ex-addict group.

Eligibility requirements for participation in the demonstration specify a
history of drug use for ex-addicts and of incarceration for ex-offenders. How-
ever, the sample of ex-addicts reports less than 100 percent drug use, and the
sample of ex-offenders less than 100 percent incarceration. This could reflect
either that the ineligibility of certain respondents was not detected by program
operators, or that the respondents have inaccurately reported their histories in
these areas during the research interviews. The data in all cases apply to the
entire sample. Average numbers thus include zero values,

#“Regular” use refers to those individuals who reported drug use at least once
a day for at least two months.
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workers ranges from 18 years for the youths to 34 years for the
AFDC women. Over B0 percent of the individuals in every group
were black or Hispanic and, excluding the AFDC women, 80 percent
or more were male. The average person completed 10 years of
school, and less than one-third had completed 12 years of education
or more. Supported workers had limited prior employment experi-
ence, particularly in the AFDC group, 75 percent of whom had
either never worked before, or had not worked for at least two years.
Average earnings during the previous 12 months were equally unim-
pressive, ranging from $240 to $1,227 across the target groups. By
definition, all of the AFDC women received welfare in the month
prior to enrollment, and this group averaged a total of 8.6 years on
welfare. For the other three groups, those on welfare ranged from
12 percent to 39 percent.

The ex-offenders and ex-addicts had extensive records of arrests
and convictions, averaging eight to nine arrests and three convictions.
The totals were lower but still important for the youths, who aver-
aged two arrests and close to one conviction. Ex-addicts naturally
had high drug use, with 94 percent reporting heroin use. Heroin use
also was substantial, 45 percent among the ex-offenders. Among the
youths, 8 percent reported prior heroin use.

The participants were thus poor, minimally educated, with little
connection to and experience with the regular labor market but
with considerable links to and experience with criminal justice and
public assistance agencies.

A comparison of the characteristics of supported workers with
those of individuals working in CETA jobs and enrolled in the Work
Incentive (WIN) Program suggests that supported work served a
more disadvantaged group than on average participated in these
other programs. For example, compared to participants in the public
service components of CETA Titles I, II, and VI, supported workers
are much more likely to be black or Hispanic, have less education,
are more dependent on public assistance, and have less prior work
experience.?

These differences in the characteristics of the groups were the
result of the deliberate supported work policy of serving the most
disadvaniaged groups. As CETA, under its new legislation, begins to

3. Comparative data for fiscal year 1976 are reported in the Second Annual
Report on the National Supported Work Demonstretion, Manpower Demon-
stration Research Corporation, April 1978. A subsequent unpublished analysis
of CETA data for fiscal years 1977 and 1978 indicates that the large differences
between CETA and supported work enroliees continued into these later years.
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target more of its resources to the severely disadvantaged, it may
find the lessons of supported work of some value.

With few exceptions the various local programs had little diffi-
culty in reaching and recruiting the eligible populations. Because
supported work wages are close to the minimum and because there
is no guarantee of a job at the end of the 12- or 18-month demon-
stration, one could expect difficulty in attracting people to the
program. Yet they enrolled quite readily. In addition, their per-
formance while in the program indicates that a substantial number
are not only motivated to take a job, but with the appropriate
support and supervision, can hold it (see Table 2-7).

The program achieved an overall attendance rate of 83 percent
for all target groups; the AFDC group achieved the highest rate
(89.8 percent). Youths ranked the lowest at 75.8 percent; most local
operators report that the 5-day, 40-hour work week imposed by
the supported work model may be too inflexible to deal with the
youth population.

Supported workers stayed an average of 6.7 months in the pro-
gram, but there was substantial variation among the target groups.
AFDC participants remained longest (9.5 months), and ex-offenders
the most briefly (5.2 months), suggesting that the AFDC partici-
pants found the program more rewarding and were better able to
adjust to the work routine. This is also reflected in the statistics
on program terminations. Of all supported workers, 30 percent
were fired for poor performance, but again there are large differences
among target groups: only 11 percent of the AFDC group had to
be terminated for performance reasons, compared to 37 percent
of the ex-addicts and youths.

Almost 30 percent of all participants moved on to full-time jobs
upon leaving supported work. The AFDC group was most successful
in finding regular jobs (35 percent). Moreover, the steady increase in
the average demonstration-wide placement rate—from 23.6 percent
in the first year to 36.1 percent in the fourth—indicates that it takes
time to acquire the special skills required for successful job develop-
ment and placement of the severely disadvantaged. The final sup-
ported work transition rates, when compared to those in CETA
Titles II and VI programs, are quite similar, even though each is
serving a somewhat different population.

Table 2-7 also indicates that a substantial share (25 percent) of
the AFDC terminations were mandatory. These were participants
who had reached the maximum stay in the program and who had
not yet been placed in a job—indicating that the programs had
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difficulty in developing acceptable regular labor market jobs for
even this relatively successful group of employees.

Finally, the average public cost (total expenditures minus worksite
revenues) of providing a participant with one year of supported work
employment was about $13,000 during the first year of the demon-
stration and declined to $10,281 by the third and fourth years of
operations (see Table 2-8). This decline in costs, despite increases
in the minimum wage and general inflation, can be attributed to
several factors: the relatively high start-up costs during the first year,
and an increase in scale and greater operating efficiency over the
later years of the demonstration. Because the average supported
worker spent only 6.7 months in the program, the $10,281 figure
translates into a per-person cost of $6,740 for all target groups,
ranging from $4,455 per ex-offender participant to $8,139 per
AFDC participant, depending on average stay in the program. Of
this public subsidy, 57 percent went directly to participants in the
form of wages and fringe benefits, with the rest covering overhead,
supervision, materials, and supplies.

As Table 2-8 indicates, per year of service, employment in sup-
ported work is more costly than CETA public service employment
and close in cost to the Job Corps. However, the difference in
supported work and CETA costs may in large part reflect variations
In accounting practices: supported work costs include all expendi-
tures for overhead, supervision, and materials, which in CETA-PSE

Teble 2-B. Comparison of the Public Subsidy Cost of Supported Work with
the Average Cost for Selected Employment Programs

Average Cost Average Length

per Service of Stay Average Cost
Program Year in Months per Participant
Supported work $10,281 6.7 $5,740
Jab Corps 10,253 5.6 4,785
CETA Titles II, VI
Public service employment 8,785 11.3 8,273

Sources: Supported Work data: tabulations of data in the Supported Work fiscal
system combined operating reports and the Management Information System.
Average cost per service vear is based on the average public subsidy costs during
the third and fourth vears of the demonstration. Job Corps data: Job Corps in
Brief, FY-78, U.8. Department of Labor, Employment and Training Administra-
tion. CETA data: Analysis of Titles 1, II, and VI of the Comprehensive Employ-
ment and Truining Act of 1973 for Fiscal Year 1978, Office of Community
Employment Programs, U.S. Department of Labor, May 1979.

8 Average cost per participant was computed by applying the average length of
stay to the average cost per service year.
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are usually incurred by the sponsoring agencies and which are not
accounted for in reported program costs. Moreover, as Table 2-8
also shows, on a per-person basis, supported work costs compare
favorably to CETA and are only slightly above those of the Job
Corps, reflecting the different lengths of time that people stay in
the three programs.

Thus, data from the 15 demonstration sites suggest that it costs
slightly more to employ the severely disadvantaged target groups
enrolled in supported work, and that it is somewhat more difficult
for them to move into regular employment, than is the case for the
participants in other employment programs. This indicates that a
highly structured program, specially designed for those who do not
generally participate in CETA and WIN programs, can be operated
with a relatively minor increase in public funds, and can place these
hard-to-employ groups in regular jobs at almost the rate that less
specialized programs achieve for their participants.

However, all these data are the product of the period during which
participants were enrolled in the program. They do not speak to the
record of supported work in reaching its long-term objective of
affecting the work performance and behavior of supported workers
in regular jobs and in their communities. Subsequent chapters will
examine these results and their cost.



* Chapter 3

The Supported Work Research Design

From the very outset, the funders and planners of the
national supported work demonstration were committed
to securing useful, accurate data from their undertaking.
All agreed that this was essential to avoid the deficiencies of many
previous evaluations of employment programs, which had been
criticized for their failure to produce reliable and policy-relevant
findings. Objections had been raised to several procedures employed
in these earlier studies including: that inappropriate comparison
groups had been used in the evaluation of the performance of the
program participants; that there was not comprehensive cost ac-
counting; and that data were gathered from small samples, drawn
from single (perhaps atypical, “hot house”) projects, or collected
over an insufficient follow-up period. Within the budgetary and
time limitations and the operating constraints, the research on the
supported work demonstration attempted to steer clear of these
shortcomings.
Early in the planning process, the Manpower Demonstration Re-
search Corporation (MDRC) Board and the funders defined the
following basic research questions.

1. How effective is supported work in increasing the long-term em-
ployment and earnings of participants and in reducing welfare
dependency, criminal activities, or drug abuse?

2. What target populations benefit most from the program?

3. What does the program cost? To what extent does it produce
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valuable goods and services? How do the program’s costs compare
to its measurable benefits?

4. What local conditions, administrative auspices, and impiementa-
tion strategies seem to be most conducive to success?

5. What characteristics of the program model have the greatest im-
pact on participant performance and behavior?

These questions reflect the interests of the funding agencies and the
Board, and the perceptions of the Board and the researchers as to
what could be feasibly answered given the amount of money avail-
able for the demonstration. It was recognized that all aspects of
the questions could not be examined, but the results reflect an
effort to provide definitive answers to some parts of the agenda.

The plan to answer these questions fell logically into three rela-
tively separate components: the behavioral (impact) analysis, the
benefit-cost analysis, and the process/documentation analysis.
MDRC had overall responsibility for the design and management
of all aspects of the research. The evaluation of program impact
and cost and the statistical process analysis were conducted by re-
searchers at Mathematica Policy Research and the Institute for
Research on Poverty of the University of Wisconsin. The documen-
tation analysis was the direct responsibility of MDRC staff and
consultants.

The behavioral analysis addressed the issues raised in guestions 1
and 2. It attempted to quantify the short- and longer term effects
of supported work on the employment and income, welfare receipt,
criminal activities, and drug abuse of participants. The strategy used
to investigate these effects, the principal topic of this chapter, is
discussed below. The results of this analysis are summarized in
Chapters 4~7 and presented in full in a forthcoming series of final
reports on the individual target groups.

The benefit-cost analysis dealt with the subsections of question 3.
It endeavored to estimate, in economic terms, the net benefits (or
costs) of supported work. These benefits and costs were considered
from three perspectives: that of society in general, that of those who
were offered a supported work job, and that of the remainder of
society. This analysis drew, in large part, upon the conclusions of
the behavioral analysis, because the benefits of the program were
expected to include increases in the economic status of the partici-
pants and reductions in their dependence on welfare, crime, and
drugs. A second major data source was the uniform comprehensive
fiscal and management information system that registered data at
all sites. It provided detailed and complete information on overhead
costs; on the resources and manpower used in individual work proj-
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ects; and on the behavior of program participants (e.g., their average
stay in the program or other operational indices reported in Chap-
ter 2). Finally, because supported work was an employment pro-
gram, another principal source of benefits and costs was the value
of the work performed by program participants and the associated
cost of tools, project supervision, raw materials, and inventory.
These were estimated for a sample of 44 work projects at various
program sites based on detailed calculations of the prices of both
inputs and outputs. A more detailed discussion of the benefit-cost
methodology can be found in Chapter 8, where a summary of the
results from the analysis is reported.

Finally, in an effort to answer questions 4 and 5, a multifaceted
process/{documentation analysis was attempted. The objective was
to determine what operational characteristics were correlated with
performance. The analysis invoived a statistical effort to discover
the interrelationships among the various program elements and the
in- and post-program performance of participants, as well as a more
qualitative attempt to account for local variations in the quality of
leadership; in the types of job creation, placement, and funding
strategies; and in the geographic, economic, and political environ-
ments. The statistical effort was both innovative and exploratory,
and sought to use the extensive and detailed program information
recorded in the supported work management information system
in combination with the interview data to develop rigorous measures
of the effectiveness of alternative program treatments. In general,
this effort was not very successful and contributed little to an
understanding of the usefulness of the components of supported
work. The more qualitative assessment relied primarily on the obser-
vations of MDRC’ research and operations staffs and on the reports
of consultants. The results of these analyses are not discussed in
detail in this report, though they have informed the discussion in
Chapter 2 and recommendations of the Board of Directors. Many
of the studies are available as separate MDRC publications, including
reports on worksite development, job placement procedures, and
local demonstration funding.

The behavioral (impact) analysis was the heart of the research
endeavor. Important in its own right, it also provided information
vital to the benefit-cost and statistical process analyses.

THE BEHAVIORAL ANALYSIS

Research Hypotheses

The primary task of the evaluation was to determine whether
supported work participation resulted in changes in the employ-
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ment and other behavior of the members of the four target groups.
For each and all target groups, the research was to test the hy-
pothesis that participants would have more stable, long-term post-
supported work employment experiences and higher long-term
earnings, and that they would be less dependent on transfer pay-
ments such as AFDC, general assistance, and Medicaid. In addition,
the research was to test hypotheses related to ex-addicts and ex-
offenders: would supported work reduce the likelihood of reversion
to drug use or criminal activities, and if offenses were committed,
would they be less serious? For the youth group, it was hypothesized
that supported work would reduce the criminal activities of the
delinquent subpopulation and increase the likelihood of return-to-
school among the entire population. Finally, for all target groups,
the evaluation tested a number of questions concerning the effects
of supported work on housing consumption and public housing
tenancy.

Research Methodology

Random Assignment. To determine the effect of supported work
on those who participate, it is necessary to have a measure of what
the participant group would have done in the absence of the program.
In the most convincing previous evaluations of large-scale manpower
programs, this was done by establishing a comparison group of
nonparticipating individuals similar to those who joined the program.
Data on the program participants and members of the comparison
group could then be examined, and differences between both the
groups ascribed to the program.

Prior to the national supported work demonstration, no large-
scale employment program had used the most reliable means of
ensuring identical participant and comparison groups—random
assignment—and there was substantial concern that such a procedure
would be adamantly opposed by program operators. In designing
the demanstration, however, it was decided that the benefits of this
procedure outweighed the risks, and a random procedure was
adopted. It assigned individuals to either the experimental group
(offered a supported work job) or the control group (excluded from
supported work). The use of this procedure allowed the researchers
to attribute, with well-established degrees of statistical confidence,
any experiment-control differences to the effects of the program,
rather than to unmeasured differences between the two groups.

There was initial resistance to random assignment by some re-
ferral agencies and program operators, who felt the process was
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unfair to controls and necessitated too large a recruiting effort. As
the demonstration progressed, however, operators became more
familiar with the process, complaints diminished and eventually
disappeared, and the procedure became only a minor operational
annoyance. During the 2.5 years when random assignment was in
operation (March 1975-July 1977), over 6,600 applicants were
subjected to the process.! Assignments were made by computer
under the control of centrally located Mathematica personnel. After
assignment (see Figure 3-1), both groups were given a baseline inter-
view to determine their prior employment, welfare, criminal activi-
ties, and drug-use histories. At two of the sites, interviews were given
before random assignment to see if the procedure itself affected
the respondents’ survey answers; statistical analysis showed that it
did not do so.

In addition to the baseline interview, members of the sample were
periodically reinterviewed by Mathematica survey staff to determine
their subsequent activities, and were paid either $5 or $10 per inter-
view, Finally, to preserve the integrity of the research design, the
experimental group included all individuals randomly assigned to
a supported work job, even those who did not appear for their first
day of work or who quit soon thereafter. (Whereas only 3 percent
of the experimentals never worked in the program, a substantial
number, about 25 percent, left their supported work jobs within
the first 3 months.)

Sample Size, Follow-up, and Site Distribution. In an effort to
avoid the weakness of earlier evaluations, the designers of the sup-
ported work demonstration scught a sample sufficiently large to
provide a good prospect of detecting program effects at statistically
significant levels. They also provided for a follow-up period suffi-
ciently long to permit the discovery of post-program effects. And
they wanted the sample to come from an adequate number of the
program sites to assure that the findings would be representative
of the variety of operating styles and local conditions that need
to be accommodated in a national program.

In their effort to meet these objectives within the project’s fixed

1. The random assignment of program applicants, rather than a sample of
typical program eligibles who might or might not want to participate, was
adopted as a means to reduce research costs. The initial design had called for
random assignment of roughly 20,000 individuals on file at the various referral
agencies. Even though the design would have provided additional information
on the size and nature of the potential pool of program enrollees and on their
likely interest in the program, it would have cost three times as much as the
selected design.
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Figure 3-1
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research budget and 5-year timetable, MDRC staff and Mathematica
and Wisconsin researchers had to consider both actual operational
conditions at the local supported work sites and the cost and yield
of different parameters of the survey. Developments at the local
sites were important both because there had to be a supported work
job slot before any experimental! could be added to the sample,
and because the cost of an interview depended on the volume of
interviews conducted. Thus, it was important to conduct random
assignment in sites with reasonably large programs enrolling the
needed target groups and during periods of rapid build-up. Survey
costs depended on the size of the sample, on the number of sites
with random assignment, on the time spent conducting follow-up
interviews, and on certain unknown factors such as the difficulty
that the interviewers would have locating the sample at different
points in time after the baseline interview. Because costs could not
be accurately determined at the outset, the experimental design was
not set rigidly at the beginning of the project. Instead, a flexible
approach was adopted that allowed research managers to track
closely key factors affecting the survey budget and sample yield,
and to readjust the sample allocation across sites and time periods
in response to changes in these factors.

The result of this procedure was an experimental design with
several unusual features, some of which proved useful while others
created difficulties.

1. Sites with Random Assignment Ten demonstration sites were
selected for the implementation of random assignment. Beginning
in April 1975 at the first site and in mid-1976 at the last, all sup-
ported workers were hired under this procedure until it was termi-
nated in July 1977. The staggered start-up of random assignment
reflected an effort both to control costs—by delaying the start-up
of the survey at a site until the volume of intake was substantial—
and to avoid concentrating the research on participants enrolling
in the program during its first year, which was likely to be atypical.
Thus, random assignment continued over a total of almost 2.5
years, yielding a research sample made up of individuals whose
total supported work experience spanned the entire period of the
demonstration.

A somewhat different {ime frame was used for the AFDC sample,
for whom the start of random assignment was postponed until
early 1976 because of delays in obtaining waivers to the Social
Security Act necessary for funding and general operations. The
resulting threatened shortfall in the AFDC sample prompted MDRC
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to add a major new demonstration city (New York) and to request
that 4 of the original 13 sites add AFDC participants. As a result,
the AFDC and ex-offender samples were drawn from 7 sites, the
youth sample from 5, and the ex-addict sample from 4 sites (see
Table 3-1).

2. Sample Size by Length of Follow-Up In an effort to maximize
the size of the overall sample and the length of its follow-up within
the time frame of the demonstration, a procedure was adopted
whereby all members of the sample were not followed for the same
length of time. Although everyone was scheduled to have a baseline
interview and the first and second follow-up interviews (at 9 and 18
months after their enrollment in the sample), only the early en-
rollees were interviewed at 27 and 36 months after enrollment.
Given the relationship between cost per interview and the volume
of interviews, this procedure produced the most interviews at the
least cost, for all survey field offices at the 10 sites gave all possible
follow-up interviews while they were in operation, and then closed
down simultaneously on March 30, 1979. As a result, any sample
member who was enrolled after March 30, 1976 did not receive a
36-month interview, and any member who was enrolled after Decem-
ber 81, 1976 did not receive a 27-month interview. Moreover,
because of their delayed enrollment in the sample, none of the
AFDC group was followed for more than 27 months. (To remedy
this situation, an additional round of AFDC interviews was con-
ducted in the fall of 1979 and will be analyzed in a supplemental
report to be issued in mid-1980.)

Table 3-1 summarizes the sample that resulted from this strategy.
A total of 6,500 people had baseline interviews: 1,597 AFDC
women, 1,394 ex-addicts, 2,268 ex-offenders, and 1,241 youth.
All of these individuals were scheduled for 9- and 18-month inter-
views, although because of the anticipated problems in locating
people, the actual completed interviews were lower, ranging from
73 percent to 89 percent of the assigned interviews for the 9-month
interview and 67 to 84 percent for the 18-month interview, Depend-
ing on the target group, 48 to 85 percent of the research sample were
assigned 27-month interviews and 16 to 33 percent 36-month inter-
views. A total of 3,006 27-month interviews and 774 36-month
interviews were conducted. Overall, completion rates for the last two
interviews ranged from 60 to 79 percent of those actually assigned.
Finally, because interviewing began at different dates in the 10
sites, the 36-month sample was concentrated in a small number o!
the early sites, notably Jersey City and Philadelphia (see Table 3-1)



Table 3-1. Key Features of the Experimental Design and Jts implementation

Design Feature

Criteria or Qutcome

Initial sample and control
group sirategy

Data collection strategy

Sites with random assignment

Final number of completed
interviews and completion
rates,” by length of follow-up

Percent of baseline sample
assigned each type of follow-up
interview

Continuous cohorts: size of
samples with continuous
follow-up information by length
of longest follow-up

Random assignment of 6,616 eligible pro-
gram applicants to participant (3,214) and
control (3,402) groups.

In-person interviews conducted at time of
random assignment and 9-month intervals
thereafter for up to 36 months. Data vali-
dated by comparison with Social Security,
welfare, and arrest records.

AFDC: Atlanta, Chicago, Hartford, Newark,
New York, Ozkland, Wisconsin

Ex-addicts: Chicago 2 Jersey City,2 Oakland,
Philadelphia2

Ex-offenders: Chicago,2 Hartford, Jersey
City,? Newark, Oakland, Philadel-
phia,a San Francisco

Youth: Atlanta, Hartford, Jersey City,2
New York, Philadelphia2

Ex- Ex-
AFDC Addicts Offenders Youth

Baseline 1,697 1,394 2,268 1,241
(98.6) (97.3) (98.4) (99.1)

9-month 1,440 1,111 1,682 1,001
(88.9) (77.5) {(72.8) (80.0)

18-month 1,362 987 1,539 924
(84.1) (68.9) (66.6) (73.8)

27-month 620 885 995 506
(79.2) (72.5) (62.9) (70.4)

36-month  0F 317 302 155
(67.2) (59.8) (76.7)

Ex- Ex-
AFDC Addicts Offenders Youth

9-, 18-mo. 100 100 100 100
27-month 48.3 85.1 68.5 57.4
36-month 0° 32.9 21.9 16.1

Ex- Ex-
AFDC Addicts Offenders Youth
18 mo. 764 225 636 436

27 mo. 587 495 609 298
36 mo. ot 249 219 121

4%ites with 40 or more 36-month interviews.
bCompletion rates (shown in parentheses) are calculated as a percent of the

number of assigned interviews.

®No 36-month interviews were scheduled for the AFDC sample as a result of
a delay in program start-up for this group.
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8. The Cohort Phenomenon Although the follow-up strategy
adopted in the demonstration provided the largest affordable sample,
it resulted in a complication referred to frequently in Chapters 4
through 8 as the cohort phenomenon. In this procedure, individuals
in the sample belong to cohorts or subgroups with different lengths
of follow-up depending on when they entered supported work.
Because of the way it was selected, the sample with the longest
follow-up may not be typical of the full research sample: these
individuals were enrolled in 1975 and 1976, in periods of particularly
high rates of unemployment; were concentrated in certain sites; and
participated in the program during the first year or two of opera-
tions, when supported work may have been either atypically weak
or particularly dynamic.

Because the goal of the research effort is to determine the effec-
tiveness of the full demonstration—and not just of some sites with
early enrollees—it is important to determine the extent to which
the experiences of the early sample parallel those of the later en-
rollees. To the extent that they differ, the differences might provide
insights on the performance of supported work under diverse local
or operational conditions. Such information might help in determin-
ing the likely impact of a future program operating in a changed
environment.

This cohort phenomenon is handled in different ways in the fol-
lowing chapters. In Chapters 4 through 8, the presentation of inter-
view findings on each target group combines the data from the
different cohorts, as indicated in the middle panel of Table 3-1,
to show the program’s impact on the full sample over time. Where
cohort differences seem important, data on the smaller distinct
samples with continuous and different lengths of follow-up—the
bottom panel in Table 3-1—are presented. In the discussion of
the benefits and costs in Chapter 7, alternative estimates of long-
term impacts are developed, using several sets of assumptions about
which cohort’s behavior is more typical. In addition, a benchmark,
or best guess estimate, averages the behavior of the 27- and 36-month
cchorts. It is hoped that this approach has yielded a more balanced,
conservative estimate of the program’s overall net benefits than
would have followed from a reliance solely on the small 36-month
cohort.

Data Reliability. In addition to the standard survey validation
techniques, a considerable effort was made to verify the information
collected in the supported work survey. Sophisticated statistical tests
were applied to the results to check for any bias because of differen-
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tial rates of response to the interviews. (The tests indicated that the
findings were substantially free from response bias.) Similarly, in an
effort to check upon the survey responses to questions concerning
income, welfare receipt, and criminal activities, selected official
records were consulted. Social Security records, welfare department
files, and police arrest records for samples of surveyed individuals
were compared to the interview responses. Some underreporting of
income and arrests was uncovered, but it was largely unbiased be-
tween experimentals and controls and not of a magnitude sufficient
to alter the conclusions drawn from the survey and reported in
Chapters 4 through 8 below.






% Chapter 4

Findings for the AFDC Target Group

This chapter summarizes the findings of supported work’s

impact on the AFDC target group by comparing the be-

havior of the experimentals and controls over the 27-
month period covered by the interviews.! The discussion in Chapter
2 of the in-program performance of supported workers at the 15
demonstration sites indicated that the program was most successful
with this target group. The findings from the interviews with the
sample at the seven sites enrolling AFDC participants and presented
in this chapter confirm this conclusion.

One of the most significant aspects of the research design of sup-
ported work is that the control group provides directly comparable
information on what the experience of participanis would have
been, had they not joined the supported work program. It is most
useful, then, to look first at the experience of the control group,
which provides the context in which the supported work program
was operating. In subsequent sections, these findings will be con-
trasted with those of the experimentals during the same period. The
comparison will yield data showing the impact that the program had
on the participants’ performance in the labor market as well as
on other aspects of their behavior.

1. The findings are presented in full in a forthcoming report by Stanley
Masters and Rebecca Maynard, The Impact of Supported Work on Long-Term
Recipients of AFDC Benefits, MDRC, 1980.
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EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME
OF THE CONTROL GROUP

Figure 4-1 shows a graph of the hours worked by members of the
control group from the time when these controls agreed to partici-
pate in the study through the 27-month period during which they
were recurrently interviewed. It indicates two key findings. First,
in spite of their interest in getting a job, evident from their applica-
tion to supported work, these women on average had very little
employment experience. Second, there was, despite this, a steady
increase in the number of hours they worked over the 27-month
period. At the beginning of the study, members of the control
group were working an average of about 20 hours a month; 27
months later, this figure had risen to 45. The increase is probably
the result of two facts: over the period of the supported work
study, conditions in the economy and the labor market were im-
proving (the unemployment rate fell from 7.3 percent to 5.8 per-
cent?); in addition, some members of any group of unemployed
individuals will, over time, find jobs, even if economic conditions do
not change, because those listed as unemployed always include some
who are only temporarily out of work. This phenomenon is some-
times referred to as “regression to the mean.” It is estimated that of
the rise in hours worked by the control group over the period of the
study, an average of about 60 percent is attributable to this phenom-
enon of regression to the mean, and 40 percent to improving eco-
nomic conditions. But even though the employment of the AFDC
controls increased over time, Figure 4-2 indicates that this group
continued to work substantially less than the other three target
groups, which are discussed later.

Turning to welfare benefits, Figure 4-3 provides a graph of the
average monthly income from these payments and from food stamps
for the control group. This transfer income started at over $340 per
month, and at the end of the period was around $280 per month.
The decline reflects the increase in earnings, for both the food stamp
program and welfare systems reduce the benefits when recipients
begin to earn wages.

2. Recall that the sample was enrolled over calendar time and that not all
of the sample was followed for the full 27 months. Thus, the unemployment
rates cited are a weighted average of the rates at the AFDC sites for the he-
ginning period and the ending period of the study. The average enroliment
month was about January 1977, and the average date of the 27-month inter-
view was about October 1878, Over the full 4 years of the study (March 1975
to March 1979} when individuals were enrolled and interviewed in the four tar-
get groups, the national unemployment rate declined from 8.5 to 5.7 percent.



Figure 4-1

TREND IN HOURS WORKED PER MONTH: AFDC CONTROLS
100

90

80

70

60
Controls

80

Hours per Month

40

30
)4
20 7

10

0 3 6 9 12 15 18 21 24 27

Months after Enrollment in the Supported Work Sample

Figure 4-2

TREND IN HOURS WORKED BY CONTROL GROUP MEMBERS
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Figure 4-3

TREND IN RECEIPT OF WELFARE INCOME AND FOOD STAMP
BONUSES: AFDC CONTROLS
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Figure 4-4 shows the composition of the AFDC controls’ total
income in the three 9-month periods of analysis: the first 9 months
after enrollment in the study; months 10 to 18; and months 19 to
27. The chart shows that, as earnings increased as a proportion of
total income, payments from welfare and food stamps decreased.
Overall, from the first 9 months to the last 9 months, earnings by
the members of the control group increased by about $87 per
month. The income of this group over the same period increased
by $35. Thus, the increase in total income was much less than the
income from wages: the reduction of welfare and food stamp as-
sistance reduced the net addition to their income by 60 percent of
the actual wage earned. These figures point up a problem that has
been a concern of policy analysts for the last decade: how to provide
work incentives to key groups of the welfare population. The fact
that benefits decrease as earnings increase is bound to reduce the
incentives of members of this population to seek employment. But
it is not a simple quid pro quo, for though the AFDC control group
in the study faced these disincentives, they still increased the number
of hours they worked.
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Figure 4-4

COMPONENTS OF AVERAGE TOTAL MONTHLY INCOME
BY $ MONTH PERIODS: AFDC SAMPLE
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The control group yielded data that helped to shed light on other
programs seeking to increase employment among women on welfare,
The most substantial of these programs is the Work Incentive Pro-
gram (WIN), which began in 1967 and which requires local welfare
agencies to screen welfare recipients for employability and to provide
employment counseling and training. Over the years the emphasis
in the program has shifted, placing greater weight on public service
employment and on placement into unsubsidized jobs. In contrast
to supported work, the WIN program requires employable welfare
recipients to accept services. Those who do not accept them may
face cuts or even termination of their welfare benefits. This manda-
tory character of the WIN program is of particular interest, for
almost all of the control group in the supported work study, by
virtue of the supported work eligibility criteria, would be termed
employable by WIN and therefore subject to WIN sanctions.

In addition to WIN, some welfare participants in recent years have
had access to assistance in obtaining training and jobs through the
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA). A number
of local governments also have made special efforts to hire welfare
recipients. These efforts at job development and placement played
a significant role in the employment of members of the control
group. In each of the three 9-month periocds, about 18 percent to 22
percent of the control group’s earnings came from jobs connected
with either CETA or WIN, and when one adds other government jobs,
that share rises to about one-third of their earnings. However, this
percentage did not increase substantially over the period of the
study. It was roughly the same in each of the three time segments
when interviews were held. Thus, the overall rise in employment
among the AFDC controls over the entire period must be attributed
to factors unrelated to public service or government job availability.

This brief review of the employment and welfare income experi-
ence of the control group provides the context in which the sup-
ported work program operated for members of the AFDC group.
The trends that emerged point up the importance of the experi-
mental design: the control group findings tell what would have
happened to the participants in the program had they not had the
experience of supported work. In the ensuing discussion of the
effects of supported work, the differences in the experience of
participants and controls must be seen against a background in
which the employment situation of the controls was continuously
improving. This is of fundamental importance in identifying differ-
ences attributable to the supported work experience and in isolating
these from changes that would have occurred anyway because of
general economic trends affecting both experimentals and controls.
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SUPPORTED WORK'S EFFECTS
ON EMPLOYMENT

The employment effects of the supported work program on mem-
bers of the AFDC target group are summarized in Figure 4-5, show-
ing total hours worked for both experimentals and controls, as well
as the average number of hours that the experimentals worked while
in the program. The program was bound to have an effect in the
initial months, for members of the experimental group were offered
an opportunity for a full-time job when they became participants,
whereas members of the control group had no such opportunity.

Figure 4-5
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Thus, the initial difference in hours worked is not surprising. The
magnitude of the difference, however, is significant® and reflects
the fact that, as noted in Chapter 2, the AFDC group on the average
stayed in the program two to three months longer than did the
other target groups.’ This difference is the clearest indicator that
the AFDC participants found the supported work experience easier
to adjust to, and more rewarding, than did the other target groups.

As can be seen from Figure 4-5, the hours worked by the AFDC
experimentals declined as they left the program. The sharpest decline
began in the tenth month, reflecting the high rate of program termi-
nation during months 10 to 12 when the experimentals approached
the maximum stay in the program.

In Tables 4-1, 4-2, and 4-3, data are presented on the percentage
of the individuals in the sample who were employed, the number
of hours they worked and the earnings of the control and experi-
mental groups, as well as the differences between the two groups.
These data show that in every period the experimentals did bet-
ter than the controls—in terms of the employment rate, of hours
worked, and of earnings. The difference between experimentals
and controls was statistically significant in all cases—in spite of the
fact that the control group, because of improving conditions in
the economy during the study, was steadily bettering its employ-
ment and earnings record.

Because a stated objective of supported work was to facilitate
the movement of participants into the regular labor market, the
most eagerly awaited data were those documenting participants’
experiences after they *‘graduated’ from the program. Thus, the

3. Throughout this document, experimental and control differences are
called significant only if there is a small probability—usually no more than 1
chance in 20—that they were the result of chance rather than a program effect.
For example, there is only a 0.05 probability that experimental-control dif-
ferences marked with a dagger in Table 4-1 would have occurred in the absence
of actual differences existing in the means of the populations from which the
participant and control samples were drawn. Because of the larger probability
that they may have occurred by chance, experimental-control differences that
cannot be statistically distinguished from zerc and that are not marked with
an asterisk or a dagger should be interpreted with caution.

4. The data on average length of stay in the program in Chapter 2 were for
all participants at all 15 sites. However, the figures are very similar for the
research sample at 10 sites. The supported work demonstration included a
planned variation in the maximum length of stay in the program: 12 or 18
months at different sites, The results show that this did not have an impact
on the average length of stay of individuals in any of the four target groups.
However, there is some indication of a benefit to the AFDC group from the
longer programs in that the rate of mandatory graduation was much lower at
the 18-month than at the 12-month sites.
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figures for the period beginning 16 months after entry into the
program are of key importance. By that time, almost all partici-
pants had left the program.® The figures show that the differences
between experimentals and controls in employment rates, hours,
and earnings were considerably reduced, yet persisted to statistically
significant degrees. In addition, the differential in hours worked
between the experimental and control groups continued at approxi-
mately the same level from the sixteenth month on. This led to the
finding that differences in employment rates, hours worked, and
earnings are likely to continue into the future. What is not known
is whether the magnitude of the differential will remain the same.
To shed light on this, a follow-up study is currently going on.

The positive post-program effects reflected in Tables 4-1, 4-2,
and 4-3 show that the experimentals not only achieved a higher
rate of employment, but also worked more hours and attained
higher wage rates. Thus, in months 25-27, the experimental group’s
employment rate was 20 percent above that of the controls; hours
worked were 35 percent higher; and earnings exceeded those of
the controls by almost 50 percent. The program therefore appears
to have had an impact not only on employment as such, but also
on the quality of employment. Evidence of this effect is also re-
flected in the data on wage rates in Table 4-4. This table shows that
during the period when the experimentals were employed in sup-
ported work programs, there was little difference between their
wage rates and those of the controls. After month 12, as larger
numbers of participants left supported work, the difference be-
tween wage rates of experimentals and controls began to rise. From
month 16 on, the wage rates of the experimentals who worked
ranged from 12 to 38 cents an hour more than those of controls.

The interpretation of this pattern of employment effects for the
AFDC group depends on the answer to a number of questions, the
most critical of which is whether the longer term impacts that are
measured only for the half of the sample followed for 27 months
are typical of what would have been expected had the full sample
been followed that long. A second area of inquiry is whether the pro-
gram was equally effective among all the participants or of particular
benefit for certain subsets of this group. The final questions concern
additional possible explanations of the experimental-control differ-
ential: the extent to which it was affected by the high receipt of
unemployment compensation by the experimentals or the avail-

5. As noted earlier, participants at some sites were permitted to spend up to

18 months in the program (with additional elapsed time allowed for leave from
the program for health or other reasons).
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ability of other subsidized job opportunities to either the experi-
mentals or controls.

In addressing the question of the representativeness of the re-
sponses for the 19- through 27-month period, data on the earlier
months were examined separately for the two sample cohorts: those
followed for only 18 months, and those followed for the full 27
months after their enrollment in the sample. This comparison in-
dicates a pattern that was common to the other target groups:
supported work seems to have had its largest impacts on those
individuals enrolled earliest (in this case, the 27-month cohort).
Moreover, this was primarily the result of greater employment
among those controls entering the sample at later dates rather than
of any difference in the behavior of the experimentals in the two
cohorts. Several explanations for this variation were examined. It
does not seem to be the result either of differences in the measured
background characteristics of individuals in the two samples or of
any change in the sites from which the two samples were drawn.
A more probable explanation lies in improvements in the labor
market that occurred over the life of the demonstration: both the
continuing decline in the unemployment rate and the increase in
government employment programs over this period.

The variation in the estimate of supported work’s impacts be-
tween the two cohorts suggests that program effects may be sensitive
to the environment in which the program is implemented. However,
under the particular conditions faced by the supported work sample,
reasonable assumptions about the future behavior of the 18-month
cohort lead to the overall conclusion that experimental-control
differences for the full sample, had it been followed, might have
been smaller than those observed for the 27-month cohort, but
would still have been statistically significant. The supplemental
AFDC survey conducted in late 1979 will allow a further examina-
tion of these issues.

On the second gquestion, the evidence, although not strong, sug-
gests that supported work’s longer term impacts were particularly
large among certain subsets of the target population: older women
(those between 36 and 44 at their enrollment in the program) and
women who had not completed high school, who had been on wel-
fare for a particularly long period of time, who had no prior work
experience, or who had not recently participated in a job-training
program. In a pattern that is similar to the other target groups and
also to the cohort findings, the subgroups of the sample that appear
to be most affected by supported work are those that have relatively
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low levels of employment in the absence of the program, as revealed
by the behavior of the control group.®

The third aspect of the employment experience of experimentals
and controls that deserves attention relates to unemployment
insurance. In general, supported workers did not qualify for unem-
ployment insurance because the program did not pay the unemploy-
ment insurance tax on behalf of their participants. In New York
City, however, the state law required that unemployment tax be
paid. This meant that experimentals having been steadily employed
in supported work had a higher degree of eligibility for unemploy-
ment insurance than the less steadily working controls. As it turned
out in follow-up interviews, this indeed was the case: the experi-
mental group in New York received unemployment compensation
for an average of over 2 months, compared to less than half a month
for the controls.

Unemployment compensation supports people while they are
out of work, giving them the chance to look for a job for a longer
period of time than they might if they did not receive such assis-
tance. The availability of unemployment compensation thus eased
the pressure on the experimentals to locate a job quickly and might
have caused them to have worked less in the immediate aftermath of
leaving the program than the controls. In the long run, of course, the
longer and more selective job search might well help these individuals
to land better and better paying jobs.

Access to unemployment compensation for supported workers
was not entirely limited to the New York site, however, because
during the period of the recession in 1975 through 1977, a special
unemployment asgistance program was made available by the federal
government. This permitted individuals who had been in jobs where
unemployment insurance taxes were not paid to qualify for special
unemployment assistance (SUA). Thus, supported workers in some
sites were able to qualify for benefits under SUA by virtue of their
months of employment in supported work. Receipt of SUA was
uneven across sites, however, because of local variations in the
interpretation of supported work as an employment or training
program and/or because of differences in the degree to which sup-
ported work program operators facilitated access to SUA for their
participants.

6. In addition, for this and other target groups there was a large variation in
program impacts at the various sites, although this does not follow a consistent
pattern across target groups or appear to be clearly related to any known differ-
ences in program design or to local labor market conditions.
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Overall, in months 10 to 18, about 23 percent of the experimental
AFDC group received unemployment compensation, whereas only 3
percent of the control group did. In months 19 to 27, 9 percent of
the experimentals received unemployment compensation as compared
to 2 percent for the control group.

The question is what the employment differential between experi-
mentals and controls would have been had unemployment compen-
sation not been available to the supported workers. The evidence
from the supported work study suggests that the supported workers
would have worked more and the difference between them and the
controls would have been correspondingly greater. This was so,
particularly in months 10 to 18 when unemployment compensation
was highest and therefore the pressure on the experimentals to find
a job least strong. It is clear, therefore, that the availability of unem-
ployment aid probably served to reduce the extent of employment
differences between experimentals and controls.

Table 4-56. Employment in CETA, WIN, and Public Sector Jobs: AFDC
Sample

Months 1-9 Months 10-18 Months 19-27
Experi- Con- Experi- Con- Experi- Con-
Type of Job mentals trols mentals trols mentals trols

Percent with CETA or
WIN job 1.6 7.9 8.7 8.8 8.1 5.3

Percent of nonprogram
earnings from CETA
or WIN job? 19.5 22.2 11.4 22.2 16.2 18.5

Percent with CETA,
WIN, or government
job 3.1 10.5 15.8 12.5 21.1 10.2

Percent of nonprogram
earnings from CETA,
WII;I, or government
job 34.3 31.2 404 35.7 46.8 30.5

Source: See Table 4-1.

Notes: The data in this table are simple subgroup means and are not regression
adjusted. No tests of statistical significance were computed. To categorize a job,
respondents were asked whether or not a specific job was for state or local
government, and whether or not it was part of a special government employ-
ment program such as CETA or WIN.

BThese percentages are calculated from experimental and control group means
for earnings from CETA or WIN or from CETA, WIN, or government jobs and
total earnings.
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Finally, both the experimentals and the controls were affected by
the availability of public sector jobs. Table 4-5 shows separately the
extent to which the AFDC experimentals and controls obtained jobs
that they identified as CETA or WIN subsidized as well as employ-
ment in all public sector jobs. Overall, there is no evidence that
the post-program impact on the AFDC sample was the result of
supported work participants being placed in other subsidized em-
ployment. During the first 18 months, a comparison between experi-
mentals and controls can be discounted because many experimentals
were still in the program. During months 19 through 27, there is
little difference between the two groups in CETA or WIN jobs, but
Table 4-5 does indicate that there are substantial differences be-
tween experimentals and controls in employment in unsubsidized
government jobs. This suggests that one of the ways in which sup-
ported work resulted in increased employment was through the
greater employment of experimentals than controls in the public
sector.

SUPPORTED WORK'S EFFECTS ON
WELFARE AND TOTAL INCOME

Supported work increased the earnings of participants both during
their stay in the program and, to a lesser extent, after they left it.
When their earnings increased, their payments from welfare and food
stamps went down, because that is the way these programs are
designed. Figure 4-6 shows the trends in combined welfare and food
stamp income for the AFDC group. This figure is to some degree
the mirror image of the figure on hours worked in the previous
section. The experimentals’ food stamp and welfare income declined
through month 10 and then began to rise as they left supported work
and their earnings decreased.” The experimental-control difference
in welfare and food stamp income was greatest in months 4 to 6,
when it was about $138: by months 25 to 27 the difference had
declined to $55.

Table 4-6 shows both the amount of income experimentals and
controls received from various sources and the percentage receiving
such income, Throughout the 27-month period, more controls than
experimentals received welfare benefits, and by months 19 through

7. The supported work effect on experimentals’ welfare and food stamp
income did not occur completely in the first period, because it took some time
for the welfare agencies to redetermine participants’ income and adjust their
welfare payments. Thus, the experimentals’ welfare and food stamp income
continued to fall in the first 6 months.
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Figure 4-6

TREND IN RECEIPT OF WELFARE INCOME AND FOOD STAMP
BONUSES: AFDC SAMPLE
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Note: All experimental-control differentials are significant at the 5 percent level.

27, about twice as many experimentals as controls had left the
AFDC rolls (71 percent of the experimentals received welfare pay-
ments compared to 85 percent of the controls). In addition, the
average welfare benefits for those experimentals left on the rolls
were lower than those for controls. As a result, the overall average
for experimentals in the first @ months was $170 a month compared
to $278 a month for the controls. By months 19 through 27, the
controls were still receiving an average of $562 a month more than
the experimentals. Supplemental data also indicate that experimen-
tals received significantly fewer Medicaid benefits; they also paid
higher rentals in public housing projects than did members of the
control group.®

Table 4-6 also provides a picture of the relationship between total
income and its components. Whereas in months 1 through 9 the

8. Among the almost 40 percent of experimentals and controls living in
public housing throughout the 27-month study period, the experimentals paid
significantly more rent ($5 to $15 per month) than the controls in each 9-
month period.
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earnings of the experimentals were $322 per month higher than
those of the controls, their total income was $193 higher. The total
income differences between the experimentals and controls were
large and statistically significant in periods 1 through 9 and 10
through 18. By months 19 to 27 the difference was still positive,
but small and no longer statistically significant.

One other interesting way to look at total income figures is in
terms of the percentage of families with incomes below the poverty
level. These data are reported in Table 4-7. The immediate effect
of the supported work program was to reduce substantially the
number of experimentals and their families in poverty and to raise
the average income level of the participants considerably above
the poverty level. Thus, whereas 53 percent of the confrol group
families had incomes below the poverty level during months 1
through 9, this was true for only 12 percent of the experimentals
{(i.e., a difference of 41.5 percent). Once supported workers had left
the program, however, the experimental-control differentials de-
clined substantially but not all the way. Thus, in months 19 to 27,
when almost all participants were out of the program, the percentage
of experimentals’ families with incomes below the poverty level
was still somewhat smaller than the controls’, although not signifi-
cantly so.

Table 4-6 makes clear that the experimental-control differential in
earnings is considerably larger than the experimental-control differ-
ential in total income. In part, this is due to a reduction in welfare
payments. For example, over the first 9-month period, the welfare
and food stamp benefits of both experimentals and controls were
cut by an average of about one-third of their earnings gains. In
subsequent periods, however, this relatively small difference in in-
come between experimentals and controls, as distinct from the
larger earnings differential, is not as readily explained. It is attribut-
able to a combination of changing earnings patterns among those
receiving and no longer receiving welfare, and to changes in unem-
ployment compensation.

In isolation these data would appear to have considerable welfare
policy importance because they relate to concerns about work in-
centives for people whose benefits are reduced as earnings increase. It
is important, therefore, to go beyond these data to figures presented
in Table 4-8 for months 25 to 27. They show that if, in fact, there
is employment for these groups, their total income is substantially
higher. It is true that the increased earnings of the employed ex-
perimentals and the employed controls led to a less than equivalent
increase in total income. But the increase is substantial nonetheless.
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Table 4-8. Average Monthly Total Income by Employment Status, Months
25 to 27: AFDC Sample

Group Employed Unemployed
Experimentals $700.82 $351.89
Controls $651.47 $381.05

Source: See Table 4-1.
Note: The data in this table are not regression adjusted.

The tax system infroduces another inducement not to work.
Increased earnings are subject to income and Social Security taxes,
and certain special benefits not included in cash welfare payments,
such as Medicaid, are also reduced. Taking these further subtractions
from total income into account, the increase in after-tax real income
is somewhat less than 50 percent of the difference in before-tax
earnings of the employed and unemployed. The essential point is
that experimentals and controls face similar disincentives, but their
employment rate still increases steadily.

Table 4-8 also shows that there is a difference in the total income
of the unemployed experimentals and the unemployed controls.
Part of this difference is due to a 6-percentage-point differential in
welfare participation. There is some evidence that experimentals
who have been employed and who become unemployed go back on
welfare at a slower rate than do controls. It is not clear over the
longer term whether this phenomenon will persist. It may be that
unemployed experimentals still searching for jobs have delayed re-
applying for welfare while they still have some hope in the short
term of finding another job. Continued differentials in unemploy-
ment compensation may also affect the experimentals’ behavior.
However, this differential in welfare payments between unemployed
experimentals and unemployed controls is likely to become smaller
as time goes on. If so, this would mean that the total income of
the experimentals as a group would rise relative to the total income
of the controls as welfare payments of the experimentals rise, and
that this impact of supported work in the form of decreased public
assistance costs would lessen.

SUPPORTED WORK'S EFFECTS
ON CHILD CARE

AFDC women are on welfare because they have dependent children
and low income. The eligibility criteria of supported work barred
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women who had children under 6 years of age. Still, as these women
go to work, arrangements have to be made for child care during
after-school hours and vacations. Table 4-9 provides information
on work-related child care for the women in the sample with children
under 13 years of age. Overall in each of the 9-month periods, the
experimentals used significantly more child care services than did
the controls. Paralleling the experience with AFDC women in gen-
eral, the AFDC mothers in this sample made little use of formal day
care programs. Most of the child care services they used were pro-
vided in the home of the participant or in someone else’s home.
This was true for both the experimentals and the controls.

There is a substantial difference over the first 18 months between
the responses of the controls and those of the experimentals about
the importance of child care. A higher percentage of confrols than
experimentals cited the nonavailability of child care as a reason for
not working, Based on this difference, it is possible to speculate
that if these respondents were offered a concrete employment
opportunity such as supported work, they would have been able
to deal with their child care problems.

CONCLUSION

Participation in supported work for the AFDC target group led to
an increase in the employment rate, hours worked, and earnings
for the experimentals, both while they were in the program and
after they had left it. The impacts were larger during the first 9
months, when most of the experimentals had a supported work
job, but the differences continued at statistically significant levels
into the post-program period. There was also a significant reduction
in welfare dependency among experimentals. As a result of their
higher earnings, the AFDC participants received substantially less
income from the AFDC and food stamp programs. By months 19
through 27, about twice as many experimentals as controls had
left the AFDC roils.

There is some indication that the program had an impact not only
on the employment rate of the experimentals, but also on the
quality of employment. From month 16 on, the wage rates of the
experimentals who worked ranged from 12 to 38 cents an hour
more than those of controls. Evidence also suggests that supported
work’s longer term impacts may have been particularly large among
certain subsets of the target population: older women (those be-
tween 36 and 44 at their enrollment), women who had not com-
pleted high school, who had been on welfare for a long period of
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time, who had no prior work experience, or who had not recently
participated in a job-training program.

The results of the benefit-cost analysis, discussed in a later chap-
ter, show that the impacts for this target group are substantial
enough so that, overall, the benefits exceed the costs.






% Chaprer 5

Findings for the Ex-Addict Target Group

This chapter summarizes the findings on the effects of the

supported work program on members of the ex-addict

target group.' It is based on interviews with experimentals
and controls over a 36-month period at four of the local sites. These
findings show that, while they were in the program, the experimen-
tals worked more, received less public assistance, and committed
fewer criminal activities than the nonparticipating controls. They
also suggest that this decrease in criminal activity persisted into the
post-program period. For a subset of the sample followed up by the
researchers for the full 36 months, there is also evidence of a post-
program employment gain, but this is less conclusive. Finally, there is
no indication that supported work significantly affected the drug
use of this group of ex-addicts either during the period when they
participated in the program or afterward.

The first section of this chapter briefly describes the employment
experience, drug use, and criminal activities of the control group
during the period of the study. The subsequent sections contrast
the behavior of the controls with that of the experimentals in order
to assess the program’s impact.

1. The findings are presented in full in a forthcoming report by Katherine
Dickinson with Rebecca Maynard, The Impact of Supported Work on Ex-
Addiets, MDRC, 1980.

77
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EMPLOYMENT, DRUG USE, AND
CRIMINAL ACTIVITY OF
THE CONTROL GROUP

Over the period covered by the study, employment among controls
tended to increase, and both drug use and arrests—indicators of
involvement in crime—tended to decrease. Figure 5-1 shows a
graph of the hours worked by the control group members from the
time of their enrollment in the sample through the subsequent 36
months. During the first 6 months after random assignment, em-
ployment among controls rose from 0 to 47 hours per month, and
it continued to increase, although at a slower rate, throughout the
first 2 years. During the third year, employment fell somewhat. A
comparison of the hours worked by the ex-addict control group
with those of the other target groups indicates that they worked
more than the AFDC group but less than the ex-offenders and
youths (see Figure 4-2).

The initial rise in the employment level of the controls was due to
two factors. Particularly during the first 6-month period, a large
portion of the increase was attributable to individuals who, because

Figure 5-1
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of program eligibility criteria, were unemployed at the time they
were enrolled in the sample. They then gradually reached their
“typical” employment level—a phenomenon previously referred to
as regression to the mean. The second factor is the improving labor
market during the period of the study. Estimates are that roughly
20 percent of the total change in hours was attributable to this im-
provement in the labor market and 80 percent to the regression
to the mean.

The decrease in controls’ employment from about 60 to 50 hours
per month during months 25 to 36 is more complex. The graph
presented in Figure 5-1 combines information from interviews with
all of the members of the control group: those followed for only
18 months (the 18-month cohort), those followed for only 27
months (the 27-month cohort), and those followed for the full 36
months (the 36-month cohort). Because of this change in sample,
what looks like a decrease in employment is in fact primarily ex-
plained by the fact that the 36-month cohort worked less than the
other two cohorts during much of the study period.

Drug use among controls was quite prevalent; during the first
9-month period 38 percent of the controls reported the use of some
drug other than alcohol or marijuana, and 22 percent reported the
continued or renewed use of heroin. Over the subsequent 9-month
time periods the percentage reporting use of any drug declined quite
steadily, with only about 21 percent reporting any use during
months 28 to 36. Two factors contribute to this change. First, there
was a decline nationally in drug use during the calendar year 1978,
the period when this lower use was reported; and second, the later
enrollees in the supported work program were higher drug users
than were the early ones.

The incidence of arrests among the ex-addict controls was also
high during the period of the study. About 19 percent of the control
group members reported having been arrested during each of the
first three 9-month periods, and 14 percent were arrested during
months 28 to 36. (As with the employment and drug-use results,
at least a partial explanation for this trend in arrest rates is the
changing sample.) Because these data include multiple arrests of
the same individuals, it is also useful to examine the number of mem-
bers of the control group arrested over the full period of the study.
Cumulatively, during the first 18 months after enrollment, 34
percent of the controls had been arrested at least once and, among
those followed for the full 36-month period, over half reported
having been arrested during the three years since their enrollment.
Between 20 and 25 percent of those arrested reported having been
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charged with a robbery, and a similar percentage reported having
been charged with a drug offense.

This brief review of the experience of the ex-addict control group
indicates the environment in which supported work operated.
Overall, the ex-addicts had more hours of employment than did the
AFDC controls, but they appear to have benefited less from im-
provements over time in the labor market. In the absence of any
program intervention, the controls’ behavior suggests that this group
would continue to show a substantial incidence of drug use and
criminal activity. In the next sections the behavior of the supported
work participants is examined against the background of this por-
trait of what would have occurred in the absence of the program.

SUPPORTED WORK'S EFFECT
ON EMPLOYMENT

The impact of supported work on the employment of members of
the ex-addict target group is summarized in Figure 5-2, which shows
the average hours worked per month by the experimentals and the
controls, as well as the average hours that the experimentals worked
in the supported work program itself. During the first few months
following enrollment, as a result of their program jobs, the employ-
ment gains of the experimentals were substantial. (As notfed in
Chapter 2, the ex-addicts stayed an average of almost 7 months in
the program.) However, these gains decreased sharply as the experi-
mentals left supported work. By months 16 to 18, when only 5
percent of the experimentals were still in supported work, there was
essentially no difference in the overall employment levels of the two
groups. The similarity in experimentals’ and controls’ employment
persisted over a 9-month period, after which experimentals tended
to increase their hours of employment while that of controls de-
creased. The difference in the hours worked (5 to 10 per month)
during months 25 to 30 was not statistically significant, but became
rather large and significant (20 hours per month) in months 31 to
36. In that period the experimentals worked an average of over 70
hours per month compared to the controls’ 50 hours.

In general, a similar pattern was ohserved for employment rates,
hours of work, and earnings, as seen from the data presented in
Tables 5-1, 5-2, and 5-3. As shown in Table 5-1, 92 percent of the
experimentals were employed in the first 3 months following en-
rollment, but this percentage fell to between 40 and 49 percent for
the 3-month periods following month 18. This showing was not
significantly above that of the controls, except in the final 3 months,
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Figure 5-2
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when 49 percent of the experimentals were employed compared to
only 32 percent of the controls. Similarly, Table 5-3 shows that the
difference between the monthly earnings of experimentals and
controls fell from $273 in months 1 through 3 to insignificant levels
in months 16 through 30. It increased thereafter to about $100 a
month, with experimentals earnings $318 a month and confrols
$218, in months 34 to 36. The differentials in earnings were small
when compared to those in the number of hours worked during
months 1 through 15. This is because the program’s wage rates,
which accounted for the bulk of the experimentals’ earnings in that
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period, were purposely set below market rates. In contrast, the
earnings differentials were relatively high during the months 31 to
36, because of the slightly higher average hourly wage rate earned
by the experimentals during that period (see Table 5-4).

This pattern of employment effects raises a number of questions,
the most important of which is whether the upturn during the last
half of the third year is representative of the results that would have
been observed had the full sample been followed for as long as 36
months. As was noted in Chapter 3, only one-third of the total
sample was followed for as long as 36 months, and this group may
differ from the full sample for a number of reasons. Although the
follow-up data cannot provide direct information on the behavior
of the 18- and 27-month cohorts during the last 9 months of the
research period, a more refined analysis of the responses of the dif-
ferent cohorts helps to inform a discussion of this issue. If the
36-month cohort is not representative, the question is how it differed
and whether it would be substantially more effective to target the
program at distinct subgroups of the ex-addict population. A related
question is why there was such a long delay between the time when
participants left supported work and when they began to experience
its longer term benefits.

In attempting to generalize the estimates of longer term effects,
it is useful to consider the pattern of experimental and control
behavior for the 3 cohorts: those followed only for 18, those for 27,
and those for the full 36 months after enrollment. The number of
hours worked per month by experimentals and controls in each of
these cohorts is shown in Figure 5-3. During the period when most
experimentals were in the program, all three cohorts exhibited large
experimental-control differentials, but these dropped to zero at
varying points. Significant differentials persisted, however, through-
out months 13 to 15, except for the 18-month cohort, where they
continued only through months 7 to 9.

No positive employment differentials were observed again until
months 22 to 24, when experimentals increased their employment
compared to controls. In the subsequent 3-month period, the differ-
ential observed for the 27-month cohort increased slightly (from 2 to
4 hours per month), but that for the 36-month cohort increased
sharply, to 19 hours per month, as controls’ employment tended to
stabilize around 50 to 55 hours per month, while experimentals
increased their employment to between 65 and 70 hours per month.

The variation in the employment behavior of the ex-addict cohorts
is similar to that observed for the other three target groups. Sup-
ported work seems to have been most effective with the individuals
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Figure 5-3

TREND IN HOURS WORKED PER MONTH BY COHORT:
EX-ADDICT SAMPLE
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enrolled in the sample in the early period of the demonstration,
and thus followed the longest; however, this difference is not pri-
marily the result of greater employment among the early experimen-
tals, but rather of the relatively low work hours reported by the
earlier enrolled controls. Furthermore, only a small part of the
cohort differential was found to result from variations in the charac-
teristics of individuals in the subsamples or from their concentra-
tion in different sites. This suggests that a large part of the cohort
phenomenon probably results from the sharp changes in the labor
market over the period of the demonstration. Cohort variations
are also not the result of differential participation in government
employment programs. Employment in CETA programs was low
among both the experimentals and controls, with no significant
differences for these groups or across the cohorts.

In conclusion, it is clear that under some conditions—notably
those experienced by the 36-month cohort—supported work partici-
pation will result in large and significant changes in post-program
employment. Under other conditions, however, supported work
participation will have a smaller impact. Overall, this suggests that
the environment can have a significant effect on the program’s
outcome.

On the issue of whether the program has had greater impact on
particular subsets of the ex-addict group, the supported work data
provide only some weak evidence. Moreover, those who benefited
most—e.g., individuals with one or more dependents or with little
or no recent participation in a job-training program—are not a
group that can be legitimately targeted on by changes in eligibility
criteria. However, the evidence that the program had larger than
average impacts on ex-addicts recently in methadone maintenance
programs, and smaller than average impacts on those in drug-free
programs, might suggest some refocusing of recruitment policies.
Finally, one finding for ex-addicts is consistent with that noted
for the other target groups: a common characteristic for the sub-
groups with relatively more positive impacts is that the controls
tended to work less than the average for all target group controls.

There is also relatively little evidence on the reason for the long
delay in the timing of the program’s employment effects. One
possible explanation is that, during the downturn, the experimentals
were engaging in a more extensive job search following their de-
parture from the program. For the full ex-addict sample, the data
consistently show higher levels of labor force participation and job
search activity among experimentals than controls. Another related
explanation for the delay in post-program effects may be that a
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sizable portion of the experimentals received unemployment com-
pensation benefits upon leaving supported work. These individuals
thus had less incentive to find alternative employment in the short
run and, perhaps, used this period to be more discriminating in
looking for it.?

Unfortunately, it was not possible to assess clearly the expected
impact of supported work under alternative scenarios of unem-
ployment compensation coverage. The estimates of experimental-
control differentials during months 16 to 21 would have bheen
positive rather than negative, but the values would have been small
and the delays between leaving supported work and significant
post-program impacts would still exist. In conclusion, although it
is not well understood, the pattern of program impacts shown in
Figure 5-2—where the experimentalcontrol differential declines
and then, after a delay, recovers—although somewhat sensitive to
the unemployment compensation effect, cannot be explained by it.

SUPPORTED WORK'S EFFECTS ON
WELFARE AND TOTAL INCOME

Table 5-5 provides information on the sources of income for mem-
bers of the ex-addict sample. The information on the control group
indicates that, in the absence of supported work, about 50 percent
of the sample received some welfare payments during the first 9
months after enroliment and over 40 percent in the later periods.
During the initial months, when the experimentals were in the
program, there was a substantial reduction in the number on welfare
(29 percent of the experimentals compared to 51 percent of the
controls) and the average welfare benefit ($44 a month for ex-
perimentals, including those who did and did not receive benefits,
compared to $93 for the controls). During this same period, experi-
mentals were also significantly less likely to receive food stamps.
However, these differentials did not persist into the post-program
period. In addition, as noted above, significantly more experimentals
than controls received unemployment compensation payments in

2. None of the programs enrolling ex-addicts participated in the state unem-
ployment insurance programs. However, as noted in the preceding chapter,
experimental group members in some sites gained eligibility for Special Unem-
ployment Assistance (SUA) benefits on the basis of their supported work
employment, Among the ex-addict sample, Jersey City was the only site where
receipt rates were high and where a sizable experimental-control differential
in receipt was observed. Receipt rates and experimental-control differentials
in receipt rates were highest among the 36-month cohort and lowest among
the 18-month cohort,
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months 10 through 27. Finally, as a result of their substantially
higher earnings, the experimentals had significantly more total
income than did the controls during the first and last 9 months
of the study.

SUPPORTED WORK'S EFFECTS
ON DRUG USE

Table 5-6, which presents data on the drug use patterns of experi-
mentals and controls, indicates that the supported work program
did not have a significant influence on the ex-addicts’ use of drugs.
For this sample, the most important drug to consider is heroin,
which about 20 percent of the experimentals and controls reported
having used in the first nine months. The second most widely used
drug, other than marijuana or alcohol, was cocaine; about 15 to
16 percent of both groups reported using cocaine. The use of mari-
juana was widespread among both experimentals and controls and
persisted at high levels throughout the study. Keeping these unim-
pressive results in mind, the program did seem to have an impact
on certain subgroups within the target population. It led to reduced
prevalence of heroin use among those over 35 years old, among
whites and Hispanics, and among short-term heroin users, particu-
larly during the first 18 months.

In general, these subgroup differences with regard to the use of
hercin seem to follow a pattern that indicates that the program may
have had some effects in reducing heroin when the risks of recidivism
were particularly high—that is, where a high percentage of the
control group reported heroin use. Where the control group reported
a lower percentage of drug use, the program seemed to be ineffective.

Finally, an examination of the use of drugs by employed and
unemployed experimentals and controls provides no clear indi-
cation that employment and drug use are incompatible. The un-
employed members of the sample show only a slightly higher
use of drugs than those employed, and in the final 9 months of
the study this finding is actually reversed. In addition, there are no
convincing experimental-control differences when the unemployed
and employed members of the sample are examined separately.

SUPPORTED WORK'S EFFECTS
ON CRIMINAL ACTIVITIES

As with drug use, it is difficult to obtain accurate measures of an
individual’s participation in criminal activities, because people
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engaged in such behavior have an incentive to hide their actions.
In the supported work study, both experimentals and controls
were asked during periodic interviews about their criminal activity—
about the commission of crimes, receipt of illegal income, and
about arrests, convictions, and incarcerations. The analysis of these
data and other studies on ex-offenders has indicated that the seif-
reports of actual participation in crimes and illegal income frequently
contained either gross exaggerations or severe underreporting. As
a result, this document contains only reports on results with regard
to the criminal justice system, indicators that could be verified by
cross-checks with official records. In order to investigate the accu-
racy of these self-reported data, a special study was conducted using
data from official arrest records and supported work interviews for a
sample of ex-addicts and ex-offenders (experimentals and controls)
in two states. The comparison of the data from these two sources
indicated that both experimentals and controls substantially under-
reported their arrests: the number of arrests from the official records
was about 90 percent higher than the number reported in the inter-
views. However, and most importantly for the supported work
evaluation, there was no significant difference in the extent of
underreporting of arrests between the experimental and control
groups. Thus, the self-reported data provide a reliable indication
of the extent of the difference in arrests between the two groups.’

Table 5-7 summarizes the information on the arrests, convictions,
and incarcerations of the ex-addict experimentals and controls for
each 9-month period of the study. It indicates that supported work
had a strong effect on the criminal activity of this target group. In
every time period, fewer experimentals than controls were arrested;
the effects were particularly strong in months 10 through 18, when
two-thirds or more of the experimentals had left the program (see
Table 5-1). Likewise, fewer experimentals than controls were con-
victed or incarcerated, and these differences were also significant for
the 10-t0-18-month period.

Because of the prevalence and destructiveness of robberies, and
because robberies figure prominently in the benefit-cost calculations,
these data are reported separately in Table 5-7. Given the nature
of the target population, drug-related arrests are also indicated.*

3.1In conducting the cost-benefit analysis summarized in Chapter 8, the
estimates of the experimental-control differentials in arrests obtained from the
interviews were adjusted to account for this underreporting and for the fact
that many erimes do not result in arrests.

4. Arrests are defined by the most serious charge involved, ranked as follows:
murder and felonious assault; robbery; burglary; larceny; drug law violations,
and other crimes.
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Supported work participation resulted in particularly large reduc-
tions in both types of arrest in most periods of the study, with
significant changes in robbery arrests in the first two time periods
and in drug-related arrests in months 10 to 18, and 19 through 27.

Thus, the program seemed to have been particularly effective
during the early period of follow-up when program impacts on
earnings were substantial, in reducing those types of arrests that may
have economic motivations. Given that the data suggest no signifi-
cant effects on drug use, it may be therefore that through employ-
ment the program provided income that eased the economic pressure
to commit crimes in order to continue drug use. However, the crime
impacts are not limited to the periods of largest employment im-
pacts, but are particularly impressive in months 10 through 18,
when over two-thirds of the experimentals have already left the
program (see Table 5-1), and the impacts persist into the post-program
period.

Although the crime impacts are spread across most subgroups of
the sample, one distinction is of particular interest, given the litera-
ture on the behavior of ex-addicts. There is a common belief among
correctional authorities that older addicts and offenders tend to
“burn out” as they age—that they are prepared to turn to more con-
ventional lives if given the opportunity. The data on criminal ac-
tivity for the supported work ex-addict group tends to be consistent
with this hypothesis. In general, the arrest rates for those over 35
years old were less than the average, and in every period supported
work’s impacts on arrests were greatest for those over 35 years old,
although the differences were not statistically significant. This is
a case where the program seemed to have had relatively greater
effects on a group for whom the risk of recidivism was lower than
average.

Because the separate examination of each 9 months in Table 5-7
may obscure patterns that cumulate over longer periods, Table 5-8
provides data on behavior over different intervals.® It indicates that
the cumulative effect of supported work was substantial. At the end
of 27 months, 43 percent of the controls had been arrested at some
time during the period, whereas only 32 percent of the experimentals
had been arrested. By the end of the third year (for the portion of
the sample with 36 months of data), there was a 34 percent reduc-
tion in the arrest rate for experimentals. As can be seen from the
table, similar substantial and significant differences occurred in the
numbers of arrests and in convictions and incarcerations.

In breaking down the crime results and the employment results
to try to explain their interrelationships, it was found that fewer
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employed experimentals than employed controls were arrested, and
that these differences were significant in months 10 to 18 and 19 to
27. However, there was no difference in the rate of arrests between
unemployed experimentals and controls. These results suggest that
those ex-addict experimentals who had post-program jobs may have
been so influenced by their earlier supported work experiences that
they had a stronger commitment to reduce their criminal activity
than comparable employed controls whose earlier period of employ-
ment had not been supported work.

A similar examination was conducted into the relationship be-
tween the results for ex-addicts’ drug use and rates of arrest. In
general, those who used drugs were more likely to be arrested than
those who did not, and the experimental-control difference in arrests
was larger among drug users than nonusers. In months 10 to 18 and
19 to 27, there were significantly lower rates of arrest among drug-
using experimentals than among drug-using controls. Thus, supported
work appears to have reduced the criminal activity of those ex-
addicts who continued to use drugs and might otherwise be expected
to have a stronger economic motivation to commit crimes. This
pattern of results also fits with earlier general findings of supported
work being more effective for groups of experimentals among whom
the risks were especially high.

CONCLUSION

The results summarized in this chapter indicate that supported work
did have an effect on the employment and criminal activities of the
ex-addict group, but failed to have an impact on their drug use.
Employment increased significantly during the time in which the
ex-addicts participated in the program and, for the subset of the
sample foliowed the full 36 months, also in the last months of
the study. Employment in supported work also led to a consistent
reduction in criminal activities as measured under a number of dif-
ferent indicators and over the period of the study; these were par-
ticularly concentrated in the first 18 months and in robbery and
drug-related crimes.

In a later chapter dealing with the benefit-cost analysis, these
effects on employment and crime are quantified and balanced with
data on the costs of supported work. It will show that the rather

5. The reader is cautioned that Table 5-8 is based on a sample different from
that used in Table 5-7 or elsewhere in this chapter. In order to caleulate cumu-
lative arrests, the sample was limited to respondents who had completed all
of the intervening interviews for each of the three periods reported in the table.
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modest post-program employment effects for the early sample,
when combined with the social value of the reduction in erime,
considerably outweigh the cost of the program for the ex-addict

target group.



% Chapter 6

Findings for the Youth Target Group

Overall, supported work appears to have little impact on

the employment, drug use, or criminal activities of the

youth target group in the five sites where this research was
carried out. Though the experimental group worked more than the
control group when experimentals were still in the program, this
difference did not continue into the post-program period. Overall,
in terms of drug use and crime, there was not even this in-program
effect. Looking at selected subgroups of the population, there is
modest evidence that supported work works better for those who
are most disadvantaged. Experimentai-control differences are highest
for those groups who are least successful in employment or have the
most severe crime and drug problems.!

EMPLOYMENT, DRUG USE,
AND CRIMINAL ACTIVITY
OF THE CONTROL GROUP

Figure 6-1 shows that the hours worked by the control group start
at a low of 30 hours per month and rise steadily throughout the
period of the study to over 80 hours per month in months 31 to 33.
Compared to the experience of the controls in the other target
groups, the youth controls were working more than the AFDC

1. The results of the analysis of the youth target group are presented in full
in a forthcoming report by Rebecca Maynard, The Impact of Supported Work
on Young School Dropouts, MDRC, 1980.

29
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Figure 6-1
TREND IN HOURS WORKED PER MONTH: YOUTH CONTROLS
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sample at the beginning of the period, about the same number of
hours as the ex-addict sample, but fewer hours than the ex-offender
sample. However, the upward trend for the youth group over the
period of the study is far steeper than for the other three target
groups, 5o that at the end of the period the youth control members
were working 40 hours per month more than the AFDC sampie, 30
hours more than the ex-addict sample, and 15 hours more. than the
ex-offender sample (see Figure 4-2).

As with the other target groups, the general upward trend appears
to be due to two factors: improvements in the labor market; and
the notrmal process of many people who, unemployved at a given
point, get a job at some time in a period of several months—a process
referred to earlier as regression to the mean. In the case of the youth
group, there is an added factor. It has generally been observed that
there is a particularly sharp climb in employment rates for youths
between the ages of 16 and 20 years usually attributed to a natural
aging process. The youth control group data in the supported work
study tend to confirm this experience—with older youths in fact
recording a somewhat higher number of work hours.
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Another factor that may have contributed to the sharp upward
trend of the work hours of the youth control group has been the
increasing availability during the study period of new or expanded
government programs for youth employment. Thus, whereas CETA-
sponsored programs in 1975 served about 1.6 million youths, by
1978 2.3 million youths were enrolled in them. In fact, data for
the control group indicate that there was a fairly steady increase
over time in the number of youths who held subsidized public
sector jobs {from 4 percent in months 1 through 9 to 8 percent in
months 28 through 36). Similarly, when regular government jobs
are added, the total increased from 9 percent to 21 percent over
the same period (see Table 6-4).

Another aspect of employment on which the data shed light is
job stability. On the average, there were about two periods of em-
ployment for youths during the course of the study—a pattern
similar to that of the ex-addicts and ex-offenders. But there is a
difference: the average length of the first continuous period of em-
ployment of youth controls is about 5 to 5.5 months, whereas for
the ex-offenders and the ex-addicts the figure is about 7 months
and for the AFDC, 9 months. These figures indicate that youths
are less stable in jobs once they get them than the ex-addicts and
ex-offenders, and far less stable than AFDC women.

The data also reveal which sections of the control group do
better and worse in employment. Youths who entered the survey
later in calendar time were more likely to get employment than
those who enrolled earlier. Males worked more than females, and
those with more prior work experience did better than those with
less. Other characteristics, including age, showed only weak rela-
tionships to employment.

The percentage of youth controls who were arrested in each of
the study periods hovers around 15 percent and shows no particular
trend. Over the entire period of the study, as many as 40 percent
of the control group reported at least one arrest. About 10 percent
of the youth sample reported using drugs other than marijuana
and alcohol, and there is also no particular trend in this drug use.
About 50 percent of the controls reported marijuana use in the
first 9 months, and this percentage increased slightly during the
period under study. The main difference between this youth sam-
ple and the general youth population appears in heroin usage.
The percentage of control youths in supported work who have ever
used heroin is twice the national youth average (8 percent versus 4
percent).
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SUPPORTED WORK'S EFFECTS
ON EMPLOYMENT

The employment experience of the youth sample is shown in Figure
6-2, which shows work hours of experimentals and controls. The
initial substantial difference is due to two sharply contrasting fac-
tors: the fact that experimentals had a regular job while in the
program; and that the controls had few work hours during the initial
period. The difference shrank rapidly as the control group’s employ-
ment curve began to climb, and as the experimentals dropped out of

Figure 6-2
TREND IN HOURS WORKED PER MONTH: YOUTH SAMPLE
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the program. At the end of 15 months, there is no longer any differ-
ence between the experimentals and the controls in hours worked.
This condition continued through month 30. (After month 30 the
work hours of the controls appear to decline slightly, whereas
the experimentals seemed to increase their time spent at work.
However, the data for the period from 27 through 36 months reflect
the experience of a very small, probably unrepresentative sample.)

Tables 6-1, 6-2 and 6-3 present data on employment rates, hours
of work, and earnings. After month 12, there are no statistically
significant differences in these categories between experimentals
and controls. The big difference shows up in the initial phase of the
program, when the experimentals have supported work jobs, but
that is true of the other target groups as well. Later, as has been
noted already, from months 18 through 27 the experimentals in-
creased their time at work, but so did the controls, showing no im-
pact by the program.

A question that could be asked is whether the youth group would
have benefited from staying in the program longer. In order to shed
light on this issue, an attempt was made in the research to determine
whether the length of the youths’ stay in the supported work pro-
gram was correlated with their experience in post-program employ-
ment. The data show that there was no significant difference in hours
worked or earnings for those who stayed longer in the program. For
those who had stayed in the program for the maximum allowable
time (about 9 percent), the analysis sought to determine whether
they might have benefited from a longer period of employment in
supported work. It turns out that 40 percent of this group found a
job within the first month after leaving supported work. Thus,
there is little indication that a longer stay in the supported work
program would have enhanced the program’s effects.

At this point, it is necessary to explain why the data in the final
period of the study do not carry much weight. To begin with, the
sample that was followed for months 28 to 36 is small—153 individ-
uals—and more than half were concentrated at one site. The data
in Tables 6-2 and 6-3 illustrate some of the problems that tend to
arise with such a small sample. In months 28 to 36, there is a positive
difference in hours worked, ranging from 4 to 11, but a negative
difference in earnings ranging from -$23 to -$44. None of these dif-
ferentials is statistically significant. The difference in direction im-
plies that the wage rates of the experimentals were below those of
the controls. Whatever accounts for this, it is unlikely to be repre-
sentative of this youth population. Furthermore, the two seemingly
contradictory trends emerge only in the 28-t0-36-month period for
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this sample. Data produced by these same 154 individuals in months
19 through 27 show a statistically insignificant difference in hours
and earnings for that period.

In the case of the AFDC and ex-addict target groups, uneven
payments of unemployment compensation appeared to have reduced
the employment differentials between experimentals and controls
in some periods. In the case of the youth group, unemployment
compensation payments to both experimentals and controls were
considerably lower than they were for the AFDC and ex-addict
groups. About 4 percent of the controls received unemployment
compensation in each of the three time periods through month 27.
In months 10 through 18, 10 percent of the experimentals received
unemployment compensation; in months 19 through 27, 7 percent
did so. Thus, there was an experimental-control difference, and it
was significant throughout. But analysis indicates that these differen-
tials in unemployment compensation did not have a major impact on
the experimental-control differences in key employment indicators.

As to the significance of CETA or WIN jobs in the employment
experience of the youth group, Table 6-4 shows, as noted earlier,
that they are a factor in the increase in employment and earnings
figures. However, even though the differences between experimentals
and controis in access to CETA and WIN jobs are not large, experi-
mentals—and especially those who were interviewed 36 months
after enrollment—are much less likely than controls to be employed
in the public sector. Given the problem that youths have in dis-
tinguishing between government jobs and CETA jobs, Table 6-4
suggests that subsidized empioyment may be providing an important
explanation for the employment of the control group.

Because of the absence of significant supported work effects in
the post-program period of employment of the youth group as a
whole, the study attempted to seek out possible impacts on some
subgroups of the target group. The results show at best some sugges-
tions that the program may be more successful with youths under 19
years of age, those raised in intact families, those who have one or
more dependents, and those who have had particularly limited work
experience. The estimates of the experimental-control differentials
for these subgroups are consistently positive and larger than for
the overall sample, but only rarely are they statistically significant.
As has been noted with other target groups, the larger impact of
the program on some subgroups of experimentals seems to reflect
the fact that the similar control group had relatively less employ-
ment success.

Though not directly related to the question of employment and
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earnings, the amount of education that a youth acquires often de-
termines his potential for future labor market success. A comparison
of the rates of participation in educational programs of supported
work experimentals and controls revealed that the program did not
affect the propensity of the youth group (all of whom were high
school dropouts) to return to school or to a General Education
(GED) program. Over the 36 months of follow-up, in each 3-month
period, between 5 and 16 percent of both experimentals and controls
participated in educational programs, the majority at the high
school level, but there were no significant differences between the
two groups.

SUPPORTED WORK'S EFFECTS
ON TOTAL INCOME

Information on the total income of the youth group and the sources
of that income is provided in Table 6-5. The lower half of the table
shows a clear upward trend in the average monthly income of con-
trols and experimentals. After the first 9 months, when supported
work earnings significantly increase the total earnings of experi-
mentals, there are no statistically significant differences in the total
income between the two groups. Furthermore, welfare payments
to controls rise only from 17 to 21 percent of the sample during the
first two years of the study.

In months 1 to 9, and months 10 to 18, there is a small, but
statistically significant, difference in welfare payments received by
experimentals and controls. During months 1 to 9, this is clearly
related to supported work earnings. In months 10 to 18, the lower
welfare payments of the. experimentals are compensated for by
higher unemployment compensation, and in months 19 to 27, there
is still a $10 per month differential in unemployment compensation,
which is statistically significant. This does not seem to be a disin-
centive to employment for the youth group, Differentials in earnings
for the youths are similar to those for total income, since other
sources of unearned income, principally transfer payments, are of
relatively little direct importance to this group.

SUPPORTED WORK'S EFFECTS
ON DRUG USE

Compared to a national youth sample, a higher percentage of sup-
ported work youths reported having used heroin, and a lower per-
centage, cocaine. The use of marijuana reported by 61 percent of
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Findings for the Youth Target Group 171

the supported work sample at the time of enrollment was at about
the average for the national sample. Table 6-6 provides data on drug
use by experimentals and controls. Heroin use declined somewhat,
but the use of cocaine remained fairly constant throughout the first
27 months for both experimentals and controls,

It is clear from the data in Table 6-6 that supported work had no
significant effects on drug use among the youth sample in any
period. Given this overall lack of significant program effects, further
analysis sought again to determine possible impacts on subgroups,
but turned out negative. Furthermore, as with the ex-addict and
ex-offender groups, no relationship was observed between the
amount of drug use and employment, which suggests a greater
independence between drug use and employment than is often
assumed to exist.

SUPPORTED WORK'S EFFECTS
ON CRIMINAL ACTIVITY

On the whole, supported work did not have a significant impact
on the criminal behavior of the youth group—either during the
program jobs or subsequently, as can be seen in Table 6-7. During
each of the first two 9-month periods following enrollment, about
16 percent of both experimentals and controls reported having
been arrested at least once, and among those arrested, the average
number of arrests was 1.2. Between 15 and 20 percent of the arrests
were for robbery, and less than 10 percent for drug-related offenses.
There was a sizable percentage of convictions and prison sentences,
but at least some of the acts that led to these dispositions may have
been committed before the program got in touch with these individ-
uals. However, the overall finding remains: a relatively constant level
of convictions and incarcerations and no statistically significant
experimental-control differences.

It is conceivabie that small, statistically insignificant differences
in each of the 9-month periods might develop to the point of statis-
tical significance when the sample is observed for a longer period.
Therefore, Table 6-8 presents data on cumulative arrests and con-
victions. As indicated in the previous chapter, the sample that is the
subject of Table 6-8 1s slightly different from that of Table 6-7
because, in order to determine cumulative arrests or convictions, it
1s necessary that the individual not have missed any interview during
the entire period. In the case of those for whom 18 months of data
are available, 27 percent of the control group had at least one arrest
during that period, 16 percent were convicted and 18 percent were
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incarcerated—for an average number of four weeks of incarceration.
The experimental-control differentials are not statistically significant.

Among those for whom 27 months of follow-up data are available,
the results are somewhat more favorable: only 30 percent of the
experimentals as compared with 38 percent of the controls had been
arrested during the 27 months following enrollment. Similarly,
experimentals among this group reported a significantly lower rate
and average duration of incarceration over this full period. Much of
this more favorable pattern of effects appears to be attributable to
a consistently more positive response to supported work among
those earlier enrollees who were followed beyond month 18, com-
pared with the later enroliees. However, the lack of similar findings
for the smaller sample followed for 36 months suggests caution in
reaching a conclusion on this issue.

Further analysis of the data on those for whom we have 27-
month data yielded a significant finding: program effects occurred
in those subgroups where the controls were arrested more often
during the 27-month period. This is consistent with other findings
that supported work is most effective where the risks of difficuities
with crime, drugs, or employment are unusually high. With respect
to arrests, the groups with high rates of arrest, for which some
program effect was indicated, included: youths younger than 19
years, those with 9 or more years of education, and youths who
had some work experience before entering the program. When
these findings are correlated with those from the employment
analysis, the results are equivocal. For youths younger than 19 years
of age, there is also some indication of greater program success.
However, for the other subgroups, there is little correspondence
between the crime and employment effects.

CONCLUSICNS

Supported work had little effect on the employment of members
of the youth group beyond the period in which they participated
in the program, and no noticeable effect on drug use. There is some
indication that the program led to a reduction in criminal activities,
although there is no clear or consistent pattern. The youths stayed
in the program an average of about 7 months. In one sense, this
could be viewed as a program success, for this is more than 1 month
longer than the control group members stayed in their first jobs.
Furthermore, it must be remembered that the controls’ length of
stay on the job applies to only that portion of the group who are
employed, whereas the length of stay for the experimentals applies
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to the entire group. Thus, there is some suggestion that the youths
do stay in supported work somewhat longer than they could be
expected to stay in a nonprogram job.

Focusing solely on the experimental-control differentials can
obscure one of the most important facts that emerges from the
research on the youth group, notably the sharp rise in the rela-
tively high level of employment among the control group. At some
time during the period of the study, 80 to 90 percent of the controls
were employed. This far exceeds the rate for any of the other target
groups, and suggests that the program may not have been tightly
enough focused on the most disadvantaged youth group. This con-
clusion would be consistent with the general finding that the pro-
gram appears to be most effective when the individual is most un-
successful with employment or has serious drug or crime problems.
However, at this stage, it is not apparent how better to identify the
youths most likely to benefit from the program.

The recent growth in federally sponsored programs attempting
to deal with youth employment problems suggests that there is
strong social concern for this group. There is some evidence that
the youths stay in supported work longer than they would on a
regular job. But consideration of using the supported work mecha-
nism for keeping youths at work should go hand in hand with calcu-
lating the costs. Even though some information on this question is
provided in the chapter on program benefits and costs, the absence
of comparable data on the experience of youths in alternative
employment and training programs makes it difficult to determine
whether supported work is cost effective for this target group.



% Chapter 7

Findings for the Ex-Offender
Target Group

This chapter summarizes the impact of the supported work

program on members of the ex-offender target group.!

It draws on information collected in interviews with ex-
perimentals and controls over a 36-month period at seven of the
local sites. The findings suggest that supported work had only
limited impact on this group. While participants were in the program
they worked more and were less dependent on welfare programs,
but overall there was no reduction in crime or drug use. Moreover,
in the post-program period the employment impacts declined sharply
to the point where they became statistically insignificant. There are
some indications of possible long-term impacts on employment
behavior, crime, and drug use for the early enrollees in the sample,
but they are not conclusive.

The first section of this chapter briefly reviews the activities of
the control group over the 36 months in order to clarify the ex-
pected behavior of this target group in the absence of the program.
The subsequent sections contrast the data for experimentals and
controls and discuss the changes that resulted from participation
in supported work.

1. The results of the analysis of the ex-offender target group are presented
in full in a forthcoming report by Irving Piliavin and Rosemary Gartner, The
Impact of Supported Work on Ex-Offenders, MDRC, 1980.

117
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EMPLOYMENT, DRUG USE,
AND CRIMINAL ACTIVITIES
OF THE CONTROL GROUP

As with the previously discussed target groups, Figure 7-1 shows
that employment for controls rose gradually over time. During the
first 6 months after random assignment, the control group sub-
stantially increased the average number of hours worked until it
reached about 50 hours per month. Thereafter, employment con-
tinued to grow, though at a much slower rate. Thus, by the final
3-month period, almost 3 years after the baseline interview, ex-
offender controls were working nearly 65 hours per month. As
with the other target groups, this increase in controls’ employment
was the result of two factors. Initially, during months 1 to 9, this
was almost entirely due to the phenomenon previcusly labeled
regression to the mean, whereas later increases were the product
of this factor and improved local labor market conditions.

Compared to the other target groups, the ex-offender controls
initially showed the most favorable employment experience. During

Figure 7-1
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the first year after enrollment in the sample, ex-offender controls
worked more hours than any of the other target groups. After
month 12, however, the youth controls assumed first place and
the ex-offenders dropped to second. Comparisons among the target
groups further reveal that, if adjustments are made for differential
rates of incarceration among the target groups, the unincarcerated
youths and ex-offenders behave similarly and work much more than
either ex-addicts or AFDC women.

When the three research cohorts {composed of individuals fol-
lowed for only 18, only 27, and the full 36 months) are examined
separately, a pattern emerges similar to that for the ex-addicts. In
general, for any given month after random assignment, employment
is higher among the individuals who enrolled later (the 18-month
cohort} than those who enrolled earlier (the 36-month cohort).

Arrests among the ex-offender controls were particularly high:
about 35 percent of the sample reported having been arrested during
the first 9@ months after enrollment. This figure declined to about 20
percent during months 10 to 18, and remained at that level through
month 36. The ex-offender target group had a higher arrest rate
than either the ex-addict or youth control samples, for whom the
rates were about 18 and 15 percent, respectively. A cumulative arrest
rate of 65 percent was recorded for the ex-offender controls during
months 1-36, and about an equal number were incarcerated. Be-
tween 8 and 21 percent overall were arrested for robbery, and about
7 percent for drug-related offenses.

Drug use was also high, though below that of the ex-addict group.
About 35 percent of the sample reported using some drug other
than marijuana or alcohol during months 1-9, and between 25 and
30 percent did so thereafter. Heroin usage also declined over time,
with about 15 percent reporting some use in months 1-9 and be-
tween 8 and 11 percent thereafter.

SUPPORTED WORK'S EFFECTS
ON EMPLOYMENT

Figure 7-2 graphs the trend in hours worked per month for the
experimental and control groups. As with all the other groups, it
shows that supported work had large, positive employment impacts
on ex-offender experimentals in the early months after their en-
rollment in the demonstration. But the impact did not hold up once
they left the program. Thus, although experimentals worked over
100 hours per month more than controls during the first 3 months
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Figure 7-2
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after enrollment, differences between the two groups became in-
significant after month 12 and remained negligible until month 27.

Although this rapid decay of program impact was in part a reflec-
tion of the increase in work hours of the controls, its principal cause
was the behavior of the experimentals themselves. Their hours at
work declined sharply after the initial months. The ex-offender
sample dropped out of the program quickly, spending an average
of only 5.9 months in the program, which is less than any other
target group. And, once out of the program, the ex-offender ex-
perimentals did not work significantly more than the controls.
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Thus, during months 15 to 27, when almost no ex-offenders re-
mained in supported work, there was virtually no difference in
hours worked between experimentals and controls.

After month 27, however, following a pattern similar to the
ex-addict group, some indications of a possible delayed post-program
impact emerged, though not as strongly as for the ex-addicts. As
indicated in Tables 7-1, 7-2, and 7-3, there are positive though
not statistically significant differences between experimentals and
controls during months 28 to 36. For example, experimentals
earned an average of $56 to $68 a month more than controls did
in this period. However, the explanation for this apparent upturn
between the last two 9-month periods is not the same as that for
the ex-addicts. For that group, the trend reflected both an actual
increase in the program’s impact on the 36-month cohort which was
interviewed during both periods, and a change in the composition
of the sample over time. For the ex-offenders, however, only the
latter change occurred. Figure 7-3, which graphs the employment
of the three subsets of the ex-offender sample, indicates that the
group of early enrollees followed through the full 36 months did
not experience an increase in program impact during this later
period. It would be a mistake, therefore, to view the larger differ-
ences in the last follow-up periods as signs of an upturn in program
impact. Instead, they reflect the fact that, throughout, the pro-
gram had a larger impact on the earliest enrollees in the sample.

As can be seen in Table 7-4, experimental-control differences in
wage rates contributed to the earnings differentials noted in Table
7-3. During the period when experimentals were participating in
supported work, the wage rates of employed experimentals were
lower than those of employed controls. This is consistent with sup-
ported work policy, which purposefully set program wages below
the comparable market wage. The relatively high nonprogram wage
rates of experimentals in the first few months probably result from
a selective few experimentals leaving supported work because they
could command higher wage jobs outside the program. However,
in the period when most of the experimentals were no longer in the
program, the wages of the employed were between 5 and 60 cents
per hour higher for experimentals than for controls. This is why, in
the late periods, the difference in earnings is greater than the differ-
ence in hours worked.

In two respects, the findings for the ex-offenders run counter to
those discovered for the other target groups. First, for the AFDC
and ex-addict samples, unemployment compensation appears to
have reduced the employment differentials between experimentals
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Figure 7-3

TREND IN HOURS WORKED PER MONTH BY COHORT:
EX-OFFENDER SAMPLE
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NOTE: Toabstract from any changes in sample composition, data in this figure are for individuals whe
have completed all interviews and for whom there is therefore continuous data covering the pertods
indicated. An individual belongs to the 18-month cohort (636 people), the 27-month cohort 1609 people),
»r the 36-month cohort {219 people) based on the last follow-up interview he or she received. Data are
not regression-adjusted.



126 The National Supported Work Demonstration

‘LT quow

puodaq swedord yrom pajroddns ur pafojdula asem sejuswiiedxs op "sozls ojdwies [(ews Alsa UO paseq ale vIED 3saYfp
"S[EB[IEAR JOU 210M 5159 8oUEDIIUALS ‘ejep ajedaidle uo poseq ale SP0UIRJJIP 259Y) ASNBIAY 'SINOY Jdeiesr £q polzad usald sy

ul sguIules agelsae ayy Bulpialp £q pajemoled ale saingy ajed adesm oy, "paisn{pe uolssaifal Jou sae s[qe) SIY) Ul BIEP Y], (820N
"T-L 9{qe], 99§ :901n0g

— — LT'S Le'v LTS 98-¥8
- — 587 8E¥ 98’y gg-1¢8
— — ¥O'¥ Lv'v ¥y 0e-82
9001 e8P’V vy ¥y 9%’y L%-53
T'66 e8%'¥ (AN 4 LE'Y FA= ¥é-6e
£'88 66°¢ (A4 LE'¥ 09°% 1561
6°8L 89°¢ Yo'y 0z'v 8¥¥ 81-91
71 0g°¢ 8%'¥ i’y GE'Y G1-€1
01L 60°¢ ety 0z'v 9L¢ g1-01
929 (14 EB8'Y 99'¢g 9g9°¢ 6-L
7'qq 6'% Lg's €9'E 8¢ 9t
$'09 LE'ZS g9°¢$ vL'ES 60'g$ -1
230Y adom ajoy spppuaudadxsy uvapy uvapy ajduing
winsdoaduopy afopM Jo samy afoy dnouny danoug Yy u?
Jo juesuag sy windfodduon 1048100 wruswiadxy U oLty

Y Yjuop

spppuauitiadxsg jo
5230y 28D WoLFoLg

a|dwes Japudyy0-X3 :dn-mojjo4 Jo yibua Ag ‘pakojdwg asoy] jo saiey abepy ApnoH abeiaay ‘p-7 9|qe)



Findings for the Ex-Offender Target Group 127

and controls. For the ex-offenders, this does not seem fo be the
case: both experimentals and controls received unemployment
compensation at relatively low rates. Second, for the ex-offenders,
there were no significant positive differences in the employment of
subgroups of experimentals and controls from months 19 to 36.
Moreover, the small and insignificant differences that could be
discerned did not follow the general pattern of the other target
groups, where the most disadvantaged benefit the most from sup-
ported work.

SUPPORTED WORK'S EFFECTS ON
WELFARE AND TOTAL INCOME

Table 7-5 provides a breakdown of the sources of income for the
ex-offender sample. About 30 percent of the controls reported
receiving welfare payments in each of the 9-month periods. The
rate exceeded that of the youths, but fell below those of the ex-
addicts and AFDC women. Overall, the trend in welfare receipt
is the mirror image of earnings. At the outset, while the experi-
mentals were in the supported work program and earnings’ differ-
entials were large, there was a significant drop in the percentage
of experimentals receiving welfare and in the average dollar amount
received. But welfare payments rose again later on, as experimentals’
earnings began to drop and to approach the level of the controls.

In terms of total income, the results follow those for earnings
and hours worked. Initially, the difference in total income is quite
large, but after month 9, it becomes insignificant. In months 10-18,
although the earnings of experimentals and controls differ little from
each other, the experimentals still receive significantly less welfare
than controls. This is most likely due to normal delays in the process
of going on welfare. Although not discussed earlier, this phenomenon
is also evident with other target groups.

SUPPORTED WORK'S EFFECTS
ON DRUG USE

Table 7-6 presents data on the percentage of experimentals and con-
trols who reported using various categories of drugs. Considering
first the use of heroin, the most serious type of illicit drug use, there
were no statistically significant program impacts. During each of the
four 9-month periods, between 5 and 14 percent of both experimen-
tals and controls reported some use of heroin. Experimental-control
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differences were small and did not always favor the experimental
group.

The percentage reporting the use of any drug other than marijuana
or alcohol presents a somewhat more positive picture. Table 7-6
shows that, in each of the four observation periods, fewer experi-
mentals than controls used heavy drugs. These experimental-control
differences, moreover, are statistically significant in both the first
and last 9-month periods. Closer analysis reveals, however, that
this positive program effect is not characteristic of all the sample
but is found primarily among the early enrollees. This is in part a
result of a concentration of this subset of the sample in a site where
there are relatively large program effects on drug use.

There is also some indication that the program affected the drug
use of older experimentals. For the group between 26 and 35 years
old, the experimental-control differentiais in the use of any drug
(other than marijuana or alcohol) are favorable in all four time
periods and statistically significant in all but months 10 through 18.
This drug effect for the older ex-offenders accords with the findings
for the ex-addicts, where significant program effects on heroin use
were discovered for those over 35 years of age.

SUPPORTED WORK'S EFFECTS
ON CRIMINAL ACTIVITIES

Tables 7-7 and 7-8 provide information on arrests, convictions, and
incarcerations reported by ex-offender experimentals and controls.
As noted in Chapter 5, a study comparing this self-reported data
with official records at two sites indicated that both groups sub-
stantially underreported their arrests, but that they did so at similar
rates. Thus, the tables understate the actual arrests of both experi-
mentals and controls, but in a manner that is unbiased between the
two groups.

The arrest data indicate that supported work has no persistent
impact on criminal activities, either while the experimentals are
in the program or afterward. None of the cumulative differentials
in Table 7-8 are statistically significant, and the only significant
finding for a single time period (shown in Table 7-7) occurs during
the last 9 months of the study, when there are data only for the
subsample followed for the full 36 months. Moreover, a more de-
tailed examination of the program effects for the subsets of the
sample with different length of follow-up indicates that throughout
the study period the program impacts in crime are larger for the
early enrollees. Although this cohort effect is consistent with the
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findings on drug use and employment, the reason for the variation is
not clear. Part of the difference results from site effects—that is,
the fact that this subsample is concentrated at sites where the pro-
gram had larger impacts—but the rest remains unexplained. In terms
of other subgroups of the sample, an examination of the program’s
effects on criminal activity does not indicate that the program was
effective with any particular group except for a slight suggestion
that there was an impact on ex-offenders over the age of 25 years.

CONCLUSIONS

The results summarized in this chapter show that supported work
was not effective in increasing the employment or reducing the
welfare receipt, drug use, or criminal activities of the ex-offender
group over the longer term. While in the program, ex-offenders
seemed to benefit from supported work—they worked more hours
and earned more dollars than controls—but these results did not
persist once they left the program. There were, however, some in-
dications of a program effect on the employment and criminal
activities of the early enrollees, and a somewhat stronger effect
on the drug use of this group. There was also a hint of program
success in terms of drug use and crime on the ex-offenders over 25
years of age. But these differences should be viewed cautiously,
because there were not similar findings for the total sample.






* Chapter 8

The Benefits and Costs of
Supported Work

The discussion in the preceding chapters shows that sup-

ported work produces a complex pattern of change in the

employment, welfare payments, and criminal activities
of individuals in the four target groups. It also shows that these
effects are purchased at an average public subsidy cost of $5,740
per participant. This chapter presents the summary results of an
extensive study that attempted to quantify the outcomes of the
program and to compare these figures to program cost, in an effort
to answer the guestion as to whether in economic terms the benefits
justify the expense.'

Although this approach is useful in providing an overall assessment
of supported work’s effectiveness, it has limitations and risks. Certain
important benefits and costs simply cannot be accurately measured
and are therefore not included in the summary estimates. Moreover,
this type of analysis calls for assumptions about the value of specific
items and for judgments on the longer term extrapolation of benefits
and costs that were directly measured only for up to 27 or 36
months. To reduce the risks of this kind of analysis, the research
design developed two analytical frameworks: (1) a series of bench-
mark estimates that contain the researchers’ “‘best guess” on each
component of the analysis; and (2) a range of alternative estimates
that indicate the sensitivity of the calculation to changes in key
assumptions. In this way it is hoped that the reader will both under-

1. The more complete results of this analysis are presented in a forthcoming

report by Peter Kemper, David Long, and Craig Thornton, The Supported
Work Evaluation: Final Benefit-Cost Analysis, MDRC, 1980.
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stand the perspective presented in the data and the impact of alterna-
tive approaches.

Against this background, it is important to note that for three
target groups the general trend of the results is remarkably un-
affected by reasonable variations in the assumptions. For the AFDC
women and ex-addicts, the benefits exceed the costs under all but
extreme assumptions. For the youths, the contrary is true. But in
the case of the ex-offenders, where the program’s impact on em-
ployment and crime is unclear, the cost-benefit analysis, too, is
inconclusive.

This chapter covers only the highlights of the research method-
ology and findings. A more detailed presentation will be contained
in a forthcoming series of reports on the supported work research
effort.

THE BENEFIT-COST METHODOLOGY

The benefits and costs of supported work were analyzed and are
presented here from three perspectives: that of society as a whole;
that of the supported workers themselves; and that of the rest of
society, the nonparticipants, sometimes referred to as the taxpayers.
The overall social perspective is the most comprehensive and seeks
to present the value of the net gains or losses in total social resources
associated with each participant’s program experience and its effects.
It addresses the question of whether society gains or loses goods and
services as a result of the supported work program. In the social
perspective, transfer payments that redistribute income among dif-
ferent groups in society (e.g., welfare payments) are not counted as
benefits or losses, because they involve no change in overall re-
sources.” However, such payments do enter into the participants’
perspective, which looks at the gains and losses to the supported
worker, and the nonparticipant perspective, which sees all program
operating expenses as costs and welfare savings as benefits.

From the social perspective, supported work’ costs include all
the expense of operating the local programs, with the exception of
supported workers’ wages. Other costs include the administrative
cost to the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC)
for monitoring local operations and giving them technical agsistance,
the output the participants would have produced had they not
been employed in supported work, and additional child care costs
related to the AFDC women’s increased employment.

2. Reductions in welfare administrative costs that accompany a decline in
benefits are, however, a social benefit.
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Social benefits include the output produced by the supported
workers while they are in the program; increases in their post-
program earnings; reductions in criminal activities; and savings from
reduced participation in other employment, training, or drug treat-
ment programs. Estimates of the value of in-program output were
based on the detailed examination of a sample of 44 work projects
at sites with random assignment. Estimates of the program’ impact
on employment and other behavior were based on comparisons of
the activities of experimentals and controls as reported in interviews
with the research sample. For the employment results, the earnings
data could be used directly. To assess program impact on criminal
activity, the benchmark estimate was arrived at from arrest data
collected in interviews with participants, which were then adjusted
to offset underreporting. The adjustment was based on a comparison
of data provided in the interviews with police arrest records for a
sample of individuals. The benchmark calculation was further refined
by separate estimates of reductions in property damage and personal
injury, stolen property, and criminal justice system costs.

Developing an estimate of the supported work demonstration’s
behavioral impacts over time (and most critically for earnings and
criminal activities where the impacts were the largest) confronted
the researchers with two complex analysis tasks: finding an appro-
priate number to represent the demonstration-wide impacts for
months 19 through 36, for which information was available only
for certain subsets (cohorts) of the sample; and estimating the
extent to which impacts observed during those months would
extend into the future.

Estimations for Months 19 through 36

As discussed previously, the supported work data suggests that
employment impacts were largest for the early enrollees—the group
whom researchers followed longest. This seems partially a result
of the effect that the then continually improving labor market had
on the employment opportunities of the control group. Because
about 50 to 80 percent of the sample in each target group was
assigned a 27-month interview (see Table 3-1), data from that
sample were considered sufficiently typical of the overall sample to
be used directly in the benefit-cost estimates for those months.*

3. Months 19 through 27 for the AFDC sample.

4. For the AFDC group, however, where the 27-month follow-up was given
to the smallest share of the total sample, and where it also served as the base
for extrapolation because there were no 36-month interviews, one of the sensi-

tivity tests combined the 18-month and 27-month cohorts to derive a lower
estimate of program impacts.
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~ However, when it came to the ex-offender, ex-addict, and youth

groups in the 28- to 36-month period after random assignment,
the sample was judged to be too small fo have confidence in it as
a base for extrapolating benefits into the future.® Instead, a pro-
cedure was developed to provide an estimate that was more repre-
sentative of the experience of the full research sample and that
would neither disregard the findings observed for the small 36-
month cohort nor give it undue weight in assessing impact on the
larger sample. Thus, behavioral changes for this period were based
on a weighted average of the 19- to 27-month changes for the 27-
month cohort and the 28- to 36-month changes for the 36-month
cohort. In addition, sensitivity tests examine whether the results
would differ under more generous or conservative assumptions.

Extrapolation

Most costs occur while participants are enrolled in supported work,
but benefits extend into future years. Even though extrapolation
involves some degree of inherent uncertainty and the need for some
nonguantifiable judgments, a realistic analysis cannot make the
extreme assumption that there is no programmatic impact after
the last interview. Thus, a number of assumptions were adopted
to develop the benchmark estimates of future benefits, and the
impact of alternative assumptions examined in sensitivity tests.
First, the 28- to 36-month weighted average impacts (and the 19 to
27-month impacts for the AFDC women) were used as the base
for extrapolation. Second, benefits were assumed to extend over
the period of a typical working life, as provided in population tables.
Next, relying primarily on one of the few studies of the long-term
impacts of employment programs, benefits were assumed to decay
over time from the base period values at a rate of 50 percent every
five years for the ex-addicts, ex-offenders and youth, and to con-
tinue nominally unchanged for the AFDC women.® Finally, all
benefits and costs beyond the initial 9-month period were con-
verted into present values on the basis of a real (i.e., inflation ad-
justed) discount rate of 5 percent per year.

5. Of those groups, 33 percent of the ex-addicts, 22 percent of the ex-
offenders, and 16 percent of the youths were assigned these interviews.

6. This is based on a study by Orley Ashenfelter of participants in the MDTA
program. See Orley Ashenfelter, ‘‘Estimating the Effect of Training Programs
on Earnings,” Review of Economics and Statistics, LX (1978): 47-57. The
benchmark assumptions on the decay of nominal earnings are equivalent to a
3 percent per year decay in real earnings differentials for the AFDC women
and a 17 percent per year decay in real earnings for the other target groups,
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Unmeasured Costs and Benefits

Even this complex methodology could not cover all program ef-
feets. For example, the estimates do not include the psychological
benefits of employment ot the supported workers, or of the reduc-
tion of criminal activity to society. Nor do the estimates include as a
benefit the extent to which supported work fulfills society’s clear
preference for providing employment for youth and substituting
work for welfare or other transfer payments as the source of income
for disadvantaged people. In addition, there is no quantification of the
benefits to the children and other family members that accompany
the increased employment of the supported workers both during and
after the program. There is also no estimate of the possible benefits
or losses to the children of AFDC women that may result from
different types of child care associated with their mothers’ going
to work. Finally, there is no assessment of the possible indirect
effects of supported work on the total labor force—either the nega-
tive effects of displacement or the positive effects of an increased
demand for low-skilled labor.

Some of these effects may be quite significant, and many of them
are likely to be beneficial. Therefore, the data on measured benefits
and costs presented in this chapter should be considered only a
partial balance sheet. A more complete judgment of supported work
will require an assessment of the importance of these additional
unmeasured benefits.

THE BENEFIT-COST FINDINGS

AFDC Women

The first column of Table 8-1 summarizes the social benefits
and costs during the first 27 months after random assignment, a
pericd that includes nearly all of the program costs but not the
full post-program benefits. The benefit-cost data for these first
27 months are particularly reliable, because they come directly
from the experimental-control interviews and do not require ex-
trapolation assumptions. Overall, the social benefits during this
period are substantial ($5,818) and come close to offsetting the
social costs for each supported worker ($6,606). The largest benefit
is the value of the output produced by each AFDC woman while
in supported work ($4,520), which about equals the wages received
by the women for their work in the program.” Additional benefits

7. The average AFDC woman received $4,856 in earnings and fringe benefits
from the supported work program. Table 8-1, which is limited to social costs,
does not include supporter worker wages, which are benefits to the participants,

costs to the nonparticipants, and of no cost to society. This relationship between
value of output and wages holds for all four target groups.
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Table 8-1. Summary of Social Benefits and Costs per Participant: AFDC
Target Group

Item Months 1-27 Total
Benefits
Value of in-program output $4.520 $4,520
Increased post-program earnings 1,028 2,193
Reduced welfare system administrative costs 137 811
Reduced education and empioyment program costs 133 608
Total $5,818 $15,132
Costs
L.ocal supported work program costs? -$5,105 -$5,105
MDRC central administrative costs - -270 -270
Foregone earnings of participants -879 -879
Increased child care costs -352 -728
Total -$6,606 -56,982
Net present value (benefits minus costs) -$ 787 88,150
Range of alternative estimates of net present value na. 52,754
to $9,732

Source: Peter Kemper, David Long, and Craig Thornton, The Supported Work
Evaluation: The Final Benefit-Cost Analysis {(New York: MDRC, 1980).

Notes: To correct for inflation, all dollar values have been measured in terms of
fourth-quarter 1976 dollars. They have also been discounted (at a 5 percent
annual rate) to the midpoint of the first 3-month pericd. Numbers may not sum
due to rounding.

aIncluding the eost of operating the work projects (e.g., supervision, materials,
and equipment) and of program overhead, but excluding supported work wages.

flow from the increase in post-program earnings during this period
($1,028).

Even though a net cost of $787 remains after 27 months, the
net present value becomes positive when extrapolated future bene-
fits are included. The benchmark estimates presented in Table 8-1
show that supported work generates an estimated $8,150 more in
resources per participant than it uses up, primarily as a result of
the assumed continued difference in the earnings of the experi-
mentals compared to the controls.

As outlined earlier, these benchmark estimates were derived
by the Mathematica researchers’ use of their best judgment on a
number of critical factors affecting the value of extrapolated bene-
fits and cost and other assumptions. In addition, the benefit-cost
study included a number of alternative estimates that place net bene-
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fits between $2,754 and $9,732, depending on each assumption:?®

1. The program impacts during the base period (months 19 through
27) and for the future were assumed to be lower, based on an
average of the findings for the 27-month and 18-month cchorts
(net present value = $5,506).°

2. The program benefits were assumed to decay at a faster rate
(50 percent in 5 years) (net present value = $2,754).

3. Alternative “real” discount rates (3 and 10 percent) were used
in estimating the net present value of benefits and costs (net
present value = $9,732 or $4,639).

4. A much more conservative approach was adopted, in valuing
in-program output (net present value = $6,106).

The range of net present value estimates suggests both caution
and confidence. Despite the unusually extensive information avail-
able for this study, different values within the range indicate that
the reader should be careful not to attach particular importance to
any one number, but focus on the general trend of the findings.
However, the fact that the overall qualitative conclusion—that is,
the positive sign of the net present value estimates—remains un-
affected by the wide range of alternative assumptions points to the
strength of the findings for this target group.

The preceding paragraphs present the benefit-cost results from
the perspective of society as a whole. The benefits were also positive
from the more limited perspectives of the supported work partici-
pants themselves and the rest of society, the nonparticipating tax-

8. Researchers conducted other sensitivity tests, but they were not included
in the ranges of Table 8-1 because they were considered extreme (e.g., assum-
ing no benefits occur after ‘months 27 or 36) or particularly speculative {e.g:,
specifying the extent of the displacement of other workers by supported work-
ers}. This fuller analysis is contained in forthcoming more detailed reports.

9, The benchmark estimate uses the earnings and other impacts found for
the 27-month cohort both for tne 19- through 27-month period and as the
base for extrapolating future benefits. However, this sensitivity test takes a
more conservative approach, based on the indication discussed in Chapter 4
that supported work’s impacts during months 16-18 were smaller for the 18-
month ¢ohort than for the 27-month cohort. For this estimate, the base period
for extrapolation of post-program earnings is the weighted average of the month
16 through 1B earnings difference for the 18-month cohort and the 19 through
27-month difference for the 27-month eohort. This procedure is similar to that
used in developing the 28-36 month base period figure included in the bench-
mark estimates for the other three target groups. For the AFDC group, however,
it is presented as a sensitivity test rather than included in the benchmark esti-
mate out of a concern that the data for months 16-18 are from a period too
early to provide a sufficiently reliable estimate of post-program effects.
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payers. Critical to this latter group are the reductions in AFDC,
Medicaid, and other transfer payments that are associated with
the increased earnings of the supported work experimentals. Even
though these did not show up as benefits in the broader social
perspective (because they are gains to the nonparticipants and
losses to the participants), they become major considerations when
the two groups are examined separately. Taxpayer savings from
reductions in these transfer payments total an estimated $2,615
during the first 27 months after an AFDC participant enrolls in
supported work and over $10,000 when future savings are extrapo-
lated, using the same method as was applied to earnings. In addition,
the nonparticipants benefit from the increased taxes paid by the
AFDC women as they move from welfare to a job. When these two
savings are combined with the program’s other benefits, the non-
participating taxpayers’ gains far outweigh their costs (the bench-
mark estimate shows a difference of over $8,000).!° Finally,
supported work also appears to yield net benefits to the participants,
primarily as a result of their increased earnings both in and after
the program, although these earnings gains were largely offset by
reductions in welfare payments,

Ex-Addicts

As Table 8-2 indicates, the social benefits also exceed the costs
for the ex-addicts, although the reasons for this outcome are quite
different from those that account for the results of the AFDC
group. Over the 27-month period for which the most reliable data
are available, the consistent and large reduction in criminal activities,
when combined with the value of in-program output ($3,363) and
other smaller changes, brings total benefits to within $215 of total
costs. Thus, only a modest amount of additional benefits is required
from the post-27-month period (when the analysis relies on the
small sample and the extrapolation approach) for total benefits to
exceed costs. Furthermore, the long-term follow-up data (as shown
in Chapter 5) suggest that benefits from both reduced criminal
activities and increased earnings occur during months 28 through 36.
Even when these are extrapolated using the weighted average ap-
proach outlined above, the additional benefits are substantial and
bring benchmark estimates of total social benefits $4,345 above
total social costs. In contrast to the AFDC findings, the positive

10. The full report on the benefit-cost analysis presents the detailed com-
ponents of benefits and costs under these two perspectives, as well as the sen-
sitivity of these estimates to changes in the particular assumptions used to
estimate different items.
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Table 8-2. Summary of Social Benefits and Costs per Participant: Ex-Addict
Target Group

ftem Months 1-27 Total
Benefits
Value of in-program output $3,363 $3,363
Increased post-program earnings -153 819
Reduced welfare system administrative costs 47 -64
Reduced criminal activities? 1,677 5,178
Reduced drug treatment costs -3 153
Reduced education and employment program costs 2 114
Total $5,003 $9,563
Zosts
Local supported work program costsb -$3,798 -$3,798
MDRC central administrative costs -201 -201
Foregone earnings of participants -1,219 -1,219
Total -$5,218 -$5,218
Jet present value (benefits minus costs) -$ 2156 $4,345
lange of alternative estimates of net present value na. $172to
$10,777

source: Peter Kemper, David Long, and Craig Thomton, The Supported Work
‘valuation: The Final Benefit-Cost Analysis {New York: MDRC, 1980).

Jotes: To correct for inflation, all dollar values have been measured in terms of
ourth-quarter 1976 dollars. They have zlso been discounted {at a 5§ percent

nnual rate) to the midpoint of the first 9-month period. Numbers may not sum
ive to rounding,

Including reduced judicial system costs, reduced personal injury and property
amage, and reduced stolen property,

'Including the cost of operating the work projects (e.g., supervision, materials
nd equipment) and of program overhead, but excluding supported worker
rages.

iet present value for the ex-addicts is primarily the result of reduced
riminal activities rather than of increased post-program earnings;
1 contrast to the ex-offender results, the ex-addict changes in
riminal activities are stable over the full period of observation and
hus can be confidently included in the benchmark benefit-cost
alculation.

The range of alternative estimates for the ex-addict group given
1 Table 8-2 reflects the following assumptions:

. Real discount rates of 3 or 10 percent (net present value = $4,994
or $3,155).

. A lower decay rate similar to that used in the benchmark AFDC
estimate (net present value = $10,777).
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3. The use of either the 27-month or 36-month cohort as the exclu-
sive base for extrapolation (net present value = $172 or $9,392).

4. The use of a sharply lower estimate of the benefit of the reductior:
in criminal activities (net present value = $1,755).

5. A lower value of output (net present value = $2,824).

The low value of the range ($172) is a relatively extreme estimate
based solely on the 27-month cohort, and thus ignoring the signifi-
cant earnings increase and crime reduction observed for the 36
month cohort. The upper bound is based on a similarly unlikely
assumption for this group, namely, that the impact observed ir
the base period does not decay in future years. Although the range
of estimates is large, it is important to note that for the ex-addicts
as for the AFDC group, the qualitative conclusion that social benefits
exceed costs remains unchanged under all of these alternative as
sumptions.!! In addition, benefits are substantial and positive from
the complementary perspective of the ex-addict participants anc
nonparticipants. (The benchmark estimates are $3,076 and $1,268
respectively.)

Youths

In contrast to the AFDC and ex-addict findings, the benefits o
supported work fall short of the costs for the youth target grouj
(see Table 8-3). Despite the substantial benefits from the value o
output produced while the youths are employed in the progranm
($3,394), the absence of any impact on criminal activities or subse
guent employment leads to an overall net social cost of $1,465
Under a range of alternative assumptions identical to those testec
for the ex-addicts, this estimate varies widely, but the conclusior
is consistently negative. However, from the perspective of the partici
pating youths, the program does have benefits (redistributing a:
estimated $892 per youth), whereas from the perspective of non
participants there are net costs of $2,357 per youth,

Although the range of estimates suggests that the measured socia
costs are likely to exceed the benefits, a consideration of unmeasure«
benefits may be particularly appropriate for this group. Clearly
as evidenced in the recent large number of youth employment pro

11. In addition to the sensitivity test shown in the range in Table 8-2, th¢
full analysis also provides more extreme estimates (e.g., no benefits from the
reduction in criminal activities) under which the social costs for ex-addict:
would exceed the benefits. Because of their extreme quality, however, thesc
have been excluded from the Table 8-2 range.
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Table 8-3. Summary of Social Benefits and Costs per Participant: Youth
Target Group

tem Months 1-27 Total
ienefits
Value of in-program output $3,394 $3,394
Increased post-program earnings -3 29
Reduced welfare system administrative costs 78 228
Reduced eriminal activitiesd 103 -89
Reduced drug treatment costs -26 -116
Reduced education and employment program costs 87 100
Total $3,633 $3,546
‘osts
Local supported work program costsb -%3,833 -$3,833
MDRC central administrative costs -203 -203
Foregone earnings of participants -974 -974
Total -$b,010 -$5,010
iet present value {benefits minus costs} -$1,377 -$1,465
.ange of alternative estimates of net present value na, -$4,118
to -§% 250

ource: Peter Kemper, David Long, and Craig Thornton, The Supported Work
valuation: The Final Benefit-Cost Analysis (New York: MDRC, 1980).

‘otes: To correct for inflation, all dollar values have been measured in terms of
yurth-quarter 1976 dollars, They have also been discounted (at a 5 percent
1nual rate) to the midpoint of the first 3-month period. Numbers may not sum
ue to rounding.

[neluding reduced judicial system costs, reduced personal injury and property
amage, and reduced stolen property.

Including the cost of operating the work projects (e.g., supervision, materials,
id equipment) and of program overhead, but excluding supported worker
ages.

-ams, there is a strong national interest in providing jobs and income
>r unemployed high school dropouts. Although it is unclear how
wch society is willing to pay to put a youth to work, the value may
2 substantial. An overall conclusion on supported work for this
~oup, therefore, would depend both on whether the unmeasured
enefit of providing a supported job for each youth exceeded the
stimated $1,465 net measured social cost, and on whether this
bjective could be met at a lower measured cost under alternative
nployment initiatives. Unfortunately, answers on both questions
‘e not available. The social value of increasing youth employment
uncertain and there is a paucity of reliable estimates of the net
»cial cost of alternative employment programs.
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Ex-Offenders
During months 1 through 27, the social costs exceeded the bene-
fits for the ex-offender group by $2,224, the largest amount of the
four target groups. However, a large share of this amount is attribut-
able to an increase in criminal activities which, as noted in Chapter 7,
was not statistically significant and thus could have occurred by
chance. When the results from these months are combined with
the extrapolated future benefits, the results are ambiguous. In
contrast to the findings for the other three target groups, not only
the magnitude but the plus or minus sign of the estimate of net
present value depends on the assumptions used in extrapolation.
If the estimate is based solely on the subset of the sample followed
for 36 months—which had both a substantial increase in employ-
ment and a reduction in criminal activities—benefits exceed costs
by $8,292. If only the 27-month cohort is used--which had a smaller
earnings increase and an increase in criminal activities—costs exceed
benefits by $4,916.
An examination of Table 8-4, which shows the components of
the estimate under these two extreme extrapolation assumptions,
indicates that the wide variation is due primarily to differences in
the estimates of criminal activities. This suggests one of the problems
“of including crime estimates in the benefit-cost framework. Because
individual arrests are relatively rare events, each of which has a high
social cost, arrests introduce an unstable factor into the analysis.
For the ex-addicts, for whom the crime impacts are statistically
significant and sustained, this did not create a problem. For the
ex-offenders, for whom the measured impacts vary widely over time
and among subsets of the sample and are not statistically significant,
their inclusion contributes heavily to an uncertain outcome. Because
of this, Table 8-4 includes no single benchmark estimate but rather
an alternative set of ranges, depending on the inclusion or exclusion
of crime effects, and the other sensitivity tests noted above.
Furthermore, Table 8-4 indicates that the wuncertainty goes
beyond the crime estimates. When criminal activity measures are
excluded from the calculation, the range of estimates of net present
value is sharply narrowed though still not clearly positive or negative.
If all of the other benchmark assumptions are adopted, net present
value ranges from -$166 to $1,434, depending on the cohort used
as the base for extrapolation. Moreover, if the alternative assump-
tions on decay and discount rates and value of output that were
examined for the other target groups are considered, this range
increases to from -$1,654 to $1,434.
For the ex-offenders, the overall demonstration-wide assessment
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Table 8-4. Summary of Social Benefits and Costs per Participant:
Ex-Offender Target Group

Ttem Months 1-27 Total
Benefits
Value of in-program output $2,973 $2,973
Increased post-program earnings 304 851 to 2,792a
Reduced welfare system administrative
costs 41 7 to 310a
Reduced criminal activitiest -1,048 -4,750 to 6,8H88
Reduced drug treatment costs 6 389 to -3802
Reduced education and employment
program costs 136 250 to 374a
Total £2,412 -% 280 to $12,927a
Costs
Liocal supported work program costs® -$3,359 -$3,359
MDRC central administrative costs -178 -178
Foregone earnings of participants -1,100 _-1,100
Total -$4,637 -$4.637
Vet present value (benefits minus costs) -$2,224 -$4,916 to $8,292a
Vet present value, excluding changes in
criminal activities
~$1,176 - $1661to $1,4344
ange of alternative estimates of net
present value, excluding changes
in criminal activities n.a. -$1,654 to $1,4344d

source: Peter Kemper, David Long, and Craig Thomton, The Supported Work
Zuvgluation: The Final Benefit-Cost Analysis (New York: MDRC, 1980),

Votes: To correct for inflation, all doliar values have been measured in terms of
‘ourth-quarter 1976 dollars. They have also been discounted (at a 5 perecent
mnnual rate) to the midpoint of the first 9-month period. Numbers may not sum
lue to rounding.

'This range reflects differences in findings for the 27- and 36-month cohorts.
The value for the 27-month cohort appears first, that for the 36-month cohort
econd. All other benchmark assumptions are employed.

'Including reduced judicial system costs, reduced personal injury and property
lamage, and reduced stolen property.

‘Including the cost of operating the work projects {e.g., supervision, materials,
ind equipment) and of program overhead, but excluding supported worker
vages.

IThis range reflects the use of alternative estimates of value of output and decay
ind discount rates, as well as the benchmark estimate,
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of benefits and costs is uncertain. A more complete assessment of
the role of supported work for this target group must depend on
a judgment about any unmeasured benefits that accompany the
employment of ex-offenders.



% Chapter 9

Summary and Conclusions

The preceding chapters reported in detail on the structure

of the demonstration and on the findings from the re-

search. This final chapter summarizes the results and
discusses their implications and limitations.

SUMMARY OF THE
OPERATING EXPERIENCE

The National Supported Work Demonstration was designed to
test whether and to what extent 12 to 18 months of employment
in a supportive, but performance-coriented, environment would
equip some of America’s hardest-to-employ people to get and hold
normal, unsubsidized jobs. The research focused on four particular
disadvantaged groups: ex-offenders and former drug addicts, women
who had been long-term recipients of welfare benefits, and young
school dropouts, many with a criminal or delinquency record. In
order to obtain answers about the program’s effectiveness and cost,
the program design called for a comprehensive research effort as an
integral part of the demonstration. To meet the research require-
ments, 6,616 eligible applicants at 10 of the 15 sites were randomly
assigned either to an experimental group (offered a job in supported
work) or to a control group (not offered a job), and were subse-
quently interviewed at intervals for up to 36 months. A systematic
effort was made to assess the program’s impacts on earnings and
employment, welfare dependency, and drug use and criminal ac-

149
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tivities. In addition, the analysis was designed to develop estimates
of the program’s benefits and costs.

The demonstration was implemented by independent local agen-
cies, which were responsible for recruiting workers who met the
eligibility criteria; developing and operating worksites on the basis
of the demonstration’ essential components (peer support, gradu-
ated stress, and close supervision); paying salaries at or slightly
above the minimum wage; and providing a disciplined work en-
vironment, including the promotion, suspension, or termination of
supported workers on the basis of their performance. At or before
the end of the 12 or 18 months of maximum employment in the
program, the local agencies also were to assist supported workers
in locating regular employment.

The program’s sharply defined eligibility criteria were designed
to recruit a group of individuals who had particularly serious diffi-
culties in getting and retaining regular employment. Most supported
workers were black or Hispanic. Most of them had not finished
high school, had very limited recent work experience, and were
heavily dependent on transfer payments. The programs also reached
a group of ex-addicts and ex-offenders with a history of drug use,
prior arrests, and convictions. These groups averaged a total of 129
and 195 weeks, respectively, of incarceration prior to their enroll-
ment in supported work. A comparison of the characteristics of
supported workers with those in positions funded under CETA
and the Work Incentive (WIN) program shows that supported work
indeed was reaching a more disadvantaged group than the popula-
tion typically served by other employment programs.

The local supported work agencies created worksites that varied
in types of work, customers served, and funding arrangements.
Approximately half of the work was in various service activities,
over a quarter was in construction, and a substantial amount in
manufacturing. About 75 percent of the work was performed for
public and nonprofit customers, the other 25 percent for private
individuals or firms. Finally, in contrast to the procedures of the
CETA programs, the local agencies in most cases charged their
customers for the services or products of the supported workers.
The emphasis on marketable goods and services had two benefits.
It helped to assure that the programs produced outputs that were
of value to their communities, and it compelled the local manage-
ment to operate worksites with a discipline that contributed to a
more realistic work experience for the participants.

A review of the operating statistics on all of the approximately
10,000 supported work employees at the 15 sites suggests that the
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program was most successful with the AFDC group. The AFDC
women had the highest attendance rates (90 percent, compared to
84 and 80 percent for the ex-addicts and ex-offenders and the
lowest rate of 76 percent for the youths); the longest average time
in the program (9.5 months compared to 5 to 7 months for the
other three groups); the highest rate of departures to a job (35
percent compared to 23 to 29 percent for the others); and the
lowest rage of firings (11 percent, compared to 83 to 37 percent).
However, the data also indicate that the AFDC group was highest
in mandatory graduations—termination after the full span of the
program for individuals who had not been piaced in a regular job.
This shows that the programs had difficulty developing acceptable
jobs for even this relatively successful group of employees. That
the program achieved the placement rate it did for the other three
target groups is encouraging, given the prior work histories of the
participants. At the same time the high rates of firings for these
groups show that they included a substantial number who could not
or would not meet the work demands of even a supported work job.

The program’s fiscal data show that it cost the government about
$10,300 to provide a year of supported work employment, which
translates into about $5,700 per supported work employee, a figure
quite comparable to the average cost of providing public service

- employment under the CETA program.

The demonstration posed special management challenges arising
out of the nature and objectives of supported work. The need to
establish job sites with a realistic work environment forced the sites
to face many of the challenges of small businesses seeking to market
their products. This required flexibility in oversight and funding,
along with efforts to make sure that operations were competently
managed and did not waste public funds.

A second challenge was posed by the characteristics of the target
population. The supported work sites faced the opposing goals
embodied in much recent employment legislation: to recruit the
least promising employees and yet to hold down operating costs
and meet high performance standards (e.g., in terms of placement
and attendance rates). The inevitable conflict of these objectives
was contained during the demonstration by the recognition of a
larger interest in serving the target population. Performance and
cost standards were viewed as a necessary part of the management
and monitoring process, but it was realized that excessive reliance
on these criteria would push the sites toward ‘‘creaming” the most
employable applicants. And if that had happened, the very purpose
of the demonstration would have been undermined.
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SUMMARY OF THE RESEARCH FINDINGS
ON PROGRAM IMPACT AND COST

The supported work research findings suggest that the program
was generally successful in meeting its short-term objectives of
increasing employment and earnings, reducing welfare dependency,
and producing useful goods and services. For two of the target
groups—AFDC women and ex-addicts—it also succeeded in produc-
ing long-term impacts. In addition, the benefits for these two groups
were considerably in excess of costs. For the other two target groups,
there is little indication of any long-term impacts, and the negative
or ambiguous findings from the benefit-cost analysis suggest that
ultimate judgments about these groups will depend on the signifi-
cance of unmeasured benefits.

THE AFDC TARGET GROUP

Both when measured by operational data and when compared to
the control group, supported work was most successful with the
group of long-term AFDC recipients. As Table 9-1 shows, participa-
tion in supported work led to an increase in employment and a
reduction in welfare dependency, both while the AFDC group was
in the program and after it had left it. The impacts were largest
during the first 9 months, when most of the experimentals had a
supported work job, but continued at statistically significant levels
into the 19- to 27-month post-program period. The more detailed
data presented in Chapter 4 show that after month 16 there was
no further decline in the program’s impact, suggesting that sup-
ported work had a durable impact on employment behavior. (This
will be further examined in a report on a supplemental wave of
follow-up interviews with AFDC experimentals and controls, to
be completed in late 1980.) A comparison of the data in Table 9-1
on the employment rates, hours, and earnings show that the ex-
perimentals were not only employed more often but that those
who were employed worked more hours at higher wages, suggesting
that supported work also helped its participants find jobs of a
higher quality.

Examination of the behavior among subgroups within the AFDC
population suggested that supported work’s impact was particularly
large for older women (those between 36 and 44 years old at the
time of enrcllment), and for women who had never worked before,
or had been on welfare longest. In contrast, subgroups which did
relatively well in the absence of the program (e.g., those with 12 or
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Table 9-1. Experimental-Control Differences in Key Indicators during the
27 Months Following Enrollment: AFDC Target Group

Outecome Measure Experimentals Controls Difference
Percent employed during period
Months 1-9 96,3 36.5 59,8t
10-18 76.5 39.4 37.1%
19-27 49,1 40.6 8571
Average monthly hours worked
Months 1-9 135.3 26.6 108.71
10-18 79.4 40.3 39,17
19-27 60.9 45.2 15.7F
Average monthly earnings (§)
Months 1-9 400.44 78.28 322.167
10-18 274.06 131,08 142,987
19-27 242,89 165.88 77.01%

Cash welfare payments?
Percent receiving

Months 1-9 93.8 97.7 -3.0t
10-18 82.4 90.1 -7t
19-27 71.4 85.1 -13.7%
Average monthly amount ($)
Months 1-9 169.82 277.90 -108.09t
10-18 164.28 246.60 -82.327%
19-27 172.06 224.00 -51.94%

Food stamps: average monthly
bonus value ($)

Months 1-9 44.83 63.46 -18.63T
10-18 4215 58.02 -15.87%
19-27 47.14 60.25 -13.11%
Average monthly total incomeb($)
Months 1-9 628.06 435.10 192.96%
10-18 524.47 454.44 70.08F
19-27 497.50 470.14 27.36

Source: See Table 4-1,

Notes: Averages are calculated for all members of the sample, including those
with no employment or transfer payment receipt in the covered period.

aWelfare includes AFDC, GA, S8], and other unspecified cash welfare,

bTotal income includes earnings, unemployment compensation, welfare, food
stamp bonus value, and other unearned income (Social Security, pensions,
alimony, and child support).

tStatistically significant at the 5 percent level.

more years of schooling) seemed to have been less affected by
participation in the program.

As a result of their higher earnings, the AFDC participants re-
ceived substantially less income from the AFDC and food stamp
programs. Over the 27-month period followed in the interviews,
experimentals received a total of $2,600 less in benefits from these
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two programs. By months 19 through 27, about twice as many
experimentals as controls had left the AFDC rolls.

The supported work findings confirm that this group often works
despite substantial disincentives. Because welfare benefits are re-
duced as earnings increase, the experimental-control differentials
in total income are much less than those in earnings. When all off-
setting changes are considered (those in Social Security and other
taxes, Medicaid, and other in-kind benefits), the real income of
the AFDC experimentals and controls increases by less than 50
cents for each dollar earned.

The results of the benfit-cost analysis suggest that the program
generates substantially more resources per AFDC participant than
it uses up. The researchers’ best guess or benchmark estimate is that
the estimated social benefits for this group exceed the costs by a
total of $8,150 per participant. Alternative nonextreme assumptions
about critical benefit-cost components or approaches produced a
range of estimates: $2,754 to $9,732. The range suggests that empha-
sis be placed not on a single number but rather on the general direc-
tion of findings; the consistently positive outcome under widely
varying assumptions suggests the strength of the benefit-cost results
for this target group.

When the focus of the benefit-cost analysis is shifted from society
as a whole to the nonparticipants (often called the taxpayers) the
data suggest that, from this more limited perspective too, the invest-
ment in supported work more than pays for itself, with benefits
exceeding costs by a large amount, primarily as a result of the
savings in welfare payments.

THE EX-ADDICT TARGET GROUP

During the early months after random assignment, when the ex-
addict participants were still in the program, there were substantial
differentials in employment, hours, and earnings between the par-
ticipants (experimentals) and the control group (see Table 9-2).
After a decline in the experimental-control differentials, during
months 16 to 30, there was a reversal, with significant differences
in the employment indicators during months 31 through 36. Clearly,
for the sample of ex-addicts that were followed the full 36 months,
supported work had substantial long-term employment impacts.
However, the reasons for the upturn and the magnitude of the
effect that would have been found had the whole sample been
followed for 36 months are uncertain. The shorter term follow-up
data on the individuals who enrolled in the program at a later date,
when the controls experienced greater employment cpportunities,
suggest that the program impacts were smaller. To further clarify



Table 9-2. Experimental-Control Differences in Key Indicators during the
36 Months Following Enroliment: Ex-Addict Target Group

Quteome Measure Experimentals Conirols Difference
Percent employed during period
Months 1-9 95.0 50.2 44.81
10-18 63.9 53.1 10.87
19-27 56.5 53.0 3.5
28-36 64.0 53.9 10.1*
Average monthly hours worked
Months 1-9 118.7 40.5 78.21
10-18 66.4 50.0 16.4%
19-27 60.1 58.6 1.5
28-36 70.9 52.8 18.3%
Average monthly earnings ($)
Months 1-9 361.23 159.79 201.44t
10-18 259.62 220,42 39.20%
19-27 277.75 261.33 16.42
28-36 326.09 224.36 101,73t
Average monthly welfare and
food stamps benefits (§
Months 1-9 57.97 115.17 -57.20%
10-18 92,42 110.89 -18.47F
19-27 89.90 93.94 -4.04
28-36 94.34 103.79 -9.45

Percent using any drug other
than marijuana or alcohol

Months 1-9 36.1 38.2 ~-2.1
10-18 34.1 32.7 1.4
19-27 28.0 27.6 0.5
28-36 23.4 20.7 2.7
Percent using heroin
Months 1-9 20.2 21.5 -1.3
10-18 16.8 17.8 -1.0
19-27 13.4 11.7 1.7
28-36 10.1 8.8 1.3
Percent arrested
Months 1-18 25.3 33.5 -8.2%
1-36 36.0 53.1 -18.17%
Percent arrested for robbery
Months 1-18 2.3 7.5 -5.2F
1-36 0.2 13.4 -13.2F
Percent arrested on drug charges
Months 1-18 41 7.9 -3.8%
1-36 6.8 14.0 -7.2
Percent convicted
Months 1-18 13.5 17.8 -4.3%
1-36 19.3 32.9 -13.6%*

Source: See Tables 5-1 and 5-8.

Notes: Averages are calculaied for all members of the sample, including those
with no employment or transfer payment receipt in the covered period.

aWelfare includes AFDC, GA, SSI, and other unspecified cash welfare. These
data are based on a sample slightly different from that in Table 5-5,
TStatistically significant at the 5 percent level.

*Statistically significant at the 10 percent level,
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the long-term employment impacts and their dependence on labor
market conditions, it would be useful to conduct a supplemental
follow-up of this sample, probably using the relatively inexpensive
means of tracing earnings through Social Security records.!

Second, and probably most critical, supported work participation
resulted in a sharp reduction in the criminal activities of the ex-
addict group. As shown in Table 9-2, during the first 18 months
after random assignment, there was a 24 percent reduction in the
arrest rate for experimentals, 25.3 percent compared to 33.5 per-
cent. Although the differences are concentrated in the in-program
period, they extend into the period when the experimentals are
no longer in supported work, with a total of 35 percent of the
experimentals arrested over the full 36 months compared to 53
percent of the controls. The program was particularly effective in
reducing robbery and drug-related arrests, suggesting that, given
the absence of a program effect on drug use in general, the program
led to the substitution of legitimate for illegitimate income for
the purchase of drugs. Finally, the impact on arrests seems to have
been particularly large for the older ex-addicts.

For the ex-addicts as for the AFDC women, the benefit-cost
analysis shows that society as a whole, and the participants and
nonparticipants viewed separately, benefit from the investment in
supported work. (The benchmark net present value is $4,345; the
range, $172 to $10,777.) The major social benefit for this target
group follows from the reduction in criminal activities. While post-
program earning changes contribute a small amount, they are
dwarfed by the social value of the estimated crime reduction. The
other substantial benefit was the value of output the ex-addicts
produced while in the program. As was the case for the AFDC
group, the positive findings held up under a wide variety of different
assumptions about the individual components of the analysis.

THE YOUTH TARGET GROUP

A comparison of the activities of the youth target group in sup-
ported work and its control group counterpart indicates that only
in the initial period, while the experimentals were in the program,
did supported work have an impact on employment and earnings.
After that, both as a result of the movement of the experimentals
out of the program and the increasing employment of the control

1. An analysis using Social Security records suggested the feasibility of these

data as a follow-up source for earnings information for the supported work
target groups.
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group, there is a rapid decay in program impact (see Table 9-3).
An examination of the program’s effectiveness among different
subgroups of youths suggests that the program may be more success-
ful with youths under 19 years of age, those with one or more
dependents to support, those raised in intact families, and those
with particularly limited work experience.

An examination of the program’s impacts on drug use and criminal
activities for this group indicates no overall impact on the former
and only a weak suggestion that the program might have a cumula-
tive effect on criminal activities. There is no evidence that supported
work led to an increase in the return to school of this population.

The analysis of supported work’s social benefits and costs suggests
that, under most reasonable assumptions, the program has a net
cost. However, the substantial value of in-program output produced
by each youth goes a long way toward offsetting costs and brings the
benchmark estimate of net present value to -$1,465 per youth.
(The range of alternative estimates is -$4,118 to -$250.} An ultimate
decision on the appropriateness of supported work for youths would
depend on issues beyond the ken of this report—on the extent to
which society values the employment and redistributive impacts
of the program and on the extent to which supported work is more
effective than other programs in achieving these objectives.

THE EX-OFFENDER TARGET GROUP

A comparison of the behavior of the experimental and control
groups suggests that supported work had only limited impact on
the ex-offender group. The data suggest strong in-program impacts
on employment and earnings which decay rapidly during months
10 through 27. For the small sample followed during months 28
through 36 after random assignment, there is an indication that
the program has an impact on earnings, although this differential
is not statistically significant (see Table 9-4). Finally, there are
no overall impacts on criminal activities and drug use.

In contrast to the other three target groups, for the ex-offenders
both the overall direction and magnitude of the benefit-cost findings
prove to be extremely sensitive to the specific assumptions adopted
in the analysis, especially as it relates to the measure of future
criminal activities. For the small sample for which 28 36-month
data are available, supported work leads to a large reduction in
criminal activities (as well as the substantial increase in the earnings
differential noted above). The larger sample, for which only 27
months of data are available, does not show such a trend. Depend-



Table 9-3. Experimental-Control Differences in Key Indicators during the
36 Moenths Following Enrollment: Youth Target Group

Outcome Measure Experimentals Controls Difference
Percent employed during period
Months 1-9 98.1 52.5 45.671
10-18 68.9 62.7 6.2%
19-27 62.6 62.6 0.0
28-36 74.9 66.2 8.7
Average monthly hours worked
Months 1-9 1204 39.7 8071
10-18 69.9 58.2 117t
19-27 68.8 68.2 0.6
28-36 88.6 81.4 7.2
Average monthly earnings ($)
Months 1-9 350.68 123,95 226.73%
10-18 235.96 205.25 30.71
19-27 268.28 248,98 18.30
28-36 301.05 342,58 ~41.53
Average monthly welfare and
food stamp benefits ($)2
Months 1-9 31.08 40.86 -9.77%
10-18 32.08 48.66 -16.58T
19-27 46.53 54,09 -7.56
28-36 44 45 54.57 -10.12
Percent using any drug (other than
marijuana or aleohol)
Months 1-9 11.3 14.2 -2.9
10-18 10.5 10.2 0.3
19-27 11.0 10.6 04
28-36 16.8 11.0 58
Percent using heroin
Months 1-9 4.0 3.6 0.4
10-18 1.7 2.4 -0.7
19-27 1.8 1.2 0.6
28-36 1.9 1.0 0.9
Percent arrested
Months 1-18 26.7 27.0 -0.3
1-27b 30.5 39.3 -8.8%
Percent convicted
Months 1-18 16.5 16.0 0.5
1-27b 19.6 23.6 -4.0F

Source: See Tables 7-1 and 7-8.

Notes: Averages are calculated for all members of the sample, including those
with no employment or transfer payment receipt in the covered period.

aWelfare includes AFDC, GA, SSI, and other unspecified cash welfare. These

data are based on a sample slightly different from that in Table 6-5.

bData for monihs 1-27 have been used because data for months 1-36 are based

on an unreliably small sample.

TStatistica]ly significant at the 5 percent level,
*Btatistically significant at the 10 percent level.
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ing on which data are used as the base for extrapolation, social
benefits fall short of costs by $4,916 or exceed them by $8,292.
Finally, even when changes in criminal activity are excluded from
the analysis, the range of estimates is substantial and does not
indicate a clear finding. As a result, no single benefit-cost bench-
mark estimate is presented for this group. Instead, alternative ranges
of estimates, depending on the assumptions used and the handling
of the crime impacts, have been made.

To obtain further clarification of the program’ long-term impact
on criminal activities and earnings—and thus on the net social cost—
further follow-up using arrest data and Social Security records is
suggested. Both methods were utilized as part of the supported work
evaluation and turned out to be relatively inexpensive ways to
trace the program’s impacts of specific areas.

* ¥ %

In assessing the implications of the findings presented in this
report, we find several considerations that bear noting. First, while
the supported work findings relate to broad social policy questions
in areas such as welfare reform, youth employment, targeting of
resources, and decriminalization of drug use, this report is not
intended to consider what these policies should be. Rather it is
intended to add to the base of knowledge for those concerned
with developing policies on such issues. Second, while the research
was both extensive and comprehensive, as with any attempt to
apply social science techniques to assessing human behavior and
response, many research questions remain unanswered,

For example, it would have been of great utility to include an
analysis of the relative efficacy of supported work as compared
to alternative employment and training approaches. Unfortunately,
there is little if any comparable research data available on other
programs. Therefore, even though the supported work research
provides reliable data on the impact and cost of providing a struc-
tured employment opportunity, and as such takes a highly im-
portant step toward increasing our knowledge on the impact of
employment interventions for the disadvantaged, it does not answer
the question of whether supported work is more or less effective
than other program alternatives.

It would also have been useful to pinpoint with greater clarity
the specific features of supported work that led to its relative suc-
cess or failure. In fact, the demonstration’s research included a rigor-
ous and sophisticated quantitative study directed at determining
which features of the supported work model contributed most to
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Table 9-4. Experimental-Control Differences in Key Indicators during the
36 Months Following Enrollment: Ex-Offender Target Group

Outcome Measure Experimentals Controls Difference
Percent employed during period
Months 1-9 95.9 58.7 37.2%
10-18 66.0 59.2 6.8%
19-27 56.5 53.3 3.2
28-36 59.0 57.8 1.2
Average monthly hours worked
Months 1-9 117.1 46.0 71.1%
10-18 66.3 57.8 8.5%
19-27 59.8 60.0 -0.2
28-36 75.0 66.8 8.2
Average monthly earnings ($)
Months 1-9 - 378.74 178.38 200.367
10-18 285.99 260.83 25.16
19-27 269.17 254.18 14,99
28-36 366.80 304.20 62.60
Average monthly welfare and
food stamp benefits ($)2
Months 1-9 28.50 48.49 -19.90%
10-18 41,43 60.86 -19.43%
19-27 51.37 50,37 1.00
28-36 51.74 5296 -1.22
Percent using any drug (other than
matijuana or alcohol)
Months 1-9 30.0 34.2 -4.0%
10-18 26.0 29.0 -3.0
19-27 228 24.1 ~-1.3
28-36 17.0 28.2 -11.2%
Percent using heroin
Months 1-9 14.3 14.1 0.2
10-18 8.5 10.8 -2.3
19-27 7.5 7.5 0.0
28-36 4.6 8.4 -3.8
Percent arrested
Months 1-18 47.2 46.2 1.0
1-36 56.8 64.8 -8.0
Percent convicted
Months 1-18 25.4 26.4 -1.0
1-36 43.9 354 8.5

Source: See Tables 7-1 and 7-2.

Notes: Averages are calculated for all members of the sample, including those
with no employment or transfer payment receipt in the covered period.

aWelfare includes AFDC, GA, SSI, and other unspecified cash welfare, These
data are based on a sample slightly different from that in Table 7-5.

TStatistical]y significant at the 5 percent level.
*Statistically significant at the 10 percent level.
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positive program outcomes. This effort yielded very limited insights,
and indicates the extreme difficulty of doing quantitative process
research on an operating program, even in a relatively controlled
environment. Understanding which features of the supported work
model deserve modification, expansion, or abandonment must still
come largely from qualitative observation and judgment.

It must also be remembered that research on the demonstration
did not take place in a vacuum. Alternative programs and services
were available to both experimentals and controls, and at times—
as in the case of rapidly expanded resources for youth programs
and the unexpected availability of special employment insurance—
may have limited supported work’s potential for impact. The econ-
omy and employment conditions generally improved considerably
during the course of the demonstration. A different environment
could very well have altered the results, and clearly future changes
will likely affect future program impacts.

The operating environment of the demonstration also no doubt
affected its outcomes. The findings were derived from 15 sites
functioning within uniform demonstration guidelines, under the
active oversight and control of a management agency. Any expansion
of supported work will have to consider how the key features of
the program model, particularly its structuring of the work experi-
ence, its targeting on the severely disadvantaged, and its operation
of revenue-producing worksites, can be preserved and implemented
in a nondemonstration climate.

Finally, the uninterrupted flow of referrals to the program—
adequate to provide two people for each job over a period of several
yvears—suggests that among the severely disadvantaged there is a
strong interest in work, even in jobs that are temporary and pay
only slightly more than the minimum wage. The successes of the
program with this clientele, though encouraging, were partial. There
are a large number of individuals who volunteered for participation
but for one reason or another did not gain regular employment
after program completion. They remain the severely disadvantaged.
Their voluntary attempt at supported work, and failure, points up
the continuing need for creative and deliberate programmatic inter-
ventions to improve the connection of a small but troubling group
of our citizens to the values and activities of the larger American
society.
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