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This is the final report on MDRC's evaluation of the WORK Program in
Arkansas. An earlier interim report described the program's implementation
in eight counties, while this report focuses primarily on the WORK
Program's effects on enrollees' employment and welfare outcomes in two
large areas: Pulaski South, the southern part of Pulaski County, in which
Little Roek 1is located; and Jefferson County, which contains the city of
Pine Bluff.

Arkansas 1is one of a number of states participating in MDRC's multi-
state Demonstration of State Work/Welfare Initiatives. Others include
Arizona, California, Florida, Illinois, Maine, Maryland, New Jersey, Texas,
Virginia and West Virginia.

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

In order to understand this project, one must realize that this demon-
stration documents an important shift in program responsibilities away from
the federal government to the states, The studies evaluate the initiatives
states themselves chose to implement under the provisions of the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Acet of 1981, in which they received authority for the

first time to operate Community Work Experience (CWEP) programs for recipi-
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In October 1982, the Arkansas Department of Human Services (DHS) began
operating the WORK Program for single heads of households recelving or
applying for welfare under the Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC) program. The WORK Program is a WIN Demonstration, authorized by the
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act (OBRA) of 1981, and, in Arkansas, 1t
replaces the Work Incentive (WIN) Program, the federal employability
training program for welfare mothers, While both programs share in the
goal of increasing the unsubsidized employment of the welfare population ==
and hence reducing welfare dependency -« the WORK Program gives a new
emphasis to participation in employment services, mandating activity for a
broad segment of the welfare caseload.

The WORK Program was initially implemented in eight counties, or nine
areas, in Arkansas, The eight counties together encompass 33 percent of
Arkansas' population and, as of May 1981, contained 39 percent of the
adults on the AFDC welfare rolls. Since mid-1983, the Manpower Demonstra-
tion Research Corporation (MDRC), a nonprofit organization that tests
innovative social policy approaches, has been studying the program and
issued in 1984 an interim report on implementation and patterns of early
participation.

In this second and final report, the evaluation updates the previous
research, focusing on the WORK Program's effects in two counties: Pulaski
South, the southern part of Pulaski County, in which Little Rock is

located; and Jefferson County, which contains the c¢ity of Pine Bluff,
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primarily offered WIN registrants individual job search assistance. Job
c¢lubs were operated in one county only, and WIN Work Experience, or unpaid
work in public or nonprofit agencies for a limited duration, was rarely
utilized,

With the passage of OBRA in late 1981, another option was available:
Community Work Experience, or CWEP, whereby mandatory work assignments can
last as long as the grant does =~ with weekly work hours determined by the
grant level divided by the minimum wage. CWEP was originally planned for
the WORK Program, but Arkansas officials decided that CWEP work hours would
be too restricted to be useful, given the state's relatively low grant
levels. Insatead, they opted for an alternative version of the activity --
WIN Work Experience, which allows for 20 to 30 hours of weekly work, regard-
leas of the size of the grant, with the component limited, in Arkansas, to
12 weeks. In the end, however, work experience was used infrequently in
the WORK Program.,

In a second step intended to extend the reach of the WORK Program,
Arkansas obtained a federal waiver to apply mandatory status to mothers
whose youngest child was age three or more (rather than six, as under the
WIN rules). In the sample for the two counties studied in this report,
over half of the enrollees were parents of a child under six.

This Executive Summary highlights the major findings from the two-year
MDRC evaluation of the WORK Program in Pulaski South and Jefferson
Counties, The study was funded by The Ford Foundation, the State of
Arkansas and the Winthrop Rockefeller Foundation. The evaluation is one of
a number of studies MDRC has undertaken as part of the Demonstration of

State Work/Welfare Initiatives, an 11-state investigation of the employment
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¢ What individual benefits and costs were most important to the
overall results?

To obtain reliable answers, an experimental design was implemented in
Jefferson and Pulaskl South, the two counties where the number of individ-
uals eligible for the WORK Program exceeded the program's capacity to serve
them expeditiously. During the WORK Program enrollment interview, eligible
individuals were randomly assigned either to an experimental group -- in
which participation was required in assigned program activities -~- or to a
control group, which was excluded from participating in WORK Program
activities for the duration of the research. Random assignment began on
June 20, 1983 and continued through March 31, 1984, during which time 1,153
applicants and recipients entered the main research sample.

For the study of program impacts, the employment and welfare outcomes
for all experimentals (both participants and nonparticipants) were compared
to those of all controls over nine months of follow-up from the point of
sample enrollment. Data for the process analysis came from a number of
different sources, including a case file search of 339 WORK Program
entrants. For the benefit-cost study, program benefits were compared to
net operating costs using impact and process results, as well as fiscal and
administrative records of the WORK Program.

The background characteristics of the research sample show that, while
almost all of these single parents were women, with the majority (86 per-
cent) black, sample enrollees were a group with notable diversity. Half
had never been married; one-fourth had, but were not living with their
spouses; and another one-fourth were divorced or widowed. More than half

had children between ages three and five, and half had never attained a
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® Overall, during the nine-month fellow-up, somewhat over one-
third (38 percent) of the WORK Program entrants in the two
counties took part in the main program activities: group Job
search, individual job search and/or work experience.

Overall, this 38 percent "ever participated™ rate is moderate compared
to the levels attained in other states studied by MDRC, Further, it does
surpass the participation rates achieved in Arkansas under WIN (at 19 and
21 percent) and thus met DHS expectations for the WORK Program.

® Rates of participation in these activities inoreased over the

follow-up period, although the majority of those who partici-
pated did so in the first month after enrollment.

Although the WORK Program's aim was to extend services to as many
enrollees as possible, central staff recognized that, with limited
resources, this could not be accomplished quickly. Staff therefore were
given guidelines to work with the more employable ones first and then draw
into active participation those with greater employment barriers.

The increase in rates on a monthly basis indicates that staff may have
in fact followed this policy. While the largest number of individuals
began activities in the first month after enrollment, participation rose
for one early group of enrollees (tracked for 12 months) from 25 percent in
the first month to 32 percent in the third month, to 39 percent in the

sixth month, After that point, the increases tended to level out,

® Participation rates were higher for the later WORK Program
entrants than for the earlier enrollees.

Almost half (45 percent) of the later enrollees (those entering the
program in early 1984) participated in job search and/or work experience
within three months, compared to 32 percent of the group entering in the
summer of 1983.

Three factors may account for the higher participation of later
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e Sanctioning was not a major reason for departure from the WORK
Program,

According to state administrative records, only 88 sanctions were
issued among the 1,733 people assessed in Pulaski South through September
1984, for a sanctioning rate of 5 percent. The rate in Jefferson County

was 3 percent,

e Overall, rates of participation for the principal subgroups of
the total sample -- applicants and recipients -- were quite
similar, although those applicants who were approved for aid
participated at a higher rate than recipients.

A similar proportion of applicants (37 percent) and recipients (40
percent) were active in the program within the nine-month period. However,
when the applicant subgroup was further divided into those who were
approved for aid versus those who were denied, almost half (49 percent) of
the approved applicants were found to be active in program services. Of

those applicants who were denied aid, a smaller but not negligible 20

percent had also participated before welfare eligibility had been

determined,

ind S on ramn lementation
® Well-run group Jjob search sessions or Job clubs, aided by a
central manual =- but less clearly defined individual search
components =« characterized the WORK Program. Local differ-
ences were evident in the two counties studied here, Overall,
Pulaski South appeared to offer a more intensive and better-
run program of Job search services than Jefferson,
The experience in both counties 1illustrates the extent of the local
variation that occurred in the WORK Program. Jefferson County had high
staff turnover, which resulted in implementation problems such that the job

club was without a leader for a considerable length of time. Thus, while a
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their supervisors in Pulaski South, Jefferson and two other WORK Program
counties where work experience was offered. Participants interviewed said
that they liked their jobs, believed they had learned something, and stated
that they felt better about getting welfare when they were working for it.
However, when asked about the usefulness of their work compared to the
level of benefits they received, most respondents who worked said they

believed that the agencies got the better end of the bargain.

I\ 3 on O, c

e The WORK Program serves a welfare population with a normally
low level of employment,

As noted earlier, some 33 percent of the welfare applicants in the
sample had worked at some time during the year prior to program enrollment,
but only a little more than 7 percent of the welfare recipients had done
so. Thus, while the recent labor market activity of the applicants was not
high, that of the recipients was very low. Working with a population of
this character was a challenge for the WORK Program.

The statutory environment helped to shape the character of this sample
and Arkansas' AFDC population. The state's standard of need is among the
lowest in the nation, and, under OBRA's eligibility rules, virtually any
full-time employment will make a family ineligible for welfare and result
in case closings. Thus, for single parents who work, there may be less

mixing of work and welfare than in states with higher standards of need.

mpacts e ru

The short-term impacts of the WORK Program were estimated by comparing

A AT






TABLE 1

ARKANS AS

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS FOR RESEARCH SAMPLE

Outcome 8nd Follow-Up Period Experimentals Controls Difference
Ever Employsed, Qusrters 2 - 3 [%]a 18.8 14.0 + 4.8%*
Average Number of Quarters With
EmplLoyment, Quarters 2 — 3 0.30 0.22 + 0.08%*
Ever Employed (%)
Qusrter of Enroliment 16.1 11.8 + 4,3%*
Querter 2 14,6 9.6 + 5,08
Qusrter 3 15.2 12.2 + 3.1%
Average Total Earnings, Quarters 2-3 [5]a 280.63 212,94 +77.70*
Average Totel Earnings ($)
Quarter of Enrollment 8B.78 B3,.33 +15,46
Quarter 2 140,77 86 .38 +54,.39%¢*
Quarter 3 149.86 126.56 +23,31
Ever Received Any AFDC Paymant,
Querters 1 - 3 (%) 72.8 75,9 - 3.1
Average Number of Honthe Receiving
AFDC Peymsnts, Qusarters 1 - 3 4,96 5.49 - 0,538+
Ever Received Any AFDC Payments [%)
Querter of Enrollment 66.6 69.0 - 2.4
Quasrter 2 65,6 71.4 - 5.8**
Quarter 3 56.8 63.8 - 6.,9%%
Average Total AFDC Payments
Received, Quarters 1 - 3 [§%) 771.68 864,55 -92.86%**
Averege AFDC Payments Received [§)
Quarter of Enrollment 249,66 258,31 - 8,65
Quarter 2 275.57 316.79 -41,22%**
Quarter 3 246,46 288.44 -42,99¢%¢
SOURCE: Table 5.1.
NOTES: These data include zero velues for semple members not employed and for

sample members not receiving welfare payments, There mey be some discrepancies in
celeculating Experimental-Control differences due to rounding.

A two-tsiled t—-test weas spplied to differences between Experimentel
end Control groupa, Stetistical significance levels are indiceted as: * = 10

percent; ** = § percent; *** = 1 percent,

:3
Querter 1, the querter of snrollment, may contein some earninga from
the period prior to enrollment and {s therefore excluded,
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acts he Subgroups

e Compared to applicants, recipients had a much lower record of
recent employment when they entered the WORK Program. Despite
this supposed disadvantage, the program had more sustained
employment impacts on the recipients,

Several recent studies of employment programs for the welfare popula-
tion have suggested that more disadvantaged subgroups can be helped most by
program services, Program impact is, by definition, a change in behavior,
and those subgroups with the lowest skill levels and weakest work records
often possess the greatest potential for real change. "Job-ready" indi-
viduals, on the other hand, can frequently find and keep employment without
special assistance. Their higher rates of employment (or "placement
rates™) may not therefore represent much of a change from what would have
happened without program intervention.

As seen in Table 2, the immediate employment impact for applicants and
recipients in this sample was similar: an increase of about 5 percentage
points in the quarter after enrollment (quarter two). But applicants had
difficulty sustaining this impact into the third quarter.

Normal employment patterns, as observed in the control group, help to
explain this finding, Applicant controls, even without special program
assistance, were often able to regain lost jobs or find new ones, thus
shrinking the experimental-control difference (or impact) in employment
rates, Recipient controls were less able to increase their employment
levels on their own.

However, assisted by the WORK Program, recipient experimentals were

able to find jobs that they would not have otherwise found. As a result,

recipient experimentals took the lead over recipient controls, and that
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lead remained constant through the last (or third) quarter at 5 percentage
points. The applicant employment impact, on the other hand, dropped from
its 5 percentage point level in quarter two to less than 2 percentage
points in quarter three. (See Table 2,) At this juncture, the difference
between applicant experimental and control employment was no longer
statistically significant.

Within the applicant subgroup, there were individuals with no recent
work experlience and other characteristics associated with lower
"employability." Tentative evidence suggests that, in the final quarter,
these applicants may have experienced employment gains of a similar

magnitude to those of recipients,

e Short-term reductions in welfare receipt among experimentals
were much larger, on average, for a recipient than for an
applicant. The difference in impacts was such that nearly all
welfare savings achieved by the WORK Program in the nine-month
follow=up came from the savings for recipients.

Over the nine-month follow-up period, welfare savings per recipient
were nearly six times higher than the savings per applicant ($171 vs. $29,
a difference statistically significant at the 5 percent level)}. Although
recipients were only 40 percent of the full sample of program enrollees,
they acoounted for 80 percent of the total nine-month welfare savings
achieved by the WORK Program.

By the end of observed follow-up (quarter three), the dollar differ-
ence in payments per recipient was $77 (down from $415 for controls to $338
for experimentals), for a 19 percent reduction in benefit expenditures for
the quarter. The corresponding reduotion for applicants was from $202 to

$186 —- at $16, only an 8 percent savings, (See Table 2.)

A partial explanation for these findings rests with the normal pattern
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South where the employment rate at the end of follow-up rose 2 percentage
points for applicants and 9 percentage points for recipients. There were
no measured employment impacts in Jefferson County, and welfare savings per
experimental were also smaller, roughly half those estimated for Pulaski
South, Observation has suggested that the principal reason for these
differences may have been the more intensive program treatment offered to

enrollees in Pulaski South.

d s he Ben =Cost Analysis

The benefit-cost analysis compares the program's outcomes to the
resources used to produce themn. The components of this analysis include
potential benefits such as the value of the net output from work experience
Jobs, the 1increase in earnings from regular Jobs, changes in the taxes
experimentals pay, changes 1in their AFDC, Medicaid and Unemployment
Insurance payments, and savings in the costs of administering these
tranafer programs, Program effects on Food Stamps and General Assistance
were not measured.

Estimated WORK Program costs include the resources expended for
enrollees' assessment, Job clubs, individual Job search and other loecal
staff activities; the cost of monitoring by the central office of the WORK
Program and by the Department of Human Services; and the allowances and
incentive payments made to experimentals. The costs incurred by the local
Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) program in serving people referred by
the Pulaski South office are also included.

It is important to note that all benefits and costs were estimated on

a per experimental basis and are net of the benefits and costs attributed
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extreme assumption.

Given the uncertainty surrounding future program impacts, the reader
is advised to focus on the pattern of findings rather than on the specific
values cited. The major findings are summarized below and in Table 3.

® Taxpayers experienced a net gain from the WORK Program that
ranged from $209 to $1,177 per enrollee over five years.

The range of taxpayer net gains reflects the different extrapolation
assumptions used, but the positive overall effect for taxpayers persisted,
noc matter what assumption was chosen. It was also unaffected by any
imprecision in the earnings estimate since taxpayers are not directly
affected by experimentals' earnings, and the taxes on those earnings are
not a major component of taxpayer benefits. Taxpayer gains were also found
for both counties. Primary benefits from the taxpayers' point of view were
reductions in AFDC and Medicaid payments to experimentals since taxpayers
support these two programs, A reduction in AFDC administrative costs was
another benefit for taxpayers, as was the small increase in taxes paid by
the experimentals employed in unsubsidized jobs.

e Unlike taxpayers, experimentals appear not tc have benefited
financially from the program.

While the program generated an increase in earnings net of taxes as a
result of experimentals®' improved rates of unsubsidized employment, these
seem to have been offset by reductions in AFDC and Medicaid payments.
However, since the earnings estimate is less reliable than other estimates
in the analysis -- and this variable 1s a major scurce of net value from
the experimentals' perspective -~ the actual effect of the program cn
experimentals is much less certain than the effect on taxpayers. Moreover,

it is not known whether other sources of support, such as from family
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members, earnings not recorded by the Unemployment Insurance system, or
Food Stamp and General Assistance payments, were used by experimentals to
compensate for the loss in AFDC and Medicaid. Program effects on these
variables were not measured. Nevertheless, there is no evidence from this
study to suggest that the experimental group's economio circumstances were
improved by the program.
® Because the effect on taxpayers was larger than the effect on
experimentals, the net value for society as a whole was
positive. However, important differences were evident by
county.
The gain to society as a whole ranged from $41 to $642. The results,
however, varied substantially by county. While the taxpayers' gains out-
weighed the apparent losses of experimentals in Pulaski South, this was not

true for Jefferson, where the effect on society was negative.

e The net value of the WORK Program from the perspective of the
govermment budget was positive,

This perspective differs from the taxpayers' perspective only in that
it ignores the output produced in program-related jobs., 8ince the value of
work experience and JTPA output was small (only $20) and existed only in
Pulaski South, the total value was quite similar to the taxpayer results,

® The average cost of the WORK Program was low.

The average cost of the program, at $158 per experimental, largely
reflects the small size of the program staff in each county, and the fact
that program services were not especially intensive. For example, few
people received work experience, and the Jjob ¢lubs were operated so that
relatively little staff time was required. Moreover, individual job search
was not very time-consuming for staff to administer to an average

individual.

-xxix-






taxpayer and budgetary cost of welfare, which clearly is one of the policy
goals of the program, The program consistently reduced welfare payments to
experimentals over the period covered by the research. Moreover, the
estimated cost of the program is low compared te¢ that of similar programs.
These two findings are important in reaching the benefit-cost conclusion
that the WORK Program produces a net gain to taxpayers, as well as a net
budget savings.

On the other hand, the research indicates that, while the program did
lead to an increase in earnings, it does not appear to have improved the
economic circumstances of experimentals, Although this conclusion 1s
subject to considerable uncertainty, 1t appears that the program did not
generate sufficlent earnings from employment to offset reciplents' losses

in AFDC payments and Medicaild benefits.
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ARKANSAS:

FINAL REPORT ON THE
WORK PROGRAM IN TWO COUNTIES






CHAPTER 1

ANTRODUCTION

This is the second and final report on a three-year evaluation of the
Arkansas WORK Program, which has been operated since October 1982 by the
Arkansas Department of Human Services (DHS). The program requires certain
applicants and recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
to participate in a sequence of activities -- mainly group and individual
Job search and, 1in some cases, unpaid work experience -- 1intended to
improve their rates of unsubsidized employment and reduce public assistance
caseloads and costs. Those who do not participate risk having their
welfare applications denied or losing their benefits.

The preceding report on the WORK Program described early implemen-
tation.! This report will update those findings but focus primarily on the
WORK Program's effects on enrollees' employment and welfare receipt and on
program benefits and costs, To do this, it examines the experience and
outcomes for welfare applicants and recipients in two countles, Pulaski
South and Jefferson.?

The WORK Program grew out of the federal Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act (OBRA) of August 1981. This legislation enacted a number of changes in
the AFDC program and gave states expanded authority to plan and carry out
initiatives to increase the linkage between welfare and work. In particu-
lar, states were allowed, under the Work Incentive (WIN) Demonstration
Program, to reorganize the management of the WIN Program, the major

federally-funded employment program for AFDC recipients.






to serve a larger proportion of, the welfare caseload, The primary
mechanism for doing so was to be the application of a mandatory participa-
tion requirement to all registrants who might reasonably be expected to
benefit from taking part in program activities.

Officials were also responsive to a general concern about welfare
expenditures., Believing that WIN had not succeeded in curbing these costs,
DHS staff had interest in trying a new approach to encourage more recipi-
ents to work and leave the rolls, Finally, officials hoped that the new
program, as run by the welfare agency, would be more efficiently operated

than the predecessor WIN Program, with its dual agency management.

B,  Program Model

The WIN Demonstration was implemented as the WORK Program in eight
Arkansas counties,3 which collectively serve a high proportion of the
state's AFDC caseload (39 percent of all the adults on the rolls as of May
1981). Of the total number of people applying for AFDC in these eight
counties between July 1983 and June 1984, 53 percent were WORK Program
registrants, either as volunteers or as individuals required to register.n

Until 1981, Arkansas' WIN Program had primarily assisted its regis-
trants by helping them conduct individual job search. There was much less
emphasis on group job clubs -~ programs that typically teach participants
Job-hunting skills and then supervise their telephoning of prospective
employers in a peer group setting. These programs, which had been widely
adopted by the WIN Program nationwide, were operated almost exclusively in
Pulaski County. With the inception of the WIN Demonstration, however, job

clubs became one of the WORK Program's standard activities.






by the local income maintenance units. The program was targeted to appli-
cants for welfare who would normally be required to register with the WIN
Program and recipients who were newly determined WIN-mandatory. (See
Chapter 2 for a more detalled discussion of the target group.) Applicants
and recipients who were not required to register with WIN were encouraged
to volunteer for the program.

Generally, the WORK Program followed WIN's eligibility rules to deter-
mine which groups of cllients were required to register. As described in
the WIN handbook, individuals could be exempted if they were:

under 16 years old

enrolled full-time in school and under 21 years

sick, as determined by the income maintenance unit
incapacitated, as determined by the income maintenance unit

65 years old or more

living in a remote area: located two hours or more away from a
WIN office

T. a caretaker of a sick person

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

9. a mother or female whose spouse is a WIN registrant

N EWw
. »

There was, however, one important exception in the WORK Program's
eligibility guidelines, which broadened the target population. A walver
obtained from the Office of Family Assistance within the U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services required welfare recipients with children aged
three to five to participate, 1if they had available adequate child care,
This step was taken for several reasons. DHS staff believed that the
younger women would be less settled into dependency than the general
welfare population and more likely to benefit from the program if they were
reached early in their welfare stay. The then Commissioner of Socilal
Services also thought that mothers not dependent on public assistance were

better role models for their young children.6






CHART 1.4

ARKANSAS

DESIGN FOR THE EVALUATION OF THE WORK PROGRAM

Retsarch Componsnt And Quastionse Hethadalogy Date Sources Rnportc'
IMPACT ANALYSIS
Doss the WORK Progrem result in an Comparieon af the employment and AFDC Unifors client characteristics Second

increase in smployment and earninge
and/or a reduction in welfare
depandency and benafita?

Do iepacts very for groups with
different prior employmant snd
wolfare dependsncy?

outcomes over time for AFOC
applicante and recipiants randomly
essigned to the experimentsl
progream or to 8 control group,

coliected at program enrollment
AFOC paymant end unemploysent

inaurance esrnings files
Program sdeinietrative recorde

BENEFIT-COSY ANALYSIS

To what extent does the WORK Program
Lesd to an increamse in direct
[budget] expendituras?

Do program benefits exceed or feil
below costs?

Estimntion of the incremant in
aperating costs (including adain-
istrative coste and payments to
inatitutions and to participants
for work-roletsd sxpensss) for
sxparimentels compared to ths
contrel group

Estimation of the net present value
of the stete initiative by comparing
sdditional costs and banafits

Stete and local budgets, deta on
spacisl payments, end etudiee of
ataff time ellocation

Cost deta, progrem sdainistrative
recorde, impect eatimates, end
vatus of output oatimates from
the atudy of work sxpsrience
worksi tes

First/Second

PROCESS ANALYSIS
Poarticipant Flow Study
what i the pattarn of program
perticipetion and whet fectors
explain ocbserved differences?

Is participation mandetery and do
participation retes very for
differsnt subgroupe of the
populetion?

what 18 the content and edministrative
structure of the demonstration
progrem?

Norksite Study
what §i® the quality of the wark

experience worksites? 0o they
develop employability and provida
social benefite?

Anslysis of the psttern of progrem
sosignment, participstion, and
deregistration

Study of the intsraction between
participstion psttarn and program
design, institutional errangemants,
adnini¢trative practices, snd
other ¢onditions

Study of program componants and ataff
decision meking

Anslyeis of tha characteristics of
progrem workaites: do they devalop
Job skille? do they provide useful
goods and services? do they provide
psychotogical benefite?

Progrem sadain{strative racards,
including etetus, outcome, and
participation

Syestematic obeervetion, cose file
atudies, interviews with progrem
steff end participents

Syotematic observetion, interviows
with progrem steff, progrem
sdministrative records

Surveys conducted with supervisora
and participante et a rendom
asmple of 24 worksites in Puleski,
Jefferson, Sebastian, and Crewford
Counties

Fi rst/Second

Second

NOTE:
second report refers to this report,

.Thl first raport refers to the Interim Findings from the Arkansas WIN Oemonstration Progras published in November 189B4; the






ments for the latest sample members were tracked for a minimum of nine
months and those for the earlier entrants for up to 15 months. Most sample
members were followed for at least nine months.

3. The Benefit-Cost Analysis

The third part of the research study is a benefit-cost analysis, This
compares the net costs of operating the WORK Program to the net benefits
which result primarily from increases in earnings and reductions in welfare
benefits, if any. Benefits and costs are analyzed from the points of view
of program experimentals, taxpayers and society as a whole.

y, The Research Sample

MDRC's two studies on the Arkansas program, the first report and this
final analysis, use two overlapping but different research samples. The
firat report focused on 1,277 individuals who were enrolled in the program
in the eight original counties between June and September 1983. This
report examines the experiences of the control group as well as experimen-
tals in order to compare outcomes for those eligible and ineligible for
program services, This analysis is thus limited to a =sample formed by
random assignment in two of the eight original counties, Jefferson and
Pulaski South, the only areas in which eligible people outnumbered program
slots by a level high enough to allow for this technique. Some of the
members of this two-county sample -- 258 out of the 1,153 -~ were part of
the research sample of early enrollees followed in the interim report. On
average, from June 1983 through July 1984, ssmple members in Jefferson and
Pulaski South together made up almost 40 percent of all enrollees in the

eight-county program.8






TABLE 1.1

ARKANSAS
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF WORK PROGRAM TARGET AREAS, BY COUNTY
Cheracteristic Pulaakia Jaffarson Statewide
1880 Population1 340,618 890,718 2,288,435
County Seat Little Pine N/A
Bock Bluff
b
pPercant Urban>’/ 87.2 88,2 51.6
Populetion Dansity [InBabit—
ants per squars mile,) 444 .1 102.9 43 .9
Percent Nnn-white4 26.8 41 .6 17 .8
Parcant of Familie
Balow Poverty Line 9.4 18.0 14,8
Average Unemployment
Rate, 1983 8/¢ 7.7 10,5 10.1
Averags Woekly Esrnings of
Individuals in C9vared
Employment, 1983 315.88 288.16 271.48
Availabitity os Public
Trensportation Urban- Urban~Rural H.A,
Rural Transit

Transit Systam

Syatea Covers City

Covers Part of Pine

of County Bluff and

Imnmadiate
Area

SO0URCES:

1§unural Houeing Charscteristics, Arkansse 1980 Ceansus of

Housing, U,S5. Department of Commerce, Bureeu of the Census, Table 1,
Summary of Gemneral Housing Characteristice, 1880,

2Nunhor of Inhebftants,

Population, U.S. Department of Commerce,

Land Aree and Populstion, 1830 - 1880,

3

Arkensas 1880 Census of
Buresu of ths Census, Table 2,

Ibid,, Table 3, Populetion of Counties by Urben/Rural

Residence, 1870 and 41880.

4calculnted from Beneral Social and Eoconomic

Cheracteristics, Arkanses, 1980 Census of Populestion, U.S5,.

Commerce, Buresu of the Census,

Raoca, and Sex, 1880,

Dspartmant of

Table 58, Persons by Spanish Origin,

=11~
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state's entire AFDC caseload,

From 1981-1982, the state's unemployment rate mirrored the national
recessionary trends, climbing in the months before the start of the study.
Once again, however, Jefferson and Pulaski South differed in the extent to
which they followed this overall pattern. While statewide unsmployment at
9 percent continued to stay high through 1983 relative to the years before
1981, it was as low as T percent in Pulaski South and as high as 10 percent
in Jefferson.!! This pattern, in association with the others Jjust
discussed, suggests that within the context of a relatively poor and
somewhat rural state, the analysis of results from these two counties

present an opportunity to view the operations of the WORK Program in two

quite different environments,

E, ementing the ogram; ndings From the t Report

MDRC's first report on the WORK Program focused on its operational
feasibility and implementation experience through September 1983. It gave
an early picture of participation and described the nature and quality of
services,

A major finding was that while WIN's participation rates are not
strictly comparable to those of the WORK Program, the differences were
large enough to support the conclusion that the program met its goal of
exceeding WIN's previous rates. No more than 21 percent of WIN registrants
entered WIN work and training components in fiscal year 1981, but 40
percent of the WORK Program sample participated at some point in program
components within three months of enrollment.

The WORK Program areas studied, however, showed wide variation in the

~13-






impact, cost-effectiveness and targeting of Job search and work experience

programs., Among the main questions are:

Process Study

¢ Did the WORK Program meet its objective of expanding the reach
of employment services to a broad segment of the eligible
caseload?

® What were the resulting participation rates and related
operational performance indicators?

e Was it feasible to implement the WORK Program components: job
clubs, individual Job search and work experience? What were
the rates of participation in each?

e For individuals whe entered unpaid work experience, was the
work requirement viewed as fair? Did the positions foster the
employability and skills development of participants and
provide social benefits? Were participants satisfied with
their Jjobs?

c tu

® How effective was the WORK Program sequence in increasing
employment and earnings, and reducing welfare receipt and
paynments?

e In the twoe main subgroups of the sample, which group
experlienced the largest impacts: applicants or recipients?

¢ What were the different impacts for the two counties studied?

What trends were observed in other small, but important,
subgroups?

Benefit-Cost Study

® For the two counties studied and for each separately, how did
the overall measurable benefits compare to program costs?

¢ How were gains and losses distributed among the targeted
welfare population, the taxpayers and society at large?

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

This report addresses these questions in the Cfollowing manner.

Chapter 2 presents the research design, sample and data sources in detail.






CHAPTER 2

IHE RESEARCH DESIGN

This chapter presents in more detail the research design and analyti-
cal techniques used in the process, impact and, to a lesser extent, the
benefit-cost studies, It describes the characteristics of the research
sample and discusses the data sources used in all three analyses. Chapter
6, however, provides a more complete discussion of the benefit-cost

methodology and data sources,

A, The Research Design

As noted in Chapter 1, this study aims to isolate the impacts of the
WORK Program in Pulaski South and Jefferson Counties through the use of an
experimental research design. In these two counties, unlike the other six,
the number of individuals eligible to participate exceeded the capacity of
program staff to serve them promptly, thereby making random assignment
feasible. Program registrants thus became part of either an experimental
group, which received services, or a control group, which was offered none.
The employment rates, earnings, welfare receipt and benefit payments of
each group were tracked and compared over a period of time.

1. Eligibility

Two groups were eligible to take part in the WORK Program: new
applicants for welfare who were classified mandatory and thus required to
register with the WIN Program and those already receiving welfare who were

newly determined mandatory and also required to register, These
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WIN-Mandstory
Applicants

FIBURE 2,1

ARKANSAS RESEARCH DESIGN

Current Recipients
Newly Determined
to be WIN-Mandatory

Random Asesignment
by WORK Progrem Staff

Controls

No
Further
Gervices
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given difference would have occurred in the absence of the program.

C. he Research

As explained in Chapter 1, the impact sample analyzed in this report
differs from the eight-county sample of program enrollees analyzed in the
interim report. The sample used here contains 1,153 individuals, enrolled
over three periods, divided into 570 controls and 583 experimentals located
in Jefferson and Pulaski South. (See Table 2.1.) A random subsample of
339 experimentals was used to track program participation patterns. In
addition, a supplemental sample of G40 individuals who enrclled in the WORK
Program before the research began 1s described in_Appendix A. This group,
which was judged by staff to have serious employment barriers, received a
lower priority for services than the main research sample, but had been
randomly assigned in the hope that they might eventually be served. 1In
fact, this sample did not participate to any great extent, but some
tabulation of outcome data for this group is offered in the appendix.

Finally, Chapter 4 and Appendix B discuss the worksite interviews
conducted with a subsample of 22 work experience participants and their
supervisors (24). Unlike other samples in this report, which were drawn
only from two counties, this subsample was taken from the four counties

operating a work experience component during the demonstration period.

D. Sample Characteristics
Random assignment worked effectively to produce experimental and
control groups with similar demographic characteristics, (See Appendix

Table C.1.) The two groups differed only slightly in a few respects.
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Table 2.2 presents the background c¢haracteristics of the sample.
Almost all were women,3 Eighty-six percent were black, with almost all the
rest white., The other characteristics of the sample show that they were a
group with some diversity. Almost half had never been married, one-fourth
were married and not living with their spouses and about one-fourth were
divorced or widowed. Half had not attained a high school diploma or its
equivalent, The average age of the sample members was 29; half were
between 25 and 34, and a quarter were less than 265, More than half had
children less than six years old.

On the whole, the sample had a fairly substantial history of welfare
dependency. Thirty-one percent had received welfare for two years or more
before being enrolled in the sample; and, on average, individuals had been
on welfare for 11 of the preceding 24 months. Only 23 percent of the
sample had held a job at some point during the year prior to enrollment
and, of these, only 14 percent had done so in the quarter before they
enrolled.

The impact and benefit-cost analyses focus on several important sub-
groups within the research sample, broken down in the following tables.
The primary division is between new applicants for welfare (60 percent of
the sample) and recipients (40 percent) who had recently been determined
WIN-mandatory. As seen in Table 2.2, recipients had a much longer history
of welfare receipt than applicants, with recipients, on average, having
spent 19 months on the rolls in the two years before enrollment compared to
an average of six months for applicants. Only 8 percent of the recipients
had never had an AFDC case of their own,ll compared to well over half of

the applicants (56 percent)., Less than 10 percent of the recipients had
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TABLE 2.2 [continued)

Cheracteristic Totel Applicants Recipients

Prior AFDC Dependency (%)

Never on AFDC 36,9 66,3 B,1%%*
Two Ysare or Less 32.7 36,6 25 .,9%%»
More Than Two Yesrs 30.6 7.1 B5,0%%»

Average Months on AFDC During
Two Years Prior to Enrollment 11.0 6.7 18.0%%

Average Months Emptoyed During
Two Years Prior to Enrollment 5.2 7.8 1,30+

Held Job at Any Time During
Four Qusrters grior to
Enrollment (%] 22,5 33.1 7.9%%%

Held Jab During auarterc
Prior to Enrollment (%) 14.1 21.86 3,2%%¢

Average Earnings During
Four Quarters gr1or to
Enrollment (§) 616.87 9798.71 81.,41¢%%¢

Average Eernings During
Guarter Prior gn
Enrollment (8$) 148.08 232,72 26.,20%*"

For Longest Joa Held in
Past Two Years

Aversge Hourly Wege Rate($) 3.78 3.88 3,33%%e

Average Weekly Haurs 33,6 34.3 30,0***

Duration of Job (Moanths) 18.3 21.8 g,0%%e
Total Sample® 1153 886 467

SOURCE: Caelculationas from MORC Client Information Sheets, program
tracking recorde and Unemploymant Insurance eernings records from the State of
Arkensas,

NOTES: Distributions may not sdd exactly to 100.0 percsnt because of
rounding,

aCh'l-aquare test inappropriste owing to Low expected cell
frequencies.

bDiatributiona do not edd to 100.0 percent beceuse ssmpls members
meay have children in more than one cstepory,

cCalculctad from Unemploywent Insurance records from the Stete of
Arksnsas,

-25-






held a job in the year prior to enrollment, but one-third of the applicants
had done so.

Sample members in the two counties also varied considerably in their
background characteristics, (See Table 2.3.) There were more recipients in
Jefferson County than in Pulaski South (46 and 37 percent, respectively),
and compared to Pulaski, Jefferson had a significantly higher proportion of
enrollees who had received welfare for two or more years. However, the key
employment indicators, the proportion who had held a job in the year and
the quarter immediately before random assignment, were similar for the two
counties,

Still another subdivision of some interest in this analysis is the
three groups formed by the time period in which enrollees entered the
sample: June-September, 1983; October-December of that same year: and
January-March, 1984, Although the demographic characteristics of the three
groups were basicially similar (see Table 2.4), there were marked differ-
ences in previous employment and, to a lesser extent, previous receipt of
welfare. While 27 percent of the QOctober-December enrollees had held a job
in the four quarters before enrollment, only about 20 to 21 percent of the
other two groups were employed. A significantly larger proportion of
October-December enrollees had also held a job in the quarter before random
assignment, and on average they had higher earnings in that quarter than
the other groups,

In contrast, the average number of months on welfare during the past
two years was about the same (11 percent) for sample members enrolled
during all three periods, While a significantly higher proportion of

enrollees during the January-March period had never had their own AFDC case






TABLE 2.3 {[continued)

Characterfatic Pulaski South Jefferson

Prior AFDC Dependency (%]

Never on AFDC 37.8 35.4
Two Years or Lese 37.1 25.8%%*
Mare Than Two Ysars 26,1 38,8%%*

Averags Months on AFDC Ouring Two Years
Prior tec Enrolliment 10.86 11.8%*

Average Months Employed Durtng Two
Yeare Pricr to Enrollment 6.0 3.8%%»

Held Job at Any Time During iour
Quarters Prior to Enrollment 22.6 22,4

Held Job DurinE Quarter Prior to
Enroliment (%) 14,6 13.3

Averege Earnings During Four Quertars
Prior to Enrollment ($) 584,06 6E67.05

Average Earnings During Quarter
Prior to Enrollmsnt (8] 151,42 145.31

d
For Longest Job Held in Past Two Years

Avaerage Mourly Wege Rate [8) 3.82 3.687
Average Weekly Hours 32,9 35.2%%
Duration of Job (Months]) 20,8 16.1
[
Total Sample 711 442

SOURCE: Calculetians from MORC Client Information Sheets, program
tracking records and Unemployment Insurance sarninge records from the Stats of
Arkensas,

NOTES? Distributions may not add exsctly to 100,0 percent because of
rounding.

aChi-squnrs test {inaspproprieste owing to Low expacted cell
frequencies,

Distributions may not edd to 100.0 percent becsuse sample members
may heve chitdren in mare then one category,

cCalculated from Unsamployment Insurance records from the Stete of
Arkanses,

dFor questions concerning longest Job, sample sizes ere baeed an
the number of semple members who reported o Longest Job on the Client
Informetion Sheet, Duse to missing date for selected cherecteristics, thess
sample sizes vary from 374 - 378 in Puleskt South end from 141 -~ 180 in
Jefferson,
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SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF RESEARCH BAMPLE MEMBERS

TABLE 2.4

ARKANSAS

AT TIME OF WORK PROGRAM ENROLLMENT, BY PERICD OF ENROLLMENT
(JUNE 20, 1983 - MARCH 1984)

Cherscteristic

Juna 20-September 1683

October—December 1983

Jenuary-March 1884

Welfare Status [X)

Recipient 40,2 38.7 42,0
County (%]
Pulaski South 69.5 60.0 84.0
Jefferson a8.5 40.0 386.0
Sex [X]
Male 2.3 1.8 3.2
Female 97.7 88,1 86.8
Age (%)
Leas Then 18 Years 2.1 3.8 4,2
19-24 Yasrs 22.4 24,2 25,5
25-34 Years 63,6 48,8 46.8
35-44 Yaers 16.0 17.8 15.4
45 Years or More 7.0 4,5 8.0
Average Age {Yesrs] 28,5 29,1 28.4
Ethnicity (%)
White, Non—Hispanic 13.8 11.8 14.1
Bleck, NomHispanic 86.1 87.4 5.5°
Other 0.0 0,3 0.0
Degres Received (%)
Nore 48,8 49.4 654.4
High School or General
Equivalency Diploms 51.1 60.7 45.6
Averesge Highast Grade
Comptated 11,1 11.2 10,7%*
Marital Status [X)
Hever Married 47 .8 45.4 50.5
Married, Living
With Spouse 1.3 3.5 4,2%*
Married, Not Living
With Spouse 25.4 24.6 25.1
Divorced/Widowed 25.4 22.6 20.1
(continued)
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TABLE 2.4 (continued)
bDiatributiona may not eadd to 100.0 percent because sample members may have children
in more than ene catepgory.
ccalculated from Unemployment Insurence records from the State of Arkansas,
dFor questions concerning Longest job, sample eizes ere based on the mumber of
semple members who reported a Longeet job on the Client Informetion Sheet. Due to missing data
for selected characteristice these sample sizee vary from 260 - 254 in the first enrollment

period, 145 — 1563 in the second enrollment period, and 410 — 412 in the third enrollment period.

eFor' salected characterisetics, sample sizes may vary up to seventeen semple points
due to miesing dete,

A tmo—tailed t—tast wee eppliad to differences bstween enrollmsnt pariods.
Gtatisticel eignificance levels are indiceted es: * = 10 percenty ** = b6 percent; *** = 1 parcent,
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TABLE 2.5

ARKANSAS

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF RESEARCH SAMPLE MEMBERS
BY PRESENCE DF CHILD[REN]}

AT TIME OF WORK PROGGRAM ENROLLMENT,

UNDER THE AGE OF 8IX

(JUNE 20, 1883 - MARCH 1984 SAMPLE)

Charecteristic

Enrollees With No
Child({ren] Under 6

Enrollees With
Childlren) Under B

Wel fare Status [%)
Applicant
Recipient

County [%)
Puleski South
Jefferson

Sex [%)
Mele
Female

Age [¥%)
Lese Than 18 Years
18-24 Years
26-34 Years
35-44 Years
45 Yearse aor More

Average Age (Years)

Ethnicity (%)
White, Non-H{spanic
Black, Non-Hispanic
Gther

Dagree Recefved (%)
None
High School or Generat
Equivalency Diploma

Average Highest Grede Completed

Marital Statua (%)
Nesver Marriaed
Merrfed, Living With Spouse
Married, Not Living With Spouse
Divorced/Widowed

Average Number of Children
Lese Than 8 Years
B to 18 Years

62.1

47 .9

10.8

53.9‘..
46,1%%

58.7*
41 ,3¢

D.8%%s
g8, 2%%s

1.5..'
39.3‘.'
48.6

8,400

2.1“.

26.4%%%
11,19+
CENCEY
0.0
48.8
51.1
19,299
BB, 0%e¥
2.8

21.1%¢*
17.2%**

1.28%¢
0.86%%»

-35-
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TABLE 2,6 (continued}

d
Ffor selected charscteristics, sample sizes may vary up to four
sample points dus to miseing data.

A two-tailed t-test weas applied to differances between enrollees

within children under B and thoss without, Stetistical significence Levels are
indicated ag: ®* = 40 percent; ** = 5 paercenty *** = 1 percent,
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For comparability in presentation of employment and welfare
data, MDRC aggregated monthly data by three~month periods,
where the first month of the first quarter of follow-up was
the month of enrollment, Some inaccuracles can be expected in
the welfare payments, attributable to incomplete data entry or
mismatching of sample members with case records. Yet this
source of error should not differ across research groups and
should therefore not be a source of bias for the impact
estimates. Non-matching error is estimated to be low.

rkansas State Une oymen nsurance a 3 Re |
provide measures of quarterly earnings reported by calendar
quarter: e.g., January, February and March; April, May and
June. These data were the best available source to measure
employment and earnings impacts, but as with most sources,
they posed some difficulties,

First, because of the reporting lags typical of the UI wage
reporting system, data were available for only three quarters
for the entire sample. Second, the use of quarterly data
meant that there were varying lengths of follow-up, depending
on whether an individual applied for welfare during the first,
second or third month of the calendar quarter. Third, even
for existing data, there could be some underreporting, for
example, because of employers failing to report earnings or
people moving out of state. Since these factors should have
affected experimental and control group members equally, there
is no reason to believe they inflated employment and earnings
outcomes for experimentals relative to those of controls.
Underreporting of UI earnings can, however, affect findings on
program costs relative to benefits.

Finally, in Arkansas employers of agricultural and domestic
workers (an occupational category of relevance to this
analysis) are not required to report earnings to the UI
system. Thus, UI data do not necessarily cover all employment
in the research sample.

se e Re s . Case file records were searched to
obtain participation and deregistration data for a randomly
selected subsample of the 339 program entrants who enrolled
from June 20, 1983 to March 31, 1984. 1In a special case file
records study, data on program activity were recorded through
the end of August 1984, Thus, for sample members who were
randomly assigned in the October-December period, there were
nine months of follow-up and for those in the January-March
period, there were six months of follow~up. If an enrollee
participated in a component more than once, only the first
activity was recorded. A similar procedure was followed for
deregistration,’






Program. The child age walver could extend mandatory coverage consider-
ably, since 62 percent of the state's AFDC cases have no children under age
three, ! Non-mandatory applicants and recipients may alsc volunteer for the
program, but voluntary enrollees are fewer than 1 percent of program
entrants,

The principal, if obvious, difference between applicants and recipi-
ents stems from their grant status. Recipients already receive welfare
when they enroll in the WORK Program; applicants do not, and large numbers
will never be approved for welfare simply because they do not meet state
and federal AFDC eligibility guidelines. Consequently, applicants and
recipients should be considered as two quite separate and distinet groups
of program enrollees. Each has different demographic characteristics and
histories of welfare and work, and each may therefore be affected in quite
different ways by the program, The separate analysis of program effects on
applicants and recipients will be a major theme of this study, and wherever
warranted and feasible, findings for the two samples will be presented

separately and compared.

B. Benefits Levels and OBRA Eligibility Rules

Two factors were important in shaping welfare and employment patterns
in Arkansas. First, benefit levels have been relatively low. As of
October 1982, the state's standard of need ranked 45th in the nation. At
the start of this study period, maximum benefit payments as set by Arkansas
were 60 percent of the standard of need. Under these regulations, a mother
and one child received a maximum monthly payment of $116. Three children

brought the payment up to $164#, The national averages for these family
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sizes in this period were $266 and $378, respectively.

Second, federal law enacted under OBRA affected the eligibility of
some Arkansas residents for AFDC benefits. Under OBRA, only families with
incomes under 150 percent of the state's standard of need are eligible.
This means that almost any full-time job -- including one at the minimum
wage -~ will disqualify a family from welfare in Arkansas. It should not
be surprising, therefore, to find that the employment rates of AFDC case
heads are extremely low. In fact, for the recipilents in the research
sample, the Unemployment Insurance system reported that only 7 percent had
earnings the year before enrollment into the sample.

Among applicants for AFDC, employment rates in this sample were
higher. Some 33 percent had reported earnings in the year before
enrollment, But denial or non-completion of applications was also high,
In one of the demonstration counties, Pulaski South, less than one-half of
the applicants received welfare during the nine months following
application.

Two important conclusions can be drawn from this discussion. First,
the research sample and the caseload in general will have a high propertion
of case heads with poor work histories and weak labor force attachment. In
states with high standards of need, many recipients earn substantial
amounts while still receiving welfare payments,2 but in Arkansas there is
less possibility of mixing work and welfare. This leads to the second
conclusion: Any gains in employment achieved by the WORK Program ought to
be more closely linked to case closings than in other states.

Low employment rates and a firm connection between gains in employment

and welfare savings are findings reflected by the data in this report, and






who has been living elsewhere removes a WIN-mandatory status, accounting
for many deregistrations. Marriage and remarriage also cause many depar-
tures. Thus, because large numbers of deregistrations occur for reasons
not connected with the services and best efforts of an employment program,
these rates should not be used as measures of program effectiveness.
Additionally, the deregistration rate does not pick up some of the positive
outcomes that the program does achieve,. Enrollees who are placed by
program staff but at jobs paying too 1little to allow them to leave welfare

are not deregistered.

D. he Problem of Evalua ts fo icants

As noted at the outset, to understand what the WORK Program has
accomplished, it is necessary to compare the behavior of enrollees to that
which might have been found in the absence of the program. While measure-
ment of active enrollees' behavior is straightforward -- data on participa-
tion, employment and welfare experiences can be tabulated -- it is more
difficult to estimate the enrollees' behavior without the WORK Progranm.
The first important task of the analyst is to establish a proper behavioral
benchmark against which to assess outcomes for enrollees,

The problem commands particular attention for applicants in the

evaluation of programs that provide jimmediate services, such as the WORK
Program. A serious analytical difficulty exists because applicant

enrollees are in the welfare system, but not opn welfare, Final determi-
nation of eligibility for a welfare grant in Arkansas generally occurs only
after someone has enrolled in the program., And, because many applicants

elther fail to complete the application process or are eventually denied
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ensure that this policy was strictly followed.

The fact that the applicant controls were randomly selected makes them
similar as a group to applicants who were offered program services, and the
fact that control applicants received no services implies that their
behavior should mirror closely that of the program entrants in the absence
of the program. In particular, their rate of welfare approval should
represent the norm for that portion of the AFDC population who are eligible
for the WORK Program, Thus, the control group -- chosen at random and
removed from the sequence of WORK Program activities -- provides a very
good standard, or baseline, against which to compare the performance of
active enrollees,

To give an idea of how many applicants would normally move out of the
welfare system without receiving grants, Figure 3.1 presents the percent of
controls who applied for welfare between June 20 and September 1983 and who
received any welfare at all during the next nine months. As the figure
shows, 37.2 percent of this sample received no welfare payment during this
period, and this group was probably deregistered from the program in short
order. Clearly, since controls received no program services, this rate
represents the normal rate of welfare denial or departure from the WORK
Program because of fallure to oomplete the application, A similar
proportion of deregistraticns and case closings can be expected to occur
among enrollees who _are exposed to the WORK Program services, and this
proportion should thus be deducted from estimates of program effectiveness.
The research methodology using a control group as the standard of compari-
son does exactly that, Welfare receipt rates for experimentals are not

viewed in 1isolation; they are compared to those of controls, and the

~B7-






difference between the two rates can be considered the change in welfare

receipt due to the program's treatment.

E. he em of Casel nove

Another complication in establishing a standard for comparison is
created by caseload turnover, because it is well known that large numbers
of AFDC recipients leave welfare without active intervention of any kind.
Many people find jobs independently of program services, Many more become
ineligible for welfare through marriage or reconciliation, or obtain child
support through the courts., Extra income is sometimes provided by other
family members. Additionally, when the youngest child turns 18, a family
becomes ineligible for support, and moving out of the state also results in
a case c¢losure. Taken together, these various kinds of "normal exits"
create caseload turnover, whereby certain proportions of people leave
welfare each month,

These patterns invalidate some measures of program performance in
Judging real program accomplishments. For example, the number of case
closings among enrollees overstates a program's success: Much of what the
program seemed to accomplish would have happened anyway. Employment rates
may also not be too helpful because many "placements® recorded by staff are
for people who would have found Jobs without program assistance.

Figure 3.2 depicts normal caseload turnover separately for applicants
and recipients in the control group. (The only people included, however,
are those who received welfare in the nine months after enrollment: 62.8
percent of all applicant controls and 96.0 of all recipient controls.) The

figure shows the proportion of controls who were still receiving welfare at
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the start of their second year after enrollment. It also shows the propor-
tion employed and what proportion of those employed were still receiving
welfare,

Several important points emerge from an Iinspection of this figure.
First, when the applicant pie is considered, it is clear that 28.1 percent
of the controls who did get on welfare were not receiving assistance after
five guarters, even though none had been part of WORK Program activities.
This represents natural caselcoad turnover. Thus, a similar proportion of
deregistrations and case closings must be discounted when Jjudging the
performance of the WORK Program. The figure alao shows that 19.4 percent
of applicant controls (12.6 percent who were not on welfare and 6.8 percent
who were) were employed a year after enrollment, and two-thirds of those
did not receive welfare in the fifth quarter. Since the control sample
never received WORK Program services, a similar proportion must be deducted
from the total employment rates of WORK Program entrants when measuring
thelr program 1mpacts. The research methodology that uses the randomly
assigned control group as the standard of comparison makes these
corrections for natural caseload turnover and employment automatically.

A similar kind of natural turnover occurs for recipients. The ple for
that group shows that 15.5 percent of recipient controls who received some
welfare initially were off the rolls a year later. Although this rate of
turnover is about half that of the applicants, failure to account for it
would overestimate the program's effectiveness 1in reducing welfare
dependency. Again, the use of contrcls as a standard of comparison for
recipients who did enter the WORK Program sequence corrects for this

natural turnover.
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CHAPTER 4

PATTERNS OF PARTICIPATION

In this chapter, the extent to which eligible enrollees participated
in the WORK Program's three major components -- group job search,
individual job search, or work experience -- 13 considered. As noted
earlier, a major objective of the WORK Program was to involve a larger
number of individuals in employment-related activities than had been the
case in the WIN Program. Although WIN also required mandatory applicants
to welfare and recipients to register with the program, for most the
participation requirement ended there; and WIN served only a small
proportion of individuals, those deemed "job-ready.® 1In contrast, both
central DHS staff and local operators anticipated that most WORK Program
enrollees would participate, although they continued to give priority for
services to the more readily employable, only later turning their attention
to those with more severe barriers to job=holding.

Evidence from the first Arkansas report suggested that the WORK
Program was successful in achieving its aim of surpassing WIN's partici-
pation rates. That report found that 40 percent of WORK Program enrollees
in the eight counties where the program was operating -- 36 percent of
enrollees in Pulaski South and Jefferson Counties -~ had participated in
job search and/or work experience within three months of entry. While WIN
rates are not strictly comparable, it was estimated that no more than 21
and 19 peroent of WIN registrants statewide entered WIN work and training

components in fiscal yeara 1980 and 1981.'I






e What percentage of WORK Program enrollees ever took part in
the main program activities?

To answer this question, the June-December enrollee sample is examined
over a nine-month follow-up period. But this 1is done only as part of a
larger effort to understand a different, perhaps more policy-relevant,
issue: the abllity of WORK Program staff to reach more deeply into the
caseload by imposing a mandatory participation requirement on a large
portion of the welfare caseload. Here, the key question hinges on
continuing eligibility and should be phrased:

¢ How many enrollees at a given point in time remained eligible
for the program but had not participated in these activities?

In this report, the point in time considered 1is nine months after
enrollment, And, 1in seeking an answer to the second question, the
considerable degree of movement off welfare -- a factor that characterizes

the welfare caseload -- must be taken into account.

A. =Mon n ors of c n

The analysis begins with the first question: Over nine months, what
proportion of enrollees ever participated in proram services, defined in
this and other analyses as group or individual job search and/or work
experience? A case file records search indicated that 38.0 percent of the
enrollee sample in Pulaski South and Jefferson took part in these acti-
vities within the nine-month period after enrollment.2 The same cautionary
note sounded about this statistic in the first report bears repeating here:
The rate defines the proportion of people who ever participated, but it
says nothing about the intensity of that participation., Because the data

record only whether an enrollee participated at least one day in a given
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remained eligible over the period, but somehow escaped program partici-
pation., But in fact, some nonparticipants were eligible for only a short
time. They subsequently left welfare or were deregistered from the program
for a number of reasons, as suggested in Chapter 3. In fact, 57.5 percent
of the sample of experimentals tracked in this report were deregistered
from the program by the end of the nine-month follow=up period. Many of
these were applicants who were required to enroll in the program but were
subsequently denied aid. (About 40 percent of all applicants in the
experimental sample did not receive welfare payments during the follow-up
period.) These individuals remained enrolled only until staff members,
having learned that their applications had been denied, dereglstered them.
Those deregistered, of course, were no longer subject to the participation
requirement, whether or not they had taken part in job search and/or work
experience while they were enrolled.

To gauge more accurately the extent to which individuals eligible for
the WORK Program participated in its principal components, it 1is useful to
look at the cumulative participation of enrcllees and their program status
at a polnt in time, Table 4.1 does so, summarizing the status of sample
members at nine months after they entered the program; Figure 4.1 presents
the same data in graphlc form, Every individual in the sample fits into
one of four categories 1in the table on the basis of two coriteria:
deregistered from the WORK Program or still registered; and participated or
net in job search and/or work experlence during the nine montha. Thus, for
example, the firat row total shows that the 38.0 percent of sample members
who participated in these activities fall into two groups: 18.8 percent who

were currently participating or had done so previously, and who were still






FIGURE 4.1
ARKANSAS

NINE-MONTH PARTICIPATION ETATUS OF EXPERIMENTALS, BY PROGRAM
STATUS AT THE NINTH MONTH AFTER ENROLLMENT
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that some individuals in the still-enrolled but never-reached group were
Judged to be unemployable for these reasons. The others may simply have
been lost in the administrative shuffle of a large program.

Sanctioning was not a prominent reasen for program deregistration.
According to state administrative records, among the 1,733 people assessed
in Pulaski South through September 1984, there were only 88 sanctions, for
a sanctioning rate of 5 percent, The rate of sanctioning in Jefferson
County was only 3 percent.

Other questions addressed in the report are:

(11) What proportion of those individuals who remained enrolled
in the program after nine months had yet to participate in
the central components? And conversely, of the individuals
who had been deregistered, how many had participated?

Reading down the table columns, one can answer this question by
dividing the 18.8 percent who were still enrolled but had participated by
the total of 42.5 percent of those who were still enrolled. From that, one
can see that less than half (44.2 percent) of the individuals who were left
in the WORK Program at the nine-month peoint had taken part in program
activities, while 55.8 percent had yet to participate. Of those
deregistered, 33.U4 percent had participated at some time, and 66.6 had not,
(As noted above, many of the people who were deregistered were eligible for
the program for only a short period of time.)

(111) What proportion of the individuals who participated in

these activities remained enrolled after nine months, and
of those who did not participate, what proportion stayed
enrolled?

This time, the proportion is obtained by reading across the table's
rows, dividing the same 18.8 percent who were still enrolled but had parti-

cipated by the total 38.0 percent who ever participated. Just less than
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TABLE 4.2

ARKANEAS

NINE-MONTH PARTICIPATION STATUS OF EXPERIMENTALS,

BY PROGRAM STATUS
AT THE NINTH MONTH AFTER PROGRAM ENROLLMENT AND WELFARE STATUS
{JUNE 20, 9883 — DECEMBER 1883 BUBSAMPLE)

Program Status at Ninth Month
Nine—HKonth Sample
Participation Status Deregistescred §till Enrollead Total Size
Appiicants
Ever Perticipated (%) 23,.6** 13,2%*¢ 36.8 53
Never Participated(X) 45 8%+ 17 . 4%%" 63,2 g1
Totesl (%) 69,4%¢¢ 30,6%** 100,0 144
Recjpients
Ever Partficipated [X) 12.9 28.7 39,6 40
Never Participated(X) 27.7 32,7 80,4 61
Totel (%) 40.6 68.4 100.0 101

SOURCE: MDRC calculetions from program sctivity date colilected from Case File
Records of a random subsample of experimentel anrolless,

KROTE: Figures on progrem and partictipetion
percentage of ell experimentals in the subsample of

A test wes applied to the difference
end racipients of seimilar progream and participstion

levels are indicated aes ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent,

statue,

status are cslculated es e
each welfare etatus,

of proportione betwesn epplicants
Stetistical significence






The row totals indicate that 36.8 percent of the applicants and 39.6
percent of the recipients were active in job search activities or work
experience within the nine-month period, but the difference between the two
rates was not statistically significant. Because applicants could be
required to participate in the program before welfare eligibility was
determined, the applicant subgroup was further divided into individuals who
were denied aid and those who were subsequently entered on the rolls., This
allows us to see 1if individuals who were not approved for welfare had
nohetheless participated in the key activities and how high the rates were
for the approved applicants, Almost half (49 percent) of the approved
applicants participated in job search or work experience, a figure that
exceeds (although not significantly) the 39.6 percent participation rate of
recipientas. This squares with the argument that staff were less likely to
require participation of those they considered unemployable, in whose
number recipients figured more prominently, A smaller but far from
negligible 20 percent of those who were denied ald also participated; the
36.8 percent figure presented earlier represents a weighted average of the
two groups. That many denied applicants did take part confirms that these
individuals are an 1integral part of the applicant subgroup and the
analysis, even though they did not recelve grant payments.

Despite the similar applicant and recipient participation rates, the
fact that the applicants were so much more likely to be deregistered than
recipients meant that the unserved proportion of recipients who were still
in the program at the nine-month point was subatantially higher than the

corresponding proportion for applicants -= 32,7 percent vs. 17.4 percent.3
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NINE-MONTH PARTICIPATION STATUS OF EXPERIMENTALS, BY PROGRAM STATUS

TABLE 4.3

ARKANSAS

AT THE NINTH MONTH AFTER PROGRAM ENROLLMENT AND COUNTY

(JUNE 20, 1883 - DECEMBER 1883 SUBSAMPLE)

Progrem Status at Ninth Moath
Nine-Month Sample
Participation Status Deregistered Still Enrolled Total Size
Pulsski South
Ever Participated (%] 18,6 15,.4°* 34,9 52
Never Participated(%) 47 ,08%s 18,1%* 65.1 g7
Total (%) 66 .5%¢* 43 ,5%9s 100.0 149
Jeffersan
Ever Participated (%] 18.7 24.0 42.7 41
Never Participated(%) 26.0 32,3 67.3 56
Totel (%) 43,7 56,3 100.0 88

SOURCE: MORC calculations from progrem activity deta collected from Case File
Records of & random subsemple of experimental enrollees,

NOTES: Figures on progrem and participation stetus are calculated es a

parcentage of all experimentals in the subsample in each county,

A test was spplied to the difference of proportions between esnrolleses

in both counties of similar program and participastion estatus,
significance levels ere indiceted ast * = 10 percent} ** = § percent; ***

percent.
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B. rends in Parti n_and Deregls n es

The analysis above has considered the nine-month participation indica-
tors for the June-December 1983 sample as a whole and for two important
sets of subgroups; trends in participation rates for all sample members,
including those enrolled in January through March 1984, will now be
examined, The analysis has two purposes. First, it compares the partici-
pation rates of different groups of program registrants to determine
whether the participation and deregistration records of later program
entrants resembled those of earlier enrollees. Second, 1t examines
cumulative participation rates to see the extent to which these rates
continued to increase, or alternatively, leveled off over time.

Figure 4.4 presents the cumulative participation rates of sample
members at one, two, three, six, nine and 12 months after program entry.
(Appendix Table D.1 shows the exact rates.,) The sample has been broken
down into three groups according to the time period during which members
enrolled; for each group, a different length of follow-up was available.
Thus, early enhrollees were followed for 12 months, while those in the
January-March group could be tracked for six months.

The figure shows that the participation rate for the last group of
enrcllees was much higher than that for earlier entrants. After three
months, almost half (44.7 percent) of the January-March group had partici-
pated, compared to only 31.9 percent of the June-September group. Three
factors may help explain the higher participation of later enrollees.

First, as program staff were able to reduce the backlog of people

awaiting participation in the key activities, they were better able to






reach 1incoming enrocllees, Second, while, as pointed out in the 1last
chapter, the background characteristics of early and later sample entrants
were similar on the whole, those enrolled in the January-March period were
significantly less likely to have received welfare previously., Staff may
therefore have deemed them more employable, and served them more promptly
than earlier enrollees. Third, new guidelines and procedures were 1issued
by central DHS staff in January 1984 in an effort to reduce discretionary
decision-making and to increase participation. The higher participation
rates of later entrants may reflect staff compliance with these directives.

The figure also indicates that the majority of those who participated
did so within the first month after entering the program, but participation
did increase thereafter, After six months, these increases had largely
leveled off. (Nine-month data for the January-March enrollees were not
available,)

Deregistration rates, presented in Figure 4.5, were also higher for
later program entrants than for earlier ones. (See Appendix Table D.2 for
exact rates.) Six months after enrollment, 61.7 percent of the January-
March 1984 enrollees, compared to 39.4 percent of the June=September 1983
entrants, were no longer registered in the program.

Deregistration rates, like participation rates, continued to increase
over time. Here, too, the increases in the proportion of those deregis-
tered tapered off in the later months of follow-up, although not as rapidly

as was the case with participation rates.

C. Participation in Individual Components

Program guidelines called for enrcllees in Pulaski South and Jefferson
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County to proceed through a sequence of activities starting with group job
search. If they were unsuccessful in finding employment, they were next
assigned to an individual job search component. If they still had not
obtained a Job, they were to enter a 12-week unpaid work experience
position,

1. a ation in Job Sea vities. Job search activities in
the WORK Program were of two kinds, group and individual, Group Job
search, better known as "job club," served two functions. First, it
provided instruction in job=seeking skills, covering such topics as how to
locate a job lead, prepare a resume and conduct oneself at an interview.
Second, it involved group members in intensive job-seeking., On the second
day of the two-week class, individuals began making "blind®™ calls to
prospective employers to find out whether they were hiring, or if not, to
see 1f they could come in to complete an application, As is the case in
group Jjob search programs generally, Jjob club leaders in Arkansas made
specilal efforts to foster peer support and build participants' confidence.

Participants attended sessions three hours a day and received a $i
dally allowance, largely to reimburse transportation ¢osts to the WORK
Program office, Child care was also available for those who needed 1it.

A comprehensive, well thought-out job club manual was used throughout
the WORK Program areas and made for considerable consistency in the way
this component was carried out. This was not the case with individual job
search, The componént, initially of 90 days duration and subsequently
reduced to 60 days, was in theory intended to give enrollees the oppor-
tunity to use the Job-hunting skills acquired in the job ¢lub, while at the

same time allowing them to receive supervision and guidance from staff. In






TABLE 4.4
ARKANSAS
NINE-MONTH PARTICIPATION RATES FOR WORK PROGRAM

EXPERIMENTAL ENRULLEES, BY PROGRAM ACTIVITY AND COUNTY
(JUNE 20, 1983 -~ DECEMBER 1883 BUBSAMPLE)

Component Pulaski South Jofferson Total
Any Activity (%] 34,9 42.7 38.D
Job CLub (%) 23.5 33,3 27.3*
Individual Jab Search (%) 25,5 18.8 23.3
Work Experience (X] 4.0 1.0 2.9
Other Activity (%) 2,7 2.1 2.4
Deragistration (X) 66.5 43.7 §7 ,50e#
Sample Size 148 86 245

SOURCE: MDRC cslcutations from program activity date collected from Case File
Records of a random subsemple of experimentals,

NOTES: Individuals may heve participeted in more than one program ectivity., All
participation roetes are celculated as a pecentege of all experimentals in the subsample,

Follow—-up for the final month of entry wes approximately 1/2 month Llees
than thet for the precseding months, A statieticel correctian produced no chenge in
participation or deregistration rates,

A test weo applied to the difference of proportions batween thas two
counties, Stetistical significance levels are indiceted ss: * = 10 percent; *** = 1
percent,
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volunteers, Second, the jJjob developer, who was responsible for arrang-
ing work experience worksites and overseeing participation, had many
competing responsibilities, including unsubsidized job placements and,
during much of the study period, supervision of the individual job search
component. Finally, 1local operators were simply not interested in
implementing a large-scale, mandatory work experience component, and
central DHS staff did not exact from them greater conformity to the program
model.

While work experience was not implemented widely in Arkansas, the
assignment of welfare recipients to unpaid jobs has aroused considerable
debate natiomwide. Supporters of the concept have argued that such
positions not only acquaint individuals who have 1limited employment
histories with the demands of the labor market and give them experience and
references to add to their resumes, but also confer valuable psychological
benefits and provide useful community services, Critics, on the other
hand, have contended that the jobs are ™make-work."

To shed 1light on this issue, MDRC surveyed a sample of 2l work experi-
ence worksites, interviewing both workers (22) and their supervisors, to
ascertain how participants performed at these jobs, whether or not the jobs
promoted skill development, and how participants responded to their
assigmments. The results of this study appear in Appendix B. In brief,
they indicate that the jobs were in mostly clerical or service occupations,
usually in private nonprofit agencies., While the majority of the positions
were not make-work and were important to the agencies' day-to-day opera-
tions, they required only moderate skills, In these assigmnments, the

ability to get along with co-workers and to work without supervision were






CHAPTER 5

This chapter summarizes the short-term employment and earnings
impacts, as well as changes in welfare recelpt and payments, that were
found to result from the WORK Program as it operated in two counties. The
chapter begins with an examination of the impacts for the full research
sample based on data collected over nine months of follow-up after sample
enrollment, It then presents the short-term impacts for the principal
subgroups -- applicants, who make up 60 percent of the total sample, and
recipients, the other 40 percent. 1In each case, impacts are also measured
for a small, early sample of enrollees tracked for 15 months to look at the
trends of program Iimpacts over a longer period, DBecause of the small
sample sizes, the longer-term findings are only suggestive,

The chapter next examines program impacts for two other small but
important subgroups =~ enrcllees by county and by whether or not they are
parents of a young child (aged three to five). It concludes by measuring
the program effects for enrcllees who entered the sample in three different
calendar periods to assess the impacts' stability over time. (Discusaion
of the supplemental sample is presented in Appendix A.)

It should be noted again that because very few experimentals took part
in work experience, the 1mpacts resulted almost entirely from the job

search activities mandated by the WORK Program.






magnitude of the effects rather than exact percentages or dollar amounts.
In addition, the sample sizes of subgroups are each only a fraction of the

full sample, and the estimates of these impacts are therefore less precise,

B. Data JIssues

As explained in Chapter 2, Unemployment Insurance earnings records and
AFDC payments records, both maintained by the State of Arkansas, were used
to measure employment, earnings and welfare impacts, The use of such
administrative records offers several advantages as well as some drawbacks,
First, collection of these data is less expensive than conducting indivi-
dual interviews. Second, the data may also be more complete because sample
members need not be located months after many have left the program.
Third, the technique does not rely on a person's recalling exact dollar
amounts either earned or received as welfare payments at some time in the
past. Finally, and most importantly from the viewpoint of design valida-
tion, records data can be presumed to have fewer problems caused by
different response rates for the experimental and control groups, thus
reducing the possibility of bias.

Administrative records are, however, restricted in the kinds of
outcomes they can measure and often have limitations in completeness and
sample coverage. In particular, reported UI earnings should not be equated
with the total non-welfare income of a person's family.

1. elfare ents

To organize the records of AFDC benefit payments for this study, the
calendar month when an individuval was assessed and randomly assigned was

designated as "month one," and each subsequent month was given the next
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certain groups, such as most agricultural and domestic workers =-- the
latter an occupational category relevant to this population -- need not be
reported in Arkansas, Regular audits of the UI system are, however,
carried out by state and federal staffs., Moreover, there is no reason to
suspect that underreporting affected experimentals and controls
differently, and it is consequently not considered a source of serious
bias.u

It should be noted that employment impacts are probably more accurate-
ly measured than earnings impacts in this data set. A good deal of varia-
tion in earnings tends to occur in any study, and this normal variation
decreases the precision of earnings impact estimates.” Earnings impacts
should therefore be considered less reliable than the other outconme
measures: employment, welfare incidence and welfare payments.

Throughout the chapter, impacts will usually be reported for the full
three-quarter follow-up period. However, the third quarter alone (or the
fifth quarter when it is available) will often be cited as the one of most
interest since it represents the furthest point from enrollment. Before
quarter three, many enrollees were still participating in job search

activities so the full program effect would not yet be evident.

C. hort-Te acts e Fu esearch

As the first step in determining the impacts of the WORK Program, out-
comes for the full sample of experimentals were compared to those of the
full sample of controls. As shown in Table 5.1, there was a modest overall
improvement in the employment outcomes of experimentals, and a somewhat

larger reductien in welfare receipt.



TABLE 5.1
ARKANSAS

SHORT-TERM IMPACTS OF THE ARKANSAS WORK PROGRAM ON EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS,
AND AFDC RECEIPT FOR THE RESEARCH SAMPLE DURING THE THREE QUARTER
POST-ENROLLMENT FOLLOW-UP PERICD
(JUNE 20, 1983 — MARCH 1984 SAMPLE)

Qutcome and Follow—Up Period Experimentals Controls Differencea
Ever Employed, Quarters 2 - 3 [(%}" 18,8 14.0 + 4,988
Average Number of uuartsrsawith
Employment, Quarters 2 - 3 D.30 0.22 + 0,0B8%*
Ever Emptoyed (%)
Quarter of Enrollment 16.1 1.8 + 4,3%¢
Querter 2 14,6 8,6 + 5,00
Quarter 3 15.2 12.2 + 3,1¢
Averege Total Earnings, Querters 2-3 [$)° 290 .63 212,94 +77,70%
Average Totel Eernings (8$)
Quertsr of Enrollment 98,78 83,33 +16.46
Querter 2 140,77 86,38 +54,39%¢
Gusrter 3 149,86 126,55 +23,31
Ever Received Any AFDC Payment,
Querters 1 -~ 3 [%) 72.8 75.9 - 3.1
Average Number of Months Receiving
AFDC Peyments, Quarters 1 - 3 4,86 5.48 - 0,563%%¢
Ever Received Any AFDC Peyments [%)}
Quarter of Enrollment 66,6 6S.0 - 2.4
Quesrter 2 65.6 71.4 - 5,80*
Buerter 3 56.8 63.8 - G.9%89
Average Total AFDOC Payments
Received, Quarters 1 - 3 (§) 771.68 864.55 -B2.86%***
Average AFDC Payments Received (%)
Quarter aof Enrollment 249 .66 258.31 - B,65
Quarter 2 275.57 316.78 -41,22%%2
Quarter 3 246 .46 289.44 -42.08%%2
Semple Eize 6§54 865

SOURCE: MDRC calcuiations from State of Arkenses welfere and Unemployment Insursnce records,

NOTES: These data include zero values for sample members not employed and for sample members not
receiving welfare., These date are regression—adjusted using ordinary Least equeres, controlling for
pre—enrollment cheracteristice of sample members. There mey be eome discrapancies in calculating
Experimental-Controt differences dus to rounding,

A two—tailed t-test was spplied to differences between Experimental end Contrel groupa,
Stetistical significence levels are indicated as: ®* = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 41 percent,

a
Querter 1, the guerter of enrollment, may contein some earnings from the period prior to
enroliment end 1& therefore excluded from the messures of totsl follow-up amployment end earnings.

-84 -



In quarters two and three, all of the employment outcomes were uni-
formly higher for the experimental group. Percent ever employed, number of
quarters of employment and average earnings were higher by one-third over
controls, and the gains were statistically significant for each of these
measures, The "ever employed"™ rate for experimentals during the second
and third quarters was 18.8 percent compared to that of 14,0 percent for
controls, a gain, or an impact, of 4.8 percentage points, Combined
earnings for quarters two and three rose $78, from $213 for controls to
$291 for experimentals. As these numbers suggest, even with this
improvement, overall employment and earnings remained very low.

Measures of welfare receipt showed a statiatically significant decline
for the experimental group. During quarters one through three, controls
received payments for an average of 5,49 months compared to 4,95 months for
experimentals, a reduction of more than half a month. In the third quarter
-- when the difference was largest -~ 6§3.8 percent of controla received
welfare compared to 56.8 percent of experimentals, for a 6.9 percentage
point impact.

A corresponding decline in welfare payments alsc occurred. Total
benefits paid over the nine months after random assignment amounted to $865
per control and $772 per experimental, for a nine-month savings of $93. As
expected, only small and not statistically significant reductions took
place in the fipst quarter, the quarter of WORK Program assessment. By the
third quarter, however, welfare savings of $43 per experimental were being
realized, with payments down from the control group level of $289 to $246.

This represents a 15 percent reduction in benefit expenditures for that

quarter.6
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Three-~fourths of these savings came from the reduced incidence of
welfare receipt and one-quarter from lower average payments to recipients.7
The larger influence of the first factor is not surprising, given the rela-
tively low standard of need in Arkansas. Virtually any steady employment
will disqualify a person from welfare,

Earnings impacts are difficult to interpret because the simple differ-
ence in average earnings presented in Table 5.1 does not reveal whether the
dollar gain was concentrated in a few clients who began working or was
spread out over many. Table 5.2 shows the distribution of earnings in the
third follow-up quarter as defined in Table 5.1. The table splits the
sample into three groups: those with no earnings; those making $1,300 or
less for the quarter (approximately the minimum wage at 30 hours per week);
and those earning more than that amount. Only a few individuals in the
sample (5 percent or less) earned more than $1,300.

Table 5.2 also shows that 3.1 percent of the experimental group went
from the "no earnings™ to one of the positive earnings categories: that is,
they became employed, which is the impact shown in Table 5.1 for quarter
three. But almost all of this increase in employment -- 2,6 out of 3.1
percentage points -- took place in the lower-earning category. Only a
slight inecrease occurred in the category earning more than $1,300.

These findings indicate that the WORK Program ~- although it appears
to affect employment -- does not raise the earnings of persons who do
become employed, at least in the short run. Such a conelusion is consis-
tent with the aims of job search assistance programs, which do not attempt
to increase basic work skills. Moreover, just as the bulk of the normal

movement of controls off welfare was usually not into employment (see
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TABLE 65,2
ARKANSAS
SEHORT-TERM IMPACTS OF THE ARKANSAS WORX PROGRAM

ON THE DISTRIBUTION OF EARNINGS FOR THE RESEARCH SAMPLE
AT THE THIRD QUARTER OF POST-ENROLLMENT FOLLOW-UP

Qutcome Category Exparimentele Controle Difference
Averege Totel Eerninge, Querter 3 (%)
None 84,8 B7 .8 - 3,1*
$1 - 1300 10.1 7.5 + 2.6¢
More Than 81300 §.0 4,6 + 0,4
Total 100.0 100,0 0.0
Sample Size 564 566

SEO0URCE: HMDRC calculations from State of Arkancas welfeare and Unemployment
Insurance records,

NOTES: These deta {nclude zero values for sample members not employed and for
sample members not receiving welfere, These date ere regreesion-sdjusted ueing
ordinary lLeast squeres, controlling for pre-enrollment cherecteristice of semple
eambersa. Thare may be some discrepenciee in calculating Experimental=-Control
differences due to rounding,

Distributiones mey not add exectiy to 10C.0 percent bacause of
rounding.

A two—-tafled t-test wes applied to differences between Experimentsl
and Control groups. Statistical sfgnificence Levels ars indicated ses * = 10
parcentj ®* = 5 parcenty *** = 1 percent,
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Figure 3.2), 30 the additional shift off welfare that occurred as a result
of the WORK Program was not always accompanied by long=term UI-covered
employment., Thus, as shown in Appendix Table E.U4, by the third quarter of
follow~up, there was a 3.3 percentage peint increase in the proportion of
experinentals who were working and not on welfare, yet at the same time
there was a 4.7 point increase in the group categorized as having "no

welfare and no earnings."

D. OW, mpacts Las

Impacts of a program are more important the Jlonger they last.
Programs that permanently change behavior achieve more in the long run than
programs causing only temporary change. To see whether WORK Program
impacts extended beyond the nine-month follow-up period, a supplemental
analysis was conducted on the earliest group of enrollees (those who
entered the research sample from June through September 1983) who had
lenger follow-up data than the full sample: five quarters of UI earnings
and AFDC payments records.

Impacts on employment and welfare receipt for this early group are
presented in Table 5.3. However, because of the much smaller sample sizes,
the impact estimates are less precise and less likely to attain statistical
significance than those presented for the full sample followed for nine
months, In addition, this group entered the WORK Program during its
start-up phase, so the sizes of impacts may not be typical of those found
for groups enrolled at a later time. But exact size is of less importance
than the general movement of impacts over the longer follow-up and what

these impacts say about short-term patterns.
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TABLE 5.3

ARKANSAS

LONGER-TERM IMPACTS OF THE ARKANSAS WORK PROGRAM ON EMPLOYMENT,

EARNINGS,

AND AFDC RECEIPT FOR THE RESEARCH SAMPLE DURING THE FIVE QUARTER

POST-ENROLLMENT FOLLOW-UP PERICD

{JUNE 20, 1883 ~ SEPTEMBER 1B83 SAMPLE)

Outcome and Follow-Up Pariod Experimentals Controls Differencs
a
Ever Employed, Quarters 2 - 5 (%) 22,1 18.2 + 3.9
Average Number of nuartarsalith
Employment, Quartere 2 - 6 g.60 0.46 + 0,13
Ever Employed (%)
Querter of Enrollment 12,9 11.9 + 1.0
Quarter 2 13.8 10.2 + 3,7
Quarter 3 14,9 11.4 + 3.5
Querter 4 13.6 12.3 + 1.3
Querter 6 17,3 12.6 + 4,7%
Average Totsl Eerninpge, Quarters 2+8 [l]a 623,63 578,90 ~55,26
Aversge Total Earninge (8]
Quarter of Eanrollmant 74,70 es,.23 -13.52
Quarter 2 106.01 107.62 - 1,61
Quarter 3 127 .85 138.97 ~11.12
Quartar 4 129.37 163,54 =-34,17
Quarter 5 160.40 168,76 - 8.36
Ever Received Any AFDC Payment,
Querters 1 - 5 (%) 76,5 78,6 - 2.1
Aversge Number of Months Receiving
AFDC Payments, Quertere 1 - 5 7.98 8,01 - 1.03%¢
Ever Recesived Any AFDC Peyments (%)
Quarter of Enroliment 66.8B 70.2 - 3.5
Quarter 2 67.8 70,38 - 2.5
GQuerter 3 68,8 €5.4 - B.6*
Querter 4 53,4 63,7 -10,3%*
Quarter & 48.8 59.4 -10.5%*
Average Total AFDC Payments
Received, Quarters 1 - 5 (%) 1,197.08 1,381,04 -183.98%%*
Avarsge AFDC Paymentc Received (§)
Quarter of Enrollment 227,32 242.98 -15,.64
Guarter 2 266,76 286,27 -28,50*
Quarter 3 252,78 284,87 -42,10%%*
Quarter 4 240,05 286.84 -48.89%¢
Quarter 5 240,15 288,00 ~57,.,85%%*
Sample Gize 253 265

-89-

{continued])



TABLE 5,3 (continued)

SOURCE: MDAC calculetions from State of Arksnsss welfare and Unemployment
Ineurence recorde,

NOTES: These date include zero vaeluee for semple members not employed and far
sample members not receiving welfere, These date are regression-edjusted using
ordinery Laast equerss, controlling for pre-enroliment charecteristice of semple
membere., There mey be some diecrepencies in calculating Experimental-Control
differences dus to rounding.

A two-tajled t-test wae applied to differences between Experimental
and Control groups, Stetisticel significence levels ere indiceted es: * = 10
percent; ** = 5 percent} *** = 1 percent,

a
Quarter 4, the quarter of enrcliment, may contein some esrnings from

the period prior to enrollment and 18 therefore excluded from the measures of totel
follow-up employment and serninge,
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The purpose of this analysis is to answer several key questions
suggested by the importance of natural caseload turnover as a benchmark for
Judging program achievements (see Chapter 3). Inspection of Table 5.3 and
the accompanying Figure 5.1 shows that the welfare receipt of controls
gradually declines, going down to under 60 percent in quarter five. This
process takes place despite the low employment levels of controls and the
absence of special services for them. A major question is then: Will
controls eventually drop down to the level of experimentals, eliminating
the experimental-control difference that constituted the program impact?
Or conversely: Will the program's influence on the behavior of experi-
mentals gradually "wear off," causing them to resume normal work and
welfare patterns? In the language of employment program evaluations: Do
the impacts decay, and if so, how soon?

Interestingly, impacts for the June-September enrollment group as a
whole ghow no clear evidence of decay even as late as the fifth quarter of
follow=-up. This finding, however, 1is more definite for the pattern of
welfare impacts than for employment impacts. Greater quarter-to-quarter
stability and more growth and persistence 1s evident in welfare than in
employment impacts over the longer term.

In exemining these trends, one can see that, while the largest employ-
ment impaot occurred in the last follow-up quarter, this was preceded by a
dip in the quarter immediately before. In addition, employment gains were
somewhat lower overall than the gains for the full sample, and, paradoxi-
oally, earnings impacts were negative, Glven the wide variance of the
estimates on earn:l.nga8 and the earlier discussion, the employment measure

is considered the more reliable one. However, the discrepancy between the
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FIGURE 5.1

LONGER-TERM IMPACTS OF THE ARKANSAS WORK PROGRAM ON

EMPLOYMENT AND AFDC RECEIPT FOR THE RESEARCH SAMPLE DURING

Employment Rate (%)
100 ¢

ap £
80 E
70 ¢
80 £
S0 E
40 ¢
30§
20F

THE FIVE QUARTER POST-ENROLLMENT FOLLOW-UP PERIOD

-———— _——————
[ gt et e — - —-—

—
(o]
b

AFDC Recaipt (%)
100 ¢

90 &
80 ¢

70 F
60
50 B
40 F
0 F
20 F
10F

e e ———
. ——.

xf

e 28

SOURCE: Ses Table 5,3,

-

-
f"‘g Quof

\50
3r¢ ° [Chy

Period of Follow-up

-92 -~

Experimentals

Controls

Exparimentale

Controls



employment and earnings estimates does highlight the difficulties inherent
in working with earnings in small samples,

The movement of welfare impacts over the five quarters is smocother.
Growth 1s constant throughout the follow-up. The differential in welfare
receipt increased steadily until, by the fifth quarter, the impact was 10.5
percentage points, Almost 60 percent of the controls were receiving
welfare compared to 48.9 percent of experimentals. Welfare reductions for
the experimental group were also greatest in this quarter, with the average
welfare payment down from $268 to $210. The $58 difference represents a 22
percent decrease in welfare expenditures during this quarter.

It should also be noted that welfare receipt for both groups was still
declining at the end of the follow-up period. It 1is thus not possible to
predict whether this differential will continue or disappear over a longer

period of time.

E. hort-Term Impacts t_and Recipient Subgroups

In this section, impacts are examined separately for the applicant and
recipient subgroups, who together make up the full sample: 60 percent are
applicants, 40 percent recipients. These subgroups are important to anae
lyze separately because reciplents were already established on the welfare
rells at the time of program enrcllment and were therefore expected to
behave differently from applicants, This was in fact the case: One major
finding of the study is that the short-term impacts of the WORK Program
largely resulted from the changed behavior of the recipient portion of the
sample, with the smaller part of the effects due to the relatively small

gains of the applicants.
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Table 5.4 presents the short-term impacts of the WORK Program on
employment, earnings and welfare receipt for applicants to welfare for the
June 20, 1983 through March 1984 sample over the nine-month follow-up
period. Before discussing these impacts, it 18 helpful first to examine
the recent work and welfare histnries for applicants as portrayed in Figure
5.2.9

Applicants' pattern of pre-program employment was quite stable, with
an employment rate of about 20 percent in each of the four quarters prior
to welfare application. Nearly half of the applicants, however, reported
having had their own welfare case in the past, and their histories, as
shown in the graph, indicate substantial prior welfare receipt. As earlier
welfare episodes ended, the rate of receipt and the average welfare
payments declined gradually over the year 1leading to the current
application,

For controls, the employment rate dropped sharply at the point of wel-
fare application, suggesting that the loss of a job was the reason for
welfare application for some individuals. Employment reached a bottom of
13 percent in the quarter after random assignment1° and then began to rise
toward its former level in the third quarter. Some controls who formerly
worked but applied for welfare appeared to regain employment relatively
quickly.

The dip in employment at application was less pronounced for experimen-
tals and, at quarter two, the employment rate had increased to 17.9 percent
(compared to 12.8 percent for controls), for a statistically significant

program impact of 5.1 percentage points. This impact appeared to fade,
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TABLE 5,4

ARKANSAS

SHORT-TERM IMPACTS OF THE ARKANSAS WORK PROGRAM ON EMPLOYMENT,

EARNINGS,

AND AFDC

RECEIPT FOR APPLICANTS DURING THE THREE QUARTER POST-ENROLLMENT FOLLOW-UP PERIOD

(JUNE 20, 19B3 - MARCH 18B4 SAMPLE}

Applicants

Dutcome end Follow~Up Pertod Exparimentals Controls Difference
e
Ever Employed, QOuasrters 2 - 3 (%) 23.7 18,1 + 4.8%
Average Number of uuartera.with
Employment, Quarters 2 - 3 0,36 0.30 + 0,07
Ever Employed (X)
Quartar of Enrollment 22,0 16,4 + 5,6%%
Querter 2 17.8 12.8 + 5,1¢%¢
Quarter 3 18.6 16,8 + 1.8
a
Average Totel Earnings, Quarters 2-3 (8§} 348,34 302.16 +4E.19
Averege Total Eernings [8)
Quarter of Enrollmant 132.84 128,88 + 4,06
QRuarter 2 167.78 116,65 +52,10
Querter 3 180,58 186.48 - 5,984
Ever Received Any AFDC Payment,
Querters 4 - 3 (%) 58,9 61.8 - 2,9
Aversge Number of HMonthe Rsceiving
AFDC Paymsnts, Quarters % - 3 3.48 3,76 - 0,28
Ever Received Any AFDC Payments (%)
Quarter of Enrollment 48,8 ED,2 -~ 1.3
Quarter 2 52.6 57.1 - 4,5
Quarter 3 45,2 48,5 - 3.3
Averasge Totsl AFDC Payments
Recefved, Quarters 1 - 3 (§) 669,81 508,86 -28.05
Avarage AFDC Peyments Received ($)
Guarter of Enrollment 154,562 144,60 + 8,92
Quarter 2 218.46 242.05 ~-22.59
Quarter 3 185,94 202,32 -16.38
Semple Size 3ae 336

SOURCE: MDRC calculeations from State of Arkansas welfere end Unemployment Insurance records,

NOTES: These data includs zero veiues for ssmple members not employed and for ssmple members not
recsiving welfere, These data ere regreesion-adjusted using ordinery least squares, controlling for

pre—anrollment cheracteristice of semple members,
Experimentel~Control dffferences due to rounding.

There may be some discrepencies in calculating

A two—-tailed t-test wee spplied to differsnces between Expsrimental end Control groups,
Stetiatical eignificance Levels ares indiceted ess ®* = 10 percent; ** = 5§ percent; *** = 1 percent,

°nuartar 1, the querter of enrcliment, may contein some earnings from the period pricr to
enroltment and {8 therefore excluded from the wessures of totsl follow—up employment and eernings,
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however, in the next quarter as controls began to find jobs and move toward
their former employment levels, This pattern suggestas that the WORK
Program job search activities shortened the period of unemployment for some
applicantas, but may not have affected their employment levels over the
longer term. This is borne out by the findings that the total quarters
with employment and the total earnings for quarters two and three were less
affected by the program than the "ever-employed™ rate. In faot, there were
no statistically significant differences between experimentals and controls
on these measures,

About 60 percent of the applicant sample received welfare payments
during the nine-month follow=up, This rate was only slightly lower for
experimentals (58.9 percent} than for controls (61.8 percent), suggesting
that few applicants were deterred from proceeding with their welfare
applications; the 2.9 percentage point difference was small and not
statistically significant, Reductions in welfare receipt were also small
and not statiatically significant by quarter. The largest reduction took
place in quarter two, with 52.6 percent of the experimentals receiving
welfare payments compared to 57.1 percent of controls, for a difference
(4.5 percentage points) that was not statistically significant. Average
welfare payments for that quarter at $219 for experimentals compared to
$242 for controls also produced no statistically significant savings; the
difference of $23 amounted to a 9.3 percent reduction in welfare expendi-
tures per experimental for the quarter. VWelfare savings for the full nine
months were $29, or 4.9 percent of the control group average.11

2. Short-Term Impacts on Recipients

Reciplents, like applicants, exhibited a steady quarterly employment



rate prior to welfare application, but the level was extremely low: only
about 3 or 4 percent were working in any quarter. Even a year before
enrollment, this group's rate of welfare receipt was over 80 percent, and
it rose steadily up to the point of random assignment.

As seen in Table 5.5, controls showed a slight inorease in employment
at the point of random assignment, and this level remained constant during
quarters two and three. Experimentals showed an even larger increase that
continued through both follow-up quarters. The result was a consistent and
Statistically significant program impact on employment for the recipient
sample o¢ver the short run.

The gain can be seen in all of the measures; for example, the mMever
employed® rate for quarters two and three combined increased by 4.8
percentage points, an improvement of exactly the same magnitude as that for
the applicants. The gain is most clearly seen, however, by looking at
quarters two and three separately: Employment and earnings for experimen-
tals almost doubled compared to controls, an increase from 5.0 peroent for
controls to 9.7 percent for experimentals in the second quarter, and from
5.3 to 10.3 percent for the experimentals in the third quarter. Number of
quarters with employment and total earnings over the follow-up period
showed similar improvements, primarily because the employment gain was
sustained into quarter three. Controls showed no tendency to "catch up,"
and the employment rate for experimentals was still rising during this
quarter. These positive findings should not obscure the fact that the
absoclute levels of employment for recipient experimentals continued to be
very low.

Alongside the measured employment gains, there were consistent and



TABLE 5.5
ARKANEAS
BHORT-TERM IMPACTS OF THE ARKANSAS WORK PROGRAM ON EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS, AND AFDC

RECEIPT FOR RECIPIENTS DURING THE THREE QUARTER POST-ENROLLMENT FOLLOW-UP PERIOD
(JUNE 20, 1883 ~ MARCH 1984 SAMPLE)

Recipients
Dutcome and Follow-Up Period Experimentals Controls Difference
Ever Employed, Quartere 2 — 3 (%]° 11.5 6.7 + 4.B%%
Average Number of uuartersawith
Employment, Quarters 2 - 3 0.20 0.10 + 0.10%*
Ever Employed [%)
Quarter of Enrollment 7.0 5.5 + 1,5
Quarter 2 9.7 5.0 + 4 ,7%%
Quarter 3 10,3 5.3 + 5,0°¢
Average Totel Eernings, Ouerters 2-3 [s]a 189.80 87 .25 +112.65%*
Averags Totel Earnings (8]
Quarter of Enrollment 45.86 18.78 +27.08
Quarter 2 98.34 45.71 +52.683¢%
Quarter 3 101.566 41,54 +60,02**
Ever Received Any AFODC Payment,
Querters 1 - 3 [%) 93.9 85.8 - 1.9
Average Number of Months Receiving
AFDC Psyments, Quarters 1 - 3 7.20 7.98 ~ D.,70%0¥
Ever Received Any AFDC Paymente (%)
Querter of Enrollment 83,7 86.1 - 2.4
Quarter 2 B5,3 82.1 - 6,8%*
Guarter 3 74.3 85.7 =11.4%%*
Averege Total AFDC Payments
Received, Quarters 1 - 3 (8) 1,091.57 1,262.88 ~171.31%%=
Average AFODC Payments Received (§)
Quartar aof Enrollment 3883.34 422.60 -29.26%*
Quarter 2 3en,.27 424,92 -64,65%¢¢
Quarter 3 337.87 416,37 =77.40%%¢"
Sample Size 222 23D

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from State of Arkansas welfare and Unemployment Insurance records,

NOTES: These date include zero velues for eemple membere not employed end for sample members not
receiving wolfare. These data are ragression-ad]justed using ordinary least squaras, controlling for
pre—enrollment characteristics of sample members, There mey be some discrepenciees in celculating
Experimental—Control differences due to rounding,

A two-teiled t—test wes apptied to differences batween Experimentei and Control groups,
Statistical significance Levels are indicated es: * = 10 percent; ** = § percent; *** = 1 percent,

auuarter 1, the quarter of enrollment, mey contein some earnings from the period prior to

enrollment and is therefore excliuded from the measures of total followup employment and eernings.
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statistically significant welfare reductions that increased steadily
throughout the three quarters of follow-up. Experimentals left welfare
faster than controls, From the first quarter to the third, welfare receipt
for controls dropped from 96.1 percent to 85.7 percent, a decline of 10.4
percentage points, At the same time, welfare receipt for experimentals
went from 93.7 percent to 74.3 percent, a drop of 19.4 percentage points.
The rate of leaving welfare for experimentals was therefore nearly twice
that of controls (19.4 versus 10.4 percentage points). The total time
experimentals spent on welfare during the nine-month period was also lower,
as was the amount of benefits paid to them, Nine-month grant expenditures
per control were $1,263, compared to $1,092 for experimentals, for a
welfare savings of $171. In quarter three, the dollar difference amounted
to an 18.6 percent reduction in benefit expenditures for experimentals
versus controls,

It should be pointed out that nearly all short-term reductions in
grant expenditures for the WORK Program can be attributed to the recipient
sample, The average savings for recipient experimentals over the full nine
months were nearly six times higher than those for the applicants ($1T1
against $29, a difference statistically significant at the 5 percent
level). Thus, while recipients make up only 40 percent of the research
sample, they accounted for B0 percent of the total short-term welfare
savings.12

These findings take on additional significance when it is recalled
that nearly one-third of the recipient experimentals were still registered
with the program but unserved at the ninth month of follow-up, compared to

half that proportion for applicants (Chapter 4). Larger welfare impacts
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were achieved for recipients even though more of them remained in the
unserved pool at the end of the follow=-up period.

Highlighting these applicant-recipient differences does not mean that
program operators should avoid serving new welfare applicants. Several
factors argue against that., First, applicants who are approved for welfare
become recipients shortly after that. Thus, it is possible that the
impacts on applicants may begin to resemble the impacts on recipients over
a longer follow-up, In addition, 1if working with applicants keeps =some
from becoming entrenched in the welfare system, long-run impacts may be
larger than the short-run impacts estimated here. 13

A second factor is that the costs of working with long-term recipients
may be high, both in staff time and support services., Moreover, as the
next section will show, there do appear to be objectively identifiable
subgroups of applicants who fare worse in the labor market than others and
for whom intervention offers the potential for employment gains.

3. urther Subdivision cant an e en bgroups

Tables 5.6 and 5.7 present the results of a further subdivision of
these two subgroups. Although more speculative because of the asmall sample
sizes, estimates will be cited here because they speak in part to the
applicant/recipient question, They suggest that portions of the applicant
subgroup were, in faot, affected by the WORK Program, even in the short
run,

Three of the subgroup analyses pertained to employability: Individuals
with 1little recent work experience were compared to those with a more
current work record, mothers with children over five years tc those whose

youngest child was aged three to five, and those with a high schocl diploma
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TABLE 5.6
ARKANSAS
SHORT-TERM IMPACTS OF THE ARKANSAS WORK PROGRAM DN EMPLOYMENT AND AFDC RECEIPT FOR APPLICANTS

DURING THE THIRD QUARTER OF POST-ENROLLMENT FOLLOW-UP, BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS
(JUNE 20, 1883 ~ MARCH 1984 SAMPLE)

Applicants
|
Employed During Third Averege AFDC Payments Received
Percent Quarter of Follow-Up (%) During Third Quarter of Follow-Up(8$)}
of
Characteristic Sempl e Experimental Control Difference | Experimantal Control Difference
County xxx
Pulesski South 64,8 18.6 17.2 + 2,4 133.37 153,13 -18,76
Jefferson 35.2 16.7 16.7 - 0.0 281,22 288,66 - 7.44
Employed During Year
Prior to Enrollment xxx
Yes 33.3 398.3 43,8 - 4,8 186,57 18C.71 + 5,88
No 66.7 8.3 3.7 + 4.6 164.83 240,89 ~26,06
Child Less Than Six
No 51.3 17.2 18.9 - 1.7 182.72 208.13 -15,41
Yes 48,7 20.1 15.1 +4.,9 177,72 183,16 -15.44
b
High School Diplome x
Yes 55,0 20.3 20,8 + 0.0 189.12 165,05 + 4,07
No 45,0 16.5 13,1 + 3.4 180,86 220,14 -39,26
Length of Prior Welfere
History XX
Never Had Own Cese 68,2 15.2 17,6 -2,3 153.37 166,83 ~43.45
Had Own AFDC Case 43.8 22,9 16.5 + 6.4 226 .62 244,48 -17.96
Nunber of Own Children®
One 42,7 19.3 14.8 + 4.7 146,52 182,22  -45.70"7
Two 30,8 18.8 17.2 + 1.4 187,13 201,22 ~14,10
Three 14,8 17.8 19.8 - 1.8 227 .72 210,22 +17,50
d
Ever Married x
Yes 57 .1 18.0 13.7 + 4,3 174,68 183.08 - B.21
No 42.9 19.4 1.6 -2 199.43 224,47 -26,.04
Sample Sizea 867 33z 335 332 335

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from State of Arkanses welfere and Unemployment Insurance recorde,

NOTES: Thesa date include zero values for semple members not employed end for semple members not
receiving welfare, Thees data are regressfon—sdjusted using ordinary least esquares, controlling for
pre—anrollment characteristics of sample members, There may be some discrepancies {n caslculeting
Experimental-Control differences dus to rounding.

(continued]
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TABLE 5,6 [continued]

"Percent of Sample” may differ slightly from demogrephic tables of Chepter 2 becsuse 34 ceses
with any miseing deta wore dropped from the impact sample,

Subgroup impacts ere produced from regresefon coefficients of treatment-subgroup interaection
terme. ALl interactions are simultaneous: eetimetes for eech eubgroup cetegory hold constant all other
eubgroup cheracteristics,

a
Persons were considered employed during the year prior to enrcllment §f they had UI sarninge
for any of thse four prior quarters.

b
The high school cetegory includes individuels with a Genersl Equivalency Oiplome,

c

Differentiels for femily size were calculated fram e lineer interaction term, Estimates ere
shown only for one, two, and three children, the femily sizee neereet the mean, Frequencies therefors do
not sum to 100,0 percent,

d
"Ever merried" comprises individuals Living and not Living with spousa, divorced, end
widowed.

Within the control group, a two~teiled t—test was applied to differences betwesn castegoriaes
in each subgroup designation. 6Gtatietical significance lLevels are indiceted es: x = 10 percent; xx = §
percent; xxx = 4 percent.

Another two—tailed t-test was applied to differences in impects between categories in each
subgroup designetion. Statistical significance levele ere indicated ss: y = 10 percant; yy = § percent; yyy
= 1 percant, No taets wera performed for the significence of each impsct eingly,
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TABLE 5.7
ARKANSAS
SHORT-TERM IMPACTS OF THE ARKANSAS WORK PROGRAM ON EMPLOYMENTY AND AFDC RECEIPT FOR RECIPIENTS

OURING THE THIRD QUARTER OF POST-ENROLLMENT FOLLOW-UP, BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS
[JUNE 20, 1983 - MARCH 1884 SAMPLE)

Recipients
I i
Employed During Third Average AFDC Payments Received
Percent Quarter of Follow-Up (X} During Third Quarter of Follow—Up($]
of
Charecteristic Sample Experimantel Control Difference | Experimental Control Difference
County
Puleski South 56,6 13.3 4,7 + B.By 316.84 413,85 -86,91
Jefferson 43.4 6.7 8.7 + 0.0 358,35 412,00 52,65
Employed During Year
Prior to Enroliment xxx x
Yse 7.3 62.7 47 .6 + 5.1 227,43 301.33 -73.89
No 82,7 7.1 2.3 + 4.8 343.84 421.85 -78.00
Child Less Then Six
No 38,5 12.5 6.2 + 6,3 333,53 431,92 -88,39
Yes 61.5 8,2 5.2 + 3.9 336.48 401.23 -64.76
. b
High School Diploma
Yes 41,8 10,6 6.4 + 4.4 3o04.97 401 .89 -97.02
No 58.2 10.2 5.0 + 5.2 357.16 420,99 —£3.83
Length of Prior Welfare
History
Own AFDC Case Two Years x “x
or Less 36.2 12.9 9.4 + 3,5 300,68 371.27 ~-70,53
More Then Two Years 64.8 8.1 3.5 + 5,6 354.18 435,78 -81.80
c
Number of Own Children xx
Ons 36,0 7.4 4,4 + 3.0 289,16 345,78 -56,.63
Two 25.2 9,8 6.3 + 4.5 326,32 388.90 -73.58
Three 16.4 12,3 6.3 + 6,0 363.47 454,01 -80,54
d
Ever Married
Yes 42,0 10,0 2.4 + 7.5 371.26 405,53 -aa.aa’
NO 58.0 10.8 7.9 + ale 309.34 418.49 -108015
Semple Sizes 452 222 230 222 230

SOURCE: MDAC celculations from Stete of Arkenees walfare end Unemployment Insurance records,

NOTES: These data inciude zaro values for semple membere not employed and for semple members not
recoiving welfere, Thess dats are regressicnradjusted using ordinary lLeaset squaras, controlling for
pre—enrollment charecteristics of sample members. There may be some discrepancies in calculating
Expsrimental-Control differences dus to rounding,

{continued)
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TABLE 5.7 [continued)

"pParcent of Sample" may differ elightly from demographic tables of Chapter 2 becauss 34 ceses
with any missing data were dropped from the impact eample,

Subgroup impects are produced from regreseion coefficients of trestment-subgroup interaction
terms. All intersctions are simul tensous: astimates for each subgroup catepory hold constant all other
subgroup characteristice.

aParannﬁ were coneidered employed during the yeer prior to enrollment if they had U'I earninge
for any of the four prior quarters.

hTha high school category {includes individuele with e Gensral Equivalency Diplome.

cDiffrentials for family size were calculeted from a Lineer interaction term. Estimates are
shown only for one, two, and three children, the family aizes neerest the mean. Frequencies therefore do
not sum to 100.0 percent,

d"Evar married” comprisas individuals living end not Living with spouss, divorced, and
widowed,

Within the control group, & two—teiled t—test wes applied to differences between cetegories
in each subgroup designation, Statisticel significance Levals ere indicated as: x = 10 percant; xx = 6
percent} xxx = 1 percent,

Another two—tailed t—tect was applied to differences in impecte between categorias in sech

subgroup desipnstion. Statietical significence Levels are indicated est y = 10 percant; yy = 5 percent; yyy
= 1 percent, Ko tests were performad for the significence of each impact singly,
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or its equivalent were compared to those lacking one. Little recent work
experience, having a pre-school child, or not having a diploma each
constituted a labor market deficit or a barrier to employment.

Controls with any of these characteristics had lower employment in the
third quarter of follow-up than did controls with cpposite characteristies.
Yet, for applicants, the larger program employment impact was always associ-
ated with the lower employability category. For example, controls employed
during the year before enrcllment had a 43.8 percent employment rate in the
third quarter of follow-up; controls without prior employment, only a 3.7
percent rate, But this last subgroup showed a program impact of about the
same size as the impact for all recipients in this quarter, while a nega-
tive differential was found for the subgroup with prior employment. A
similar pattern, though not so pronounced, was observed for the pre~school
child and the no-diploma categories, In addition, applicants with a longer
welfare history, those with one child, or those who had at some point been
married also experienced greater employment impacts.

In each of the cases in the table where the control group had a very
low employment level (i.e., the controls were "less employable"), there

were employment I1improvements for the experimentals.1u

The important
finding is that these employment impacts were of similar magnitude to the
employment impacts for all recipients. The pattern is consistent, although
the individual estimates were generally not statistically significant.
Recipients, on the other hand, showed much narrower subgroup differ-
entials., These estimates indicate that reciplents responded similarly to

program efforts regardless of different demographic characteristies,

Applicants were more diverse, and some of that diversity mattered in terms
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of the WORK Program's services. Demographic characteristics flag portions
of the applicant subgroup who may show nearly as much improvement as

recipients in short-term employment outcomes.

F. Qther Subgroup Impacts

1. Area Differences

Differences in labor markets, enrollee demographics and program imple~
mentation between Pulaski South and Jefferson County raised the possibility
that the WORK Program impacts might differ by area. As seen in Tables 5.6
and 5.7, separate impact estimates for third-quarter employment and welfare
receipt were prepared for each county as part of the subgroup ahalysis,

A look first at the experience of controls will help in understand-
ing the different impacts. As shown in the table, employment rates were
similar in the two areas for applicant controls. The same is true for
recipient controls. Welfare payments to recipients were also similar by
county, but large and statistically significant differences were evident in
the welfare payments made to the applicant controls. Third-quarter
payments in Pulaski South averaged $153 compared to $289 in Jefferson. !9

As seen in the table, the WORK Program appears to have been more
effective in Pulaski South, although, because of the small samples, the
differences between the counties were not, for the most part, statistically
significant, All of the employment gains for the total sample came from
Pulaski South, since no employment changes at all were evident in Jefferson
County. The zero employment impact was accompanied by a negative earnings
differential, not shown here.16 In Pulaski South, there was an applicant

impaet of 2.4 percentage points and a larger recipient impact of 8.6 per-

=107~



centage points. Welfare savings per enrollee in Pulaski South were also
larger =- roughly twice those estimated for Jefferson County. Given these
differences by counties, 1t 1s useful to speculate on what might have
caused them,

The regression methodology accounted for the personal characteristics
of enrollees, sc cross-county differences in demographics are probably not
an important part of the explanation. The greater proportion of applicanta
approved in Jefferson, if anything, could have led to larger welfare
reductions because approved applicants are more like recipients, It is
alsoc possible that, deapite the similarity of control employment rates in
the two areas, the more urban labor market of Little Rock and ita better
public transaportation might have facilitated participation in the WORK
Program and aided the job search of enrollees.

However, reports of the on-site researcher indicate that the principal
factor in the impact differences may have been the more intensive program
treatment in Pulaski South, For example, in that area, about half of all
the enrollees who entered the job club were eventually routed through that
component again, and such recycling was not common in Jefferson. In
addition, the Jefferson WORK Program had high staff turnover, at one time
operating without a job club leader for at least two months, 17 Individual
Job search, too, was a relatively unstructured component in Jefferson
County. Thus, it may well be that the estimated differences in impacts
between Pulaskl South and Jefferson were more directly connected to
different treatment wvariations than to differences in enrollees or labor

markets,
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2. fferences b the dren

Extending participation to parents with young children, ages three to
five, meant that the WORK Program could reach a large number of people
earlier in their welfare tenure than otherwise would have been the case.
Without the federal waiver, enrollment of these individihals would have been
deferred for up to three years., Overall, 53.9 percent of the impact sample
enrolled in the WORK Program had a child under age six. That fraction was
expected to be higher for recipients than applicants, since the prinecipal
reason for a mandatory designation among recipients was the fact that the
youngest child had turned three.

Taking the demonstration period as a whole, recipients did, in fact,
have a higher proportion of mothers with pre=school children -- 61,5
percent compared to 48.7 percent for applicants, That rate rose for
recipients to T71.4 percent for the final January-March 1984 enrollment
group, This later group is probably more typical of recipients to be
enrolled in the future than the earlier groups, which contained some of the
start-up backlog of recipients who had been classified mandatory before the
start of the research.

These percentages indicate that the succeasful bid for a federal
child-age waiver substantially broadened the reach of the WORK Program and
made single parents with pre-school children a large proportion of the
enrollment sample., It thus becomes important to try to determine whether
employment increases and welfare savings can actually be achieved for this
subgroup, and reasona may be adduced for and against the feasibility of
obtaining such impacts. On the one hand, working with parents early in

their stay on welfare may keep them from becoming permanently entrenched in
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the system. On the other hand, the child-care demands on single parents
with children who spend no part of the day in school can curtail their
chances for employment. Results presented for this subgroup in Tables 5.6
and 5.7 provide some tentative information about the behavioral
significance of child age.

First, to see whether having a pre-school child interferes with
employment in the absence of WORK Program services, one should examine the
employment rates for the controls. As seen in the tables, these rates
were lower for the "young child™ portion of the sample, but the difference
was not as large as for ‘'prior employment®™ or "diploma"™ status.
Apparently, the difficulties to employment raised by the presence of a pre-
school child did not add much to the other barriers already experienced by
applicants and recipients in this sample. Welfare dollars were similar for
controls with and without young children.

Impact estimates suggest that the program's effects on parents with
pre-school children were no different from those on parents with older
children. The results for applicants actually show a greater increase in
employment for parents with a young child than for those without; welfare
impacts were about the same. For recipients, employment gains and welfare
reductions were somewhat lower if there was a young child, but the
differential was not large. Extension of mandatory coverage therefore
allows provision of effective services to the majority of enrollees sooner
than would otherwise have been the case.

It should be noted, however, that in this sample mothers with children
under six also tended to have more children altogether, and fewer had ever

been married. As Tables 5.6 and 5.7 suggest, both number of children and
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marital status may have been associated with differential program effective~
ness, These factors, then, as well as the presence of a pre-school child,
may be important considerations in working with the new group brought into
the WORK Program by the child-age waiver. To see whether these other
factors influenced findings for the child-age subgroups, simple experi-
mental-control differences were calculated without regression adj]ustment.

The results closely mateh the adjusted impacts in Tables 5.6 and 5.7.18

G. JImpact Stability

Evaluations of other employment programs have shown that impacts can
sometimes vary for sample groups enrolled at different periods of time,
depending on differences in program practices, characteristica of the
samples and general labor market conditions. This section compares impacts
for WORK Program subgroups of the full sample for three enrollment periods:
June-September 1983, October-December 1983, and January-March 1984.

Any of several factors could have caused systematic differences in
impacts across enrollment groups in Arkansas, The demonstration, which ran
from June 1983 through January 1985, began during the WORK Program's
start-up phase, with its attendant implementation and coordination
problems. A backlog of individuals awaiting enrollment had to be served in
a timely manner, making the June-September group much larger than later
ones, An administrative directive at the beginning of 1984 cut back local
office discretion, and, as noted in Chapter U4, participation rates were
greatest for the January-March subgroup. Characteristics of the three
groups also differed, as noted in Chapter 2, although not markedly so.

Finally, throughout the demonstration period, the continuing recovery from
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a national economic recession led to improved job prospects for program
enrollees.

Table 5.8 displays separately for each group the estimates of WORK
Program impacts on employment rates and welfare measures for quarter three.
Employment impacts appear stable; there was no proncunced deviation from
the overall estimate presented earlier of a gain of 3.1 percentage points
for the quarter, Welfare reductions were somewhat higher for the last
group than for the earlier ones. The dJanuary-March savings of $63 per
enrcllee for the quarter exceeded by more than half the savings of the two

preceding groups. The tightening of program operating regulations may have

led to an inerease in effectiveness.
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TABLE 5.8
ARKANSAS

SHORT-TERM IMPACTS OF THE ARKANGAS WORK PROGRAM ON EMPLOYMENT
AMD AFDC RECEIPT FOR THE RESEARCH SAMPLE DURING THE THIRD QUARTER
OF POST-ENROLLMENT FOLLOW-UP, BY ENROLLMENT PERIOD
(JUNE 20, 1883 - MARCH 1884 SAMPLE)

ODutcome end Follow—Up Period Experimentels Controle Difference

Employed in Third Quarter (%)

June 20 - September 1883 Enrolless 15.1 12,0 + 3.1
October — December 1883 Enrolleess 16,6 12.8 + 2.8
Janusry - March 1884 Enrolless 14,8 11.8 + 3,2

Total AFDC Paymentse in Third
Querter of Follow-Up [8)

Juns 20 - September 1883 Enrolless 254,83 284.43z ~38.,50%**
October ~ December 1883 Enrolleess 2656.51 288.30 ~-27.78
January — March 1884 Enrollaes 211 .68 274,94 -63,26°**

Sample Bize

Juna 20 - September 1983 Enrolless 253 285
Cctobsr - December 1883 Enrolless 1556 163
January - March 15884 Enrollees 146 137

SOURCE: MDRC calculistions from State of Arkanses welfare end Unemployment
Insurance records,

NOTES: These deta include zero valuee for semple members not employed and for
sample members not receiving welfere, These data are regressfon—adjusted using
ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-enrolilment charactaristice of semple
membere, Thero mey be some discrepencies in calculating Expsrimental-Control
differences dus to rounding,

A two-tailed t-test wes applied to differences between Experimentsl
and Control groupe, Stetisticel eignificance lLevels are indicated as: * = 10
percent; ** = [ percant; *** = 9 percent,

These effects are constrained to aquality for all three enrollment
groups, so impact sstimetes for ths Juns 20 ~ September 1883 group will differ
sLightly from impacts faor thet group shownp in the Long-term folilow-up table,

Within the control group, en F~test was used to saBt for the
significance of enrcliment pariocd as s factor. 6&tatistical significance levels are
indicated 28t z = 10 percenty zz = 5 percentj zz2z = 1 parcant, Aleso within the
control group, the differencee between the sacond enrollment period and ths first and
batween the third period end the first ware aech tested, but nejther was
etetistically signifticant,
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CHAPTER 6

BENEFIT-COST ANALYSIS

This chapter presents an evaluation of the economic benefits and costs
of the WORK Program., Its approach, which is based on techniques developed
in previous evaluations of soclial programs and used in other MDRC studies
of employment programs for welfare recipients, allows for the systematic
assessment of the program's economic effects on experimentals, taxpayers
and society as a whole.

The following discussion addresses the key elements of the analyti-
cal approach and the evaluation results. It begins with an overview of the
analytical framework, followed by a discussion of the individual benefit
and cost components. The next section aggregates these results, and shows
their distributional consequences within society. The chapter concludes by
considering the policy implications of the findings.1

Results are presented separately for Pulaski South and Jefferson
Counties, as well as for both counties combined. Because of the small
sample sizes, however, the county results are less reliable than those for
the full sample. Data limitations also preclude separate analyses for

other subgroups, such as applicants and recipients.

A, n e 04
1. en he An sis
This assessment of the WORK Program's economic consequences encom-

passes a wide array of potential benefits and costs. The data come from a
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combination of sources inecluding, among others, the AFDC payments and
Unemployment Insurance earnings records used for the impact analysis,
published statistics compiled by the State of Arkansas, agency expenditure
records and staff interviews. On the benefits side, dollar values have
been estimated for the program's effect on the experimental group's output
in program and non-program Jobs, and on their tax payments; changes in
their welfare, Medicaid and Unemployment Insurance paymentsa; and changes in
the administrative costs of those transfer programs,

The costs included in this analysis have been disaggregated into costs
for assessment, the job clubs, individual Job search (combined with various
other staff activities), program monitoring by the central office of the
WORK Program and the Department of Human Services, and allowances and
incentive payments for participants. The costs incurred by the local Job
Training Partnership Act (JTPA) program in serving enrollees referred by
the Pulaski South office were also considered.

A1l benefits and coats were estimated on a "per experimental®™ basis
and they are incremental -- in other words, above and beyond the benefits
and costs attributable to the control group. Thus, the analysis compares
the average incremental costs of serving the experimental group with the
average incremental benefits those services yield,

It is important to note, however, that the WORK Program may have had
effects on experimentals that are not captured by the data available for
this study. For example, the analysis did not measure experimental-control

differences in the use of Food Stamps or General Aasiatance.2

Moreover,
data were not available on the income of other family members, and sample

members may have had access to this income, Nor was it possible to
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estimate any intangible effects of the program, such as an improvement in
experimentals' self-esteem. These exclusions should be borne in mind in
assessing the results of this analysis.

2. trapo eyond the Obse n Pe

As discussed in Chapter 5, program impacts can endure beyond the end
of the data collecticon peqiod. Similarly, since the treatment 1is open-
ended, program resources may still be invested in participants who remain
enrolled after the end of the study period. In order to compare the full
benefits and costs of the program, it is therefore necessary to project
impacts and costs beyond the limits of the data collection period. This
analysis will make such extrapolations using a time horizon of five years
from the point of random assignment. This reflects the assumption -- based
on recent national research -- that, in the absence of the WORK Program,
the average experimental would be off welfare in about this amount of
time.3 Predicting experimental-contrcl differences in welfare receipt and
employment beyond that point would be more speculative, Moreover, projec-
tions of costs beyond five years are unnecessary, since most costs were
incurred during the first year after random assignment. However, because
of the uncertainties of making projections for even a five-year period,
benefit-cost comparisons will be estimated using different assumptions
about the stability of program impacts after the observation period.

In order to estimate benefits or costs that occur over time, it is
necessary to consider both inflation and foregone investment, If inflation
is not controlled, the real value of future benefits will be overstated
because of a change in the value of the dollar. In this analysis, the

effect of inflation is simply eliminated by projecting future benefits and
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costa from a base period in a single fiscal year (1984). TUsing this
method, later benefits and costs are estimated in 1984 dollars.

Even after adjusting for inflation, the value of benefits and costs
varies depending on when they occur, For example, because of the
opportunity to invest, a benefit received early in the follow-up period is
worth more than the same benefit received lat:er-.rl Therefore, future
benefits and costs must be discounted to their value in the base year -- in
this case, to fiscal year 1984, The real interest rate (i.e., the rate net
of inflation) used for this purpose is 5 percent, a rate which falls within
the generally accepted range of from 3 to 10 percent.5

3. e ut 8 and Losse

An important question in evaluating social programs is whether one
group's gain is another's loss, Thus, to understand the implications of
estimated benefits and costs, one must consider the economic consequences
of the program separately for the experimental group, for all other people
in Bsociety (referred to here as the “taxpayers"),6 and for both groups
combined, which together constitute the whole society.

Table 6.1 1llustrates how these groups might be differentially affect-
ed if the program had its intended outcomes. Consider, for example, the
program's impact on transfer payments, such as welfare. A reduction in
tranafer payments is a benefit to taxpayers (whose taxes support the
payments) but a loss to the experimental group -- effects that, when added
together, cancel each other out from the perspective of society as a whole.
However, the administrative cost savings that result from such reductions
are a gain toc taxpayers and have no effect on the well-being of experi-

mentals; thus, the overall effect on soclety is positive, On the other
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TABLE 6.1
ARKANSAS

EXPECTED BENEFITS AND COSTS
PER EXPERIMENTAL, BY PERSPECTIVE

Perspective

Componsnt of Analysis Experimentals Taxpayers Society
Benefits
In-Program Qutput 0 + +
Earninge + 0 +
Tax Payments - + o
Tranafer Payments - + 1]

Transfer Progream

Administretion 1] + +
Costs

Progrem Operating Cosets 0 - -

Participant Coste + - 0

JTPA Operating Costs 0 - -

NOTE: Cowmponsnte ars lListed as benafits and caosts according to whather their
expected effeact 18 a net benefit or cost from the sociml perspective, Within each
perspective, s poeftive sign (+) indicates sn expected gain to that group, a
negative eign (-) indicates an sxpected Lose, and » zero [0) indicates neithar a
gein nor 8 lLoss. For sach component, the gasin or lLoss to socisty 18 obtained by
summing tha effacts on experimentals and taxpayers.
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hand, the operating costs of the WORK Program, which are paid for entirely
by the taxpayers, are a loss to soclety.

Within each perspective, the sum of all gains and losses (discounted
to fiscal year 1984 dollars) indicates the program's "net present value,"
This shows, for each perspective, whether or not the total economic
benefits of the program exceed its total costs. It 1is thus possible to
assess the program's effect on experimentals relative to taxpayers, as well

as its effect on both groups combined,

B. PBenefits

As stated previously, the potential benefits of the WORK Program
include an increase in experimentals' output and in the taxes they pay, and
a reduction in thelr use of transfer programs, These outcomes were in fact
achleved by the experimental group as a whole, although there were impor-
tant differences between Pulaski South and Jefferson County. The next few
sections describe these results and the basic procedures used in making the
estimates,

1, n= u

One way that the WORK Program could increase the amount of goods and
services produced by the experimental group relative to the control group
was through the Jobs to which experimentals were assigned while in the
program, These include the work experience positions in both counties,
and, in Pulaski South, the JTPA Jobs to which =six participants were
referred. The work experience Jobs included aide positions in day care
centers and clerical jobs in the Department of Human Services. The JTPA

Jobs in Pulaski South were in a teachers' aide training program operated by
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the Little Rock public school system, where participants took part in
training classes and worked as teachers' aides over a period of seven
months.

The value of the work performed in these jobs was estimated by deter-
mining the compensation that employers would have had to pay for other
workers to provide the same services.? The first step was to determine the
relative productivity of participants compared to that of regular workers
at the same jobs. On the basis of evaluations by the participants' super-
visors gathered for the worksite survey,a a ratio comparing the output of
participants with that of regular workers was computed, This ratio was
multiplied by the average length of stay in work experience jobs (available
from program records) to obtain estimates of the time regular workers would
take to perform the same amount of work. This, in turn, was multiplied by
the regular workers! wage rates (marked up for fringe benefits) to yield an
estimate of the total value of participants' work. A similar approach was
used in estimating the value of participants' output in the JTPA Jobs.9

The productivity of work experience participants was assessed to be 97
percent of regular workers' productivity. The hourly value of their work,
based on the level of compensation (wages and fringe benefits) that regular
workers would have received, was $3.99. Reflecting the low rate of assign-
ment to work experience (see Chapter U4), the average value of output was
only $19 per experimental. (See Table 6$.2.) The greater amount of output
in Pulaski South compared to Jefferson County reflects both a relatively
higher assignment rate and length of stay in that component. The value of
output in JTPA jobs was only $1 per experimental because of the low numbers

assigned to such positions.1°
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TABLE B,2
ARKANEAS

ESTIMATED VALUES PER EXPERIMENTAL
FOR BENEFIT VARIABLES, BY COUNTY

Benafit Veriable Pulaski South Jefferson Both
In~Progren Output
Work Expsrience $ 30 $ 23 $ 19
JTPA 2 D 1
Earnings
Aegular Employment 780 to 1278 =314 to =503 344 to 570
Tax Payments
Federal Income Tax 52 to 86 -24 to -38 21 to 36
Stats Income Tax 8 to 14 -5 to -7 4 to 6
Sociel Security Tax 44 to 73 =17 to -28 18 to 31
State Sales Tax/Other 14 to 22 -6 to -8 B to 9
Trenefer Payments
AFDC -628 to ~878 ~388 to -619 =635 to —-838
Medicaid -178 to -279 -128 to =207 -1656 to -250
Unemploymant Insurancs 27 to 58 0 to 22 18 to 43
Transfsr Progrem
Administration
AFDC -138 to -215 -88 to -136 =118 to -183
Medicaid -8 to -12 -5 to =10 =7 to -11
Unemploymsnt Insurance 2 to b5 0D to 3 2 to 4
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TABLE 6.2 f[continued)

S0URCE: MDRC calculatione from WORK Progrem cliant racorde; workeite
surveyj Unemployment Insurence earnings and payment recordej AFDC payment
recorde and published data on welfere end Mediceaid coets, tax retes and
employee fringa benefits,

NOTES: Results are expressed in 91984 dollars, The enalysis is basead
on & sample of 343 experimentals and 3BB controls in Pulsski South, and 227
exparimentals and 295 controls 1in Jefferson,

For benefit variablee other then fn-progrem output, estimetes
reflect alternetive assumptions sbout the chanpe in fmpects after date
cottection ended. The first number of eech range assumes that impacts decline
ennuatly by 30 percent during the extraspolation period; the second numbar
assumes no decey or increese in impacts.
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2. arnings from Regu bs

Regular unsubsidized employment was a much more important source of
net output than work experience. The value of this output was determined
from the experimental-control difference in earnings.11 Assuming that
labor markets are competitive, employers will pay a total compensation
equal to the value of a worker's marginal product.12 Estimated earnings
differences were marked up for fringe benefits, which national employment
compensation data indicate are about 18 percent of the earnings for the
types of low=level Jjobs held by the experimentals and controls. 13

One important limitation of the availlable data used in this analysis
1s that the estimated earnings impacts are not precise because of the wide
variance in the amounts of the earnings. (See Chapter 5.) The reader is
therefore advised to interpret the earnings estimates with caution.
Another limitation is that they allow only up to five quarters of
follow-up, Consequently, to estimate a benefit from earnings for the
five«year time horizon, 1t 18 necessary to project the size of the
program's effect on earnings after data collection ends. These projections
are difficult to make on the basis of limited follow-up, since longer-term
trends are difficult to detect. Consequently, different assumptions have
been used to compute a range of eatimates,

One assumption is that the magnitude of the experimental-control dif-
ference observed for the last two quarters of follow-up will continue
during the extrapolation period. A factor supporting this projection is
that no decay in employment impacts for the full sample was evident from
the data, as shown in Chapter 5. Indeed, the employment effects for the

earliest group of enrollees with the five-quarter follow-up were atill
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increasing as the end of data collection approached. Other studiesa provide
an additional basis for the assumption of no decay. For example, the
research findings from a WIN job search program in Louisville, Kentucky
showed that the increase in employment and earnings observed for a female
experimental group held up over a two=year follow=up period.1"

Other studies suggest that the effecta of some programs similar to the
WORK Program do decline with time. For example, according to a national
study of the WIN Program, earnings effects decay at a rate of 24 percent
annually for female sample members and 90 percent for males.15 On this
basis, an annual decay rate of 30 percent was applied as an alternative
assumption in projecting the earnings benefits of the WORK Program, whose
enrollees are almost entirely female.

Table 6.2 presents the results of combining the observed earnings
impacts with the different projections. For both counties, the range of
estimates is from $344 (assuming a 30 percent decay rate) to $570 (assuming
no change). The table also reveals contrasting county results. While the
experimentals in Pulaskl South experienced a net increase in earnings,
those in Jefferson showed lower earnings than the controls. However, the
reader is again reminded of the uncertainty surrounding all estimates of
earnings.16

Because of the additional uncertainty imposed by the short follow-up
period, it i1s useful to compare the extrapolated portion of the overall
earnings estimate with the amount that was actually observed. This compari-
son 1s presented for the full sample in Table 6.3, which also includes
comparisons of other benefit components. As that table illustrates, the

extrapolated estimate for each of these variables 1is almost as large as --
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TABLE 8.3
ARKANSAS

ESTIMATED OBSERVED AND EXTRAPOLATED BENEFITS PER EXPERIMENTAL

Type of Estimete

Extrapolated, Extrespolated,

30% Decling No Change

a

Benefit Veriable Observed In Impacts In Iwmpactes
In~Progrems Qutput 920 90 $0
Earnings 98 248 474
Tax Payments 10 ae 71
Transfer Peyments -272 -404 =770
Transfer Program
Administration —-48 =76 =143

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from WORK Progrem client records} worksite
surveyj Unemployment Insurance sarnings and paymant records; AFDC payamsnt
records and published dates on welfare and Medicsid costs, tax restes and employss
fringe benafits,

NOTES: Resulte are for Puleeki South and Jefferson semples combined and
are oxpressed in 9984 doillers, The total ssmple includes 570 experimenteles and
583 controles,

.Bnaad on available follow-up dats,
bAaaunea program {mpacts decline 30 percant snnually during
extropoletion pericd. Together, observed and extrapolated benefits correspond

to a period of five yeesrs,

cAsnu-es no dacay or {ncreare in program fimpacts after deta
sollection,
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or larger than -- the amount actually observed. The results clearly
demonstrate the importance of the extrapolated estimates to the overall
estimates. (As will be seen, however, the extrapolations do not change the
general pattern of results in this analysis.)

3. ITax Payments

The program's effect on earnings was accompanied by an experimental-
control difference in tax payments, as can be seen in Table 6.2. Tax
payments include federal and state income taxes, Sccial Security payroll
taxes, and state sales and excise taxes. These taxes have been imputed
based on experimentals' earnings (total earnings in the case of payroll and
sales taxes, earnings over a base amount for income taxes), marital status
and number of dependents, the relevant tax rates and average consumption
patterns.17 With the samples from both counties combined, the overall
increase in tax payments is from $49 to $82 (depending on the assumptions
about decay).18

4, Iransfer Payments

Program effects on experimentals' dependence on public transfer
programs were estimated for AFDC, Medicaid and Unemployment Insurance.
Changes in AFDC receipt were based on the records data used in the impact
analysis, while changes in unemployment benefits were estimated from
payment records for a randomly selected subsample of 219 experimentals and
controls, Although differences in the use of Medicaid could not be
directly observed, AFDC eligibility automatically establishes eligibility
for Medicaid. Moreover, state and federal regulations allow former AFDC
recipients to remain eligible for Medicaid for a specified period of time

following their exit from welfare. Through Octcber 1984, that limit was
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four months. It was therefore possible to compute the average experi-
mental-control difference for the total months of statutory Medicaid
eligibility from the data on receipt of AFDC payments. This average was
then multiplied by the average monthly Medicaid payments to welfare
recipients in Arkansas to estimate the value of the experimental-control
difference in the use of Medicaid.

For the sample as a whole, and within each county, the WORK Program
led to a reduction in the amount of transfer payments received by experi-
mentals, As shown in Table 6.2, the largest reductions were in welfare
payments, where the decrease was in the range of from $535 to $836. There
was a slight increase in Unemployment Insurance payments, offsetting -~ by
approximately 3 percent -- the total reduction in AFDC and Medicaid. This
increase probably resulted in part from the program's employment effects in
Pulaskl South: Individuals who work are more likely to be eligible for
those benefits when they become unemployed. The change in Unemployment
Insurance payments in Jefferson was smaller, and the direction uncertain.

Changes in the administrative costs incurred by the three transfer
programs were estimated by multiplying the experimental-control differences
in transfer payments by the estimated average administrative cost per
dollar of transfer. The administrative cost figures for AFDC and Medicaid
were derived from 1984 administrative expenditure data maintained by the
State of Arkansas, while the administrative coats for Unemployment
Insurance were federal government estimates for the same period.

As indicated in Table 6.2, the pattern of results mirrors the findings
for transfer payments. Overall, the estimated administrative cost savings

for both counties is from $123 to $190 per experimental, most of which 1s
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due to the reduction in AFDC costs.

C. Costs

WORK Program costs include both program operating costs and payments
for clients' participation-related expenses, With the exception of the
assessment process, which was conducted for controls as well as experi-
mentals, all of these costs are attributable to the experimental group., 1In
addition, the Pulaski South office generated a small experimental-control
difference in the expenditure of JTPA funds through direct referral of six
participants to the local JTPA program. All of these costs were considered
in estimating the net value of resources expended for the experimental
group.

1. era sts

Net operating costs were estimated separately for four major program
components -- assessment, job club, work experience, and a combination of
individual job search and other staff activities -~ and for program monitor-
ing by the central office of the WORK Program and the Division of Economic
Security of the Department of Human Services. The general approach within
each of these areas was first to estimate the "unit cost"™ of each service
-~ that is, the average cost of providing the service for one individual
for one unit of time. (Different units were used, depending on the
component. To illustrate, job club unit costs were estimated as the cost
per participant day, while these costs for work experience were estimated
using the cost per participant hour.) Next, the unit cost was multiplied
by the average amount of time that experimentals received the service,

yielding the average cost of the service per experimental.
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Unit costs are based on data from the period of January through June
1984, The preceding months are not included because they cover program
start-up, typically a period when significant resources are expended for

etting up and refining operating procedures and for which costs may not
accurately reflect the level of resources used for direct services. The
period after June 1984 was also excluded. With random assignment having
ended in March, the proportion of research sample members within the total
group of program enrollees was declining. If service intensity differed
substantially for research and non-research enrollees, cost estimates for
serving experimentals would be blased.

To determine the separate unit costs of the different service areas,
the portion of direct labor costs (i.e., staff salaries) allocated to each
had to be estimated. To do this, staff interviews and a time study of work
activities in the county offices were utilized. The time study was
conducted during a two-week period in March 1984 when staff, using a
modified version of the regular time sheets, recorded the time they devoted
to various functions. The pertinent wage rates were then multiplied by the
proportion of time spent on given activities to yield a percentage
breakdown of direct labor costs by function.

For both counties, the bulk of staff time -- 72 percent for non-admini-
strative staff in Pulaski South and 62 percent in Jefferson -~ was devoted
to "individual job search/other® activities. This is a broad category that
includes contacting and counseling enrollees, monlitering compliance with
program rules, attempting to resolve barriers to employment (e.g., arrang-
ing for day care), developing unsubsidized Jjobs and preparing case

narratives. While it would have been desirable to separate out staff time
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for some of these activities, the overlap among them was considerabl-

Staff interviews revealed that, at the central office, the two program
managers spent 100 percent of their time on the WORK Program, and all of
this was allocated to central administrative costs. Such costs also
accounted for 10 percent of the time of the Director of Economic Security,
who monitored the program for the Department of Human Services. Because
these administrators also had responsibilities for monitoring WORK Program
offices other than Pulaski South and Jefferson, their central administra-
tion costs were prorated for these two counties,

For each service area, the estimated proportion of direct labor costa
was multiplied by the relevant staff salaries paid during a specified time
period to yield the total dollars spent on direct labor. When these sums
were divided by the total number of participation units for that service
during the same time period, the result was the direct labor unit cost for
that function. These estimates were then marked up for fringe benefits,
leave time (e.g., vacation, holidays, sick days) and local administration
and non-personnel expenses. A further adjustment was made to exclude the
amount of staff resources devoted to research-related tasks that were not a
part of ongoing operations.19 The adjusted unit costs were then multiplied
by the average net time spent by experimentals in each service area to get
the average cost of those services per experimental. (Length~of-stay
estimates were made from a variety of data sources and are discussed in
detail in Appendix F.)

As with benefits, some costs of operating the WORK Program are likely
to be incurred beyond the point that follow-up data are available. When

data collection ended, a substantial portion of experimentals were still
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enrolled in the program and receiving services., From qualitative informa-
tion on program operations, it appears that, after a year in the program,
those who were not deregistered and who received any services at all were
most likely to receive staff counseling, telephone contacts and individual
job search assistance, Moreover, they continued to generate central admini-
strative costs. With some exceptions, costs assoclated with the Jjob club
and work experience were incurred during the first year of program
enrollment.20 Likewise, participation-related expenditures, which were
made primarily while enrollees were in the job club or work experience,
were almost entirely paid during the first year of enrollment, Conse-
quently, cost extrapolations have been made only for the "individual job
search/other? category and for central administration.21

The results, presented in Table 6.4, show that in both counties the
"individual job search/other® category accounts for roughly 40 percent of
all costs, The net costs of assessment are particularly low, since
controls were also assessed. (Note that the extra counseling and planning
generally given to the experimental group during assessment interviews were
allocated by the time study to the "individual job search/other® category.)
The higher expenditures on work experience in Pulaski South compared to
those in Jefferson primarily reflect the experimental group's higher level
of participation in that county.

2. t n-Relate enses an e sts

The WORK Program offered several kinds of financial assistance.
Funding was available to pay for child care in licensed day-care centers,
and enrollees in both the job club and work experience were given a $i per

day allowance to defray the costs of transportation and 1lunch. In
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TABLE 8.4
ARKANSAS

ESTIMATED NET PROGRAM CO8TS PER EXPERIMENTAL, BY COUNTY

County
Cost Verfable Puleski Bouth Jefferson \ Both
Operating Costs
Assessment $ 4 $ © $ 2
Job Club 12 18 13
Work Experience 17 1 11
Individual Job 74 55 67
Bearch/Other
Central Administration 5 9 7
Participation—-Related
Expenses
Incentive Payments,
Child Care, Allowances 20 16 18
Use of Other Progrems
JTPA Operating Costs 67 0 40

SOURCE: MDRC celculations from WORK Progrem client records and fiscal
recordsj; JTPA fiscal records; and publiehed date on sverage dursation of
waolfare recefipt,

NOTE:: Results ere axpressed in 1884 dollers, The results sre based

on a sebple of 343 experimentals and 368 controls in Puteski South, and 227
experimentals and 215 controls in Jafferson,
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addition, an incentive payment of $50 was paid to individuals who found a
full-time job, either before entering the job club or during the component.
People had to remain in those jobs for at least 30 days to receive the
payment, which could be made only once each calendar year.

Table 6.4 shows the average participation-related expenses per experi-
mental, which were estimated to be $20 for Pulaski South and $15 for
Jefferson. According to additional information on Pulaski South, almost
half {47 percent) of these costs went for child care, while 32 percent went
to allowances during Jjob c¢lub participation, 3 percent to the employment
incentive, and 18 percent for work experience expenses.

The estimated per experimental operating cost of JTPA in Pulaski South
was $67. Expense allowances were not provided, with the exception of bus
fare, Since the per experimental cost of that allowance was negligible, it
was excluded from this analysis.

Overall, the estimated resources invested per experimental -- includ-
ing both operating and participation-related expenses -- were quite low.
For both counties, the average cost was $158 per experimental: $199¢ for
Pulaski South and $95 for Jefferson. As Table 6.4 suggeats, the relatively
higher cost in Pulaski South reflects the additional cost of JTPA services,
and the greater cost of work experience and of the "individual job search/
other® services,

While it is necessary to estimate costs on a per experimental basis ==
since benefits are estimated in the same way -- it is important to remember
that not all experimentals received substantial amounts of program ser-
vicea, 1Indeed, 1f only the enrollees active in the program at some time

are considered, the average per person costs would be higher. To
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illustrate this, net costs were re-estimated excluding experimentals who
never participated in the job clubs, individual job search, work experience
or JTPA jobs, (It is assumed that virtually all experimentals were
monitored by the program or received some informal counseling.) For the
full sample, the average c¢ost per person increased to $249. In Pulaski
South it rose to $343, while in Jefferson it increased only marginally to
$108.

Still, the costs of the WORK Program appear low. There are several
possible explanations for this, One may simply be that services were not
especially intensive for the average enrollee., Few people received work
experience, and individual job search was not very time-consuming to
administer to an average enrollee. Alsc, the number of staff members in
each county was fairly low (approximately nine in Pulaski South and six in

Jefferson during the period under study).

D. The Distribution of Benefits and Costs

This section discusses how the estimated benefits and costs discussed
above differentially affect experimentals, taxpayers and society as a
whole, Also, the gains and losses are added together to show the net
present value of the program from each of the three perspectives,

Table 6.5 shows the effects of the major cost and benefit components
on experimentals, taxpayers and society, combining the results of both
counties, Looking at the first category, one can see that the output
generated during work experience and JTPA jobs, though small, is a benefit
to taxpayers, since it increases the goods and services available to them

without requiring direct payment for the labor used. The net output
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TABLE 6.5
ARKANSAS

ESTIMATED BENEFITS AND COSTS PER EXPERIMENTAL, BY PERSPECTIVE

Perspectivse
Component eof Analysis Experimentals Taxpayars o Society
Benefits
In-Program QOutput $ 0 $ 20 $ 20
Esrnings 344 to 670 0 344 to 570
Tax Payments -48 to -81 48 to B1 0
Transfer Payments -676 to ~1042 678 to 1042 0
Trenafer Program ]
Adoinistratiaon 0 124 to 182 124 to 1892
Costs
Program Operating Coste 0 -100 =100
Participaetion Expesnses J 18 -18 (¢}
JTPA Cperating Costs J 0 =40 =40
Net Velue -363 to -5356 711 to 1177 348 to B42

BOURCE: MDRC calculetions from WORK Program cese file recorde; worksite
surveyj Unemployment Insurance earnings end payments recorde; AFOC payments
records; WORK and JTPA fiecel records; and publiehed dats on welfare and Medicaid
cosets, tax rates end employse fringe benefits,

NOTEB: Costs were estimated for tha sems five yoasr period as benefits
although most coste were incurred in the first ysar after rendom assignment,

Components are Listed as benafits or costs eccording to priar
expectations regerding their velue from the eocial perspective. The results
presented here, howevsr, reaflect actual outcomes,

Within each perspective, positive numbers indicate gains to that
group and negetive numbers indicate Losses,

Aesults are for Puleski South and Jefferson samples combined end
sre expressed in 1984 dollsrs., The totel sample includee 570 experimantals end
683 controls,

For benefits other thern {n-progrem output, estimates raflect
elternetive sseumptione sbout ths chenge in {mpects after dets collection snded.
The ftret number of esch renge sssumed thet {mpacts decline snnually by 30
parcent during the extrepoletien period; the second number sesumed no decay or
incresse in impacts,
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produced by experimentals in jobs obtained after leaving the program is a
benefit to the experimentals because it increases their earnings and other
compensation. While this output also increases the goods and services
available to taxpayers, they must purchase them directly, so the net value
to them is zero.

Due to the program's employment effects, experimentals paid a net
increase in taxes, which from their perspective, was a loss. However, that
losa was a direct gain for taxpayers.

The net reduction in transfer payments {(due to the reductions in
welfare and Medicaid payments) is similarly a gain for taxpayers, whose
taxes fund those programs, but a loss for the experimental group. The
reduction in assoclated adminisatrative costs 1s also a benefit to
taxpayers, but it does not affect the well-being of experimentals.

Experimentals are similarly unaffected by the operating costs of the
program; these are paid entirely by the taxpayers, as are participation-
related expenses, Those expensea, however, are counted as a benefit to the
experimental group, which receives those payments and allowances, JTPA
operating costs, like the WORK Program's operating costs, are a loss to
taxpayers but leave experimentals unaffected,

The general picture that emerges for the full sample -~ no matter
which assumption is used for extrapolation =-- 1is that the WORK Program
generated a net gain to taxpayers which was partly offset by a net loss to
experimentals, When these two effects are added together, they imply a net
gain for soclety as a whole, 1In assessing these results, it is important
to remember that experimentals may have had access tc other reasources to

compensate for these 1losses, such as support frem family members,
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unreported earnings, Food Stamps and General Assistance. However, these
could not be measured.

The results, however, vary substantially by county, as can be seen in
Table 6.6. While taxpayers' gains outweigh the experimental group's losses
in Pulaski South, Jjust the opposite is true for Jefferson, and there the
effect on society as a whole appears to be negative,

For Pulaski South, the experimental group's increased output from
regular jobs was the most important factor contributing to the positive net
present value from the societal perspective, However, for the
experimentals themselves, these benefits were more than offset by increased
taxes and reductions in welfare and Medicaid payments. Yet these effects
on taxes and transfer payments == plus reduced administrative costs --
account for the overall gains to taxpayers. And while the taxpayers had to
pay for the WORK Program, those costs were not large,

In Jefferson County, experimentals show a net loss of earnings and
fringe benefits from regular jobs, along with a reduction in welfare and
Medicaid. Taxpayers benefited from the lower transfer payments and the
reduction in administrative costs associated with them. With these effects
substantially exceeding WORK Program costs, the overall net value for
taxpayers is positive, However, since this gain is smaller than the
apparent loss for the experimental group, the net effect on society as a
whole appears to be negative,

As mentioned earlier, because of small sample sizes, the relative
magnitude of the program's effects within each oounty must be interpreted
cautiously, Nevertheless, the analysis does suggest that the overall

results were more positive in Pulaskl South than in Jefferson.
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TABLE B.6

ARKANSAS

ESTIMATED BENEFITS AND COSTE6 PER EXPERIMENTAL, BY PERSPECTIVE AND COUNTY

Perapective

County eand Component of | ]
Analyeis Exparimontale Taxpayers Socfaty

ulaski Bouth

Benefits
In-Program Output $ 0 $ 32 832
Eernings 780 to 1278 0 780 to 1279
Tex Payments ] =117 to =184 117 to 184 0
Transfer Psyments =774 to -1188 774 %o 1188 0

Trenefer Progrem

Administretion g 144 to 223 144 to 223
Costs ]
Progrem Opecrating Costs 1] -112 =112
Perticipation Expenses 20 - 20 1]
JTPA Qperating Costs , 1] - 87 - 87
Nat Value -81 to -84 868 to 1449 777 to 1386
Jeffarson
Bsnefits
In=-Progrem Output 0 3 3
Earnings -314 to -508 0 =314 to =508
Tex Payments 63 to 82 =563 to -82 0
Transfer Payments 1 -528 to -804 528 to B804 0

Transfer Progrem

Administrestion 0 84 to 145 84 to 145
Costs
Program Operating Coste 0 - 60 -80
Participation Expeanses ] 16 - 415 o
JTPA Operating Costs 0 1] 0
Net Value =774 to =-1210 477 to 776 =207 to =435
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TABLE 6,8 [continued)

S0URCES: MDRC calculaticne from WORK Program clisnt records; worksite BuUrvey;
Unenployment Insurance sarninge end payment recordsj AFDC payment records; WORK and
JTPA fiscel records; and published dets on welfare receipt, Medicaid costs, tax
rates and smployes fringe benefits,

NOTES: Coste were sstimetad for the same five year perfod es banpefits
although moet costs ware incurred in the first year after random assignment,

Components are listed ss benefite or coets according to prior
expectations regarding their value from the socisl parspective. The results
presented here, however, reflect actual outcomes,

Within esch perspactive, positive numbers indicate gains to that
group and negative numbers indifcete Lossas.

Results ere expresaed in 1984 dollers. The results ers besed on &
eaople of 343 experimentals and 368 controle in Pulaski South, and 227 experimantals
and 215 controls in Jefferson,

For benefits other than in-progrem output, estimetes reflect
alternative essumptions about the chenge in ifmpacts after dets collection ended,
The first number of sach range sesumes thet impacts declfine by 30 percent annuslly
during the extrapolation perifod; the sacond number assumes no decay or increase in
impacte,
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The net value of the WORK Program was alsc estimated from a govern-
mental, or budgetary, perspective, It is important to note that this is
not the same as the taxpayer perspective because the govermment budget,
unlike the taxpayer, does not directly benefit from output produced in
program-related jobs. However, the program's effect on the govermment
budget can be determined by simply excluding the value of work experience
and JTPA output from the net value estimate for taxpayers. With this
adjustment, the governmental value of the program was estimated to be
between $691 to $1,157. This range is actually quite similar to the
program value estimated for taxpayers, because the difference between the
two figures -- value of output from work experience and JTPA -- was small
($20 per experimental for the full sample).

Tables 6.5 and 6.6 show that the alternative assumptions about program
impacts during the extrapolation period affect the magnitude but not the
pattern of results. As a further test of the sensitivity of these results
to extrapolation assumptions, the distribution of gains and losses was
re-estimated using only the benefits and costs that were actually observed
during follow-up. This, of course, implies that there were no benefits
after follow-up: 1.e., a 100 percent decay rate, an extreme assumption,
Again, however, the size of the results was affected, but not the pattern.
For the full sample, a net loss of $168 was observed for the experimental
group and a net gain of $209 for taxpayers. For society as a whole, a net

gain of $41 was observed.

E. 0 ene -Cost nelusions

This chapter has emphasized that the net value estimates should not be
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considered exact, especially given the short period of follow-up and the
uncertainty of the program's earnings effects. Despite these limitations,
the analysis does suggest several broad conclusions.

The most certain one 1s that taxpayers experience a net gain from the
program. This finding holds true no matter what assumptions are made about
extrapolation, and it is consistent across counties. It is also unaffected
by any imprecision in the earnings impacts, since taxpayers are not greatly
affected by experimentals' earnings,

A second conclusion 1is that experimentals seem to fare less well than
taxpayers, primarily because the losses in AFDC and Medicaid payments are
not exceeded by gains in earnings. Whether this means that the oveprall
economic circumstances of experimentals decline is unknown. As previously
discussed, other possible sources of support (such as from family members,
earnings not reported in the UI system, Food Stamps and General Assistance)
could not be measured. Nonetheless, there is no evidence from this study
to suggest that the group's economic circumstances are improved by the
program.

Finally, it appears that Pulaski South was more successful than
Jefferson., Desplte the somewhat higher cost of the program per experi-
mental, the net value from the taxpayer perspective was considerably larger
for that county.

In attempting to draw policy lessons from this analysis, it 1is
important to remember that the WORK Program may generate a number of
benefits and costs that are not easily measured., For example, one such
benefit might be an increase in self-esteem among those individuals about

to enter into, or already receiving welfare, whose employment opportunities
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are improved. Alternatively, there may be negative consequences associated
with reducing the care of children by their parents -- even when
alternative child care is available =-- in order for the parents to
participate in program activities, Or, there may be positive benefits to
children in having working mothers as role models. Intangible benefits and
costs such as these are beyond the scope of this analysis, although they
should be taken into account in judging the overall merits of the WORK

Program,
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CHAPTER 7

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The development of effective employment programs for AFDC benefici-
aries has been a national policy objective throughout this country's
ongoing effort to reform the welfare system. The Arkansas WORK Program,
designed to implement mandatory structured job search, both group and
individual, as well as work experience, represents one approach that
produced modest increases in employment and reductions in welfare receipt

for people applying for or receiving AFDC,

A. The Experiment

The Arkansas WORK Program evaluation in Pulaskl South and Jefferson
Counties tested a program model providing mostly female AFDC applicants and
recipients with a sequence of group job search followed by individual job
search, Unpaid work experience was planned as a third component for
enrollees who were unsuccesful in securing employment through job search,
but it was, in fact, little used. The three distinctive elements of the
treatment were:

e The use, for the first time in Arkansas, of group Job search
{"job cluba®) on a large scale for the WIN-mandatory AFDC popu-
lation;

e The stipulation of a fixed sequence of oomponents to increase
the delivery of employability services to portions of the
mandatory caseload that administrators felt had not been reach-
ed under WIN; and

e The extension of WIN-mandatory status to parents whose

youngest child was aged three to five,

143~



The program participation requirement covered both recipients newly
required to register with WIN and applicants who were subject to the WIN
registration requirement,
This report extends the research in the first report to address
several issues of participation and program effectiveness:
® The level of participation in components of the job search
sequence; and the program's reach or coverage -- as indicated
by the number of eligibles at a point in time who remained in
the program but had not yet participated;

¢ The impact of the WORK Program on employment and welfare
receipt for enrollees; and

e The projected benefits and costs of the program for experimen-
tals, all other taxpayers, and soclety as a whole.

To answer these questions, an experimental design was put in place in
two of the original WORK counties, Pulaski South and Jefferson. WORK
Program enrollees were randomly assigned and designated as experimentals
(subject to all program participation requirements) or as controls {exempt
from program participation requirements and barred alsc from voluntary
participation). Random assignment ran from June 20, 1983 through March 31,
1984, while data collection began with random assignment and continued
through January 31, 1985,

Enrollment with the WORK Program and compliance with assignments were
legal requirements for AFDC grant receipt for WIN-mandatory clients.
Welfare applicants Judged mandatory were expected to enroll and begin
participation before the approval process was complete. Welfare reciplents
entered when they were newly determined WIN-mandatory, usually when their
youngest child turned three. Enrollees who left welfare left the program,

but those who remained on welfare could also leave the program for a number
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of reasons, such as the birth of a new child.

The prineipal research sample for this report contained 1,153
enrollees, 60 percent applicants and 40 percent recipients. Nearly all
were female (98 percent), and a high proportion, 86 percent, were black.
Rates of previous employment were very low. Earnings during the year
preceding enrollment were recorded for only 33 percent of applicants and 7

percent of recipients,

B. t tio e

The process research in this report examined the levels of participa-
tion in job search and work experience that were achieved by the WORK
Program and the extent to which the program requirement reached into the
enrollment sample. Analysis of program participation patterns revealed
that the WORK Program succeeded in surpassing the activity rates achieved
under the WIN Program -- a major goal of the program,

All told, 38.0 percent of enrollees participated in some active
component -- almost entirely the job elub and individual job search --
within a nine-month follow-up period. Participation in work experience was
only 3 percent., Compliance with program requirements was gained without
much sanctioning and increased gradually over time, although the majority
of those who participated did so in the first month. Rates were highest
for the last group of the sample enrolled, perhaps because the program's
revised operating guidelines were issued in January 1984,

The 38 percent participation rate just cited in one sense understates
the program's accomplishments. A large number of enrollees did not parti-

cipate simply because they were in the welfare system only briefly. In
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fact, the majority (57.6 percent) of the sample members did not remain
registered in the program -~ and were therefore not eligible to participate
== for the full nine months, One reason 1is that 40 percent of the
applicants who entered the program, both controls and experimentals, were
never approved for welfare and were subject to immediate deregistration,
Within the follow-up period, many of the approved applicants and those who
were already recipients at enrollment left the rolls on their own without
being active, through the normal process of ocaseload turnover,
Nevertheless, at the nine-month mark, 23.7 percent of the sample were still
enrolled but had never participated, representing about 56 percent of all
those who remained in the program at the nine-month point. On the basis of
these key indicators, it appears fair to conclude that coverage of the
sample was broad but far from universal.

By the end of nine-month follow-up, participation had mostly slackened
its upward movement, although deregistrations were still increasing. At
the same time, it was observed that, at least in Pulaski South, staff were
making efforts to recycle through the job clubs people whe had completed a
first round of participation without finding jobs. At that point too,
there were other enrollees who had not taken part in the job club even
once, These patterns suggest that there were significant elements of the
enrcllment sample with whom staff could not or would not work. This study,
however, cannot determine whether de facto exemptions came about mostly
because staff accurately appraised such individuals as incapable of
participating or benefiting from participation, or because staff preferred
not to work with these individuals, or because they lacked the resources to

do so,
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c. 3] c 8

The WORK Program provides services to a welfare population with a low
level of employment, particularly those who are already receiving welfare
payments at the time of enrollment. For the main impact sample, modest
employment gains were realized against that low employment level. During
the Bsecond and third quarters of follow-up, employment rates of experi-
mentals rose 4.8 percentage points to a 18.8 percent employment level
against a control group employment level of 14.0 percent. This gain is
similar in absolute magnitude to the employment impacts of Job search

programs evaluated in other states.1

Increases in other labor market
measure3 were of corresponding size. Despite these gains, overall
unsubsidized employment remained low,

Reductions 1in welfare receipt were larger and more stable, growing
steadily through the third and last guarter of follow-up. At that point,
controls were on average recelving $289 per quarter in welfare benefits
compared to $246 for experimentals, Savings of $43 per person were
estimated, amounting to a reduction in benefit expenditures of 15 percent
for the quarter. Consistent with the state's relatively low standard of
need and grant amounts, three-fourths of that savings came through reduced
incidence of receipt and the rest through lower average payments to
families still receiving welfare. For the June-September 1983 enrollment
group, tracked for 15 months after program entry, welfare savings were
still growing even at the fifth quarter.

Short-term welfare savings for recipients were much higher than for

applicants, Over the full nine months of follow-up, recipients experienced
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on average nearly six times the welfare reduction of applicants ($171
versus $29, a difference that is statistically significant at the 5 percent
level). Although only U0 percent of the sample, recipients as a group
accounted for almost 80 percent of all welfare savings achieved by the WORK

Program in the nine-month follow-up period.

D. 0, enefits an sts

Because controls received virtually no services beyond assessment,
estimates of the incremental costs of the WORK Program may be interpreted
as essentially its full cost. Overall, the estimated resources invested,
including operating and participation-related expenses, were quite low
compared to similar programs run elsewhere: $158 per experimental.
Individual job search (which alsoc included costs of activities other than
the job club or work experience) was intensive in staff time because of the
large numbers served and accounted for more than 40 percent of the total
cost. Incentive payments, child-care reimbursements and other allowances
came to just over 10 percent.

Evidence on program benefits supports two basic sets of aonclusions.
The first set pertains to a "taxpayer" perspective -- in other words, the
benefits accruing to all members of society except experimentals., Here the
findings are clear: Regardless of the extrapolation assumptions used, the
WORK Program succeeded in reducing the net cost of welfare to taxpayers,
one of the policy goals of the program. Total savings over a five-year
projection period were estimated to fall in the range of from $209 to
$1,177 per experimental enrollee, depending on the assumption used. Nearly

all those savings were attributable to reductions in AFDC benefit payments,
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associated Medicaid and Food Stamp transfers and the administrative costs
of thoze programs,

Conclusions on benefits to experimentals must of necessity be less
certain since estimates of net earnings gains are the least precise of the
four impact estimates ~- employment, earnings, welfare incidence and
welfare amount. Nevertheless, it was found that the higher earnings of
experimentals did not replace their losses in AFDC and Medicaid payments,
regardless of the choice of extrapolation assumption. Over the five~year
projection period, that loss was placed at from $168 to $535 per
experimental, depending on the assumption used. Because those losses did
not exceed the gains to taxpayers, society as a whole {(defined to include
experimentals and taxpayers) gained. County differences, however, were
extreme. In Pulaski South, the impact on earnings was sufficient to return
85 percent or more of the lost AFDC payments. In Jefferson, a net loss in

earnings was recorded.

E. ene essons

The evaluation of the WORK Program contributes to the steady accumula-
tion of research showing that group and individual job search can produce
some real gains in employment and reductions in welfare receipt for
portions of the AFDC population.

The evaluation has also suggested that the statutory environment of
AFDC employment programs can be coritical in determining the make-up of the
group they work with. In Arkansas, it seems likely that the relatively low
state standard of need and grant levels led to an enrollee population with

very little previous employment history.
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The extension of WIN-mandatory status to mothers whose youngest child
was aged three to five demonstrated that it is reasonable to expect some
effect from working with this group. 1Indeed, evidence suggests that this
group did as well as mothers with older children, and it may be thus
advantageous to offer them help at an earlier point than under the WIN
rules,

Some implementation lessons have emerged that might well be considered
for future programs. First, implementation appeared to be most complete
for the most structured component, the one that demanded the least alloca-
tion of staff time for an average enrollee, and the one that came first in
the sequence: namely, the job club. Job club leaders had little experience
with this activity, but they were issued a carefully thought-out manual,
tried and tested by WIN in another region of the country. Also, the job
clubs were the only responsibility of their leaders.

In contrast, individual Job search and the monitoring of its
enrollees, was one of several tasks demanding the attention of WORK Program
Job developers, For much of the demonstration, they also had to develop
Jobs for people ready for immediate unsubsidized placement, as well as work
experience positions. Participation per se in individual job search
sometimes took less priority. And, because central DHS staff tended to
emphasize placements (and the subsequent case closures) more than the other
program outcomes, Jjob developers had a powerful incentive to devote their
time to finding and filling such openings. Thus, individual job search in
many areas was more a holding status than an active treatment, while work
experience was infrequently used and often not in the sequence envisioned

in the program model.
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During the study period, staff discretion at the local office level
contributed to wide varlation in program implementation across the eight
counties. 1In part, local discretion arcse in response to a lack of clarity
in exemption and deferral criteria and in program guidelines and handbooks
promulgated by the central office, However, central office staff also
intended to give local managers latitude in setting their own goals and
participant quotas. As a result, local staff exercised considerable
freedom in deciding which people were suitable for which components and how
mandatory participation would be.

The study also suggests some lessons on program targeting, It indi-
cates that, for certain subgroups, a significant change in behavior may
still end up in an employment level lower than that for other subgroups who
have changed little. 1In the Arkansas WORK Program, applicants, judging by
their previous employment and educational levels as well as the age of
their children, were more "job-ready®" than recipients. As a result, they
attained the higher post-enrollment rates; fewer were also left enrolled
but never active at the end of the follow-up. Yet the program achieved
nearly all of its short-term welfare savings from its impacts on recipi-
ents., Employment gains may alsc have been more sustained for recipients.
This suggests that assigning priority to the most job-ready individuals can
draw staff attention away from some subgroups with greater potential for
immediate improvement in labor market and welfare outcomes,

In the fipnal analysis, it can be said that many factors, both internal
and external, shaped the Arkansas WORK Program. Weak labor markets in
certain areas; the relatively low level of program resources; a statutory

environment with relatively low grant levels that ensured a highly disad-

~151=-



vantaged population -~ all challenged the program's capacity to work
actively with and place a large segment of the enrolled group. The wide
latitude given to 1local staff in goal-setting and the conflicting job
developer responsibilities reduced uniformity of program implementation,
And, though not conclusively proved, the emphasis on working first with the
most "job-ready™ may have meant that staff time was not used as well as it
could have been.

Notwithstanding these limitations, the WORK Program was shown to be
effective in producing savings in AFDC benefit expenditures for taxpayers
at a cost substantially below that of similar job search programs in other
states, The program did result in increases in employment for enrollees.
However, the associated increase in the enrollees' own earnings does not
appear to have fully replaced the loss in welfare benefits to family

income,
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APPENDIX A

SUPPLEMENTAL SAMPLE OF ENROLLEES

A,  Introduction

This appendix reports on the background characteristics, participation
patterns and program impacts of the supplemental sample in the WORK
Program. This sample was developed by randomly assigning same of the
mandatory applicants and recipients who were enrolled in the program
between January 1 and June 19, 1983. The sample coamprised individuals who
had been assessed by WORK Program staff as having barriers to employability
and who were part of the "backlog," that is, had not participated in WORK
Program activities as of the start of the research. People judged to have
no barriers were excluded fram the sample even if they had not yet
participated because state officials wanted tco ensure that the program
served those 1individuals Judged to have the best chance of program
participation and eventual job placement, and hence did not want any of
these people assigned to a control group. In addition, anyone who had
already begun participation could not be randomly assigned because that
person could not have been placed in a "no treatment" control group. There
was thus a substantial group of backlog enrollees not in the research who
had a higher priority for services than experimentals in the supplemental
sample,

A total of 463 controls and U4TT experimentals were randomly assigned
to the supplemental sample, While the enrollees in the analysis sample

described in the main text (i.e., those randomly assigned after June 19)
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constitute a cross-section of new WIN mandatories, supplemental sample
members are a speclal group who might be predicted to be less employable,
As shown in Table A.1, they were longer-term welfare recipients with a
greater history of welfare receipt and significantly less employment before

random assigrment than members of the main sample,

B.  Participation

The cumulative participation rates for the supplemental sample are
given in Table A.2. As expected, the rates were lower than for the main
sample. By the ninth month only 16.6 percent of the supplemental sample
(as compared with 38.0 percent of the main sample) had participated in some
activity. Job club and individual job search were used equally: about 10
percent of the supplemental sample had participated in each by the ninth.
month. By that time, slightly more than a fifth of the sample had been
deregistered.

Interestingly, participation did not taper off in the later follow-up
periods, The proportion participating in any activity increased by 3
percentage points from the sixth month to the minth month after enrollment
and by 4 percentage points from nine months to a year, Apparently, the
program did begin to serve this group, as planned, but at a lower priority
and a later date. It is, however, unlikely that impacts associated with
this later activity would have manifested themselves within the available

follow=up,
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TABLE A.1
ARKANSAS
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF RESEARCH AND SUPPLEMENTAL RESEARCH SAMPLE MEMBERS

AT TIME OF WORX PROGRAM ENROLLMENT, BY SAMPLE GROUP
(JANUARY 1, 1883 - MARCH 1884 SAMPLE]}

] ]
Supplemental

Charecteristic Research Sample Ressarch Sample
Welfere Status [%)

Applicant 38.6 o 5%**

Recipisnt 64.4 40 ,5%%%
County [%)

Pulegki South 54.8 81,7%¢*

Jafferson 45,2 3g,3%*¢
Sex [%)

Mals 2.2 2.4

Female 87.8 87 .6
Age (%)

Less Than 18 Yeeres 2.8 3.1

18-24 Years 18.0 23,7%%*

25-34 Yeers 51.1 50.8

35-44 Years 18.3 15,9%*

45 Years or More 8.9 6.,5**
Average Age [Yeers) an.s 29,4082
Ethnicity (%)

White, Non-Hispanic 13.6 13.4

Black, Non-Hispenic 85.5 86.3'

Othar 0.9 0.1
Degree Received (%]

None §3.1 50,4

High School or Generel

Equivalency Diploma 46.8 48,6

Average Highest Grade Completed 10.6 14,0%%®
Marital Status (%)

Nevar Merried 60.1 48,8

Married, Living With Spouse 2.7 2.7

Married, Not Living With Spouse 24.8 26.1

Divorced/Widowed 22,6 23,3

b

with Chitd(ren) (%3%7°

Less Than 6 Years 57.8 53.,7*

6 to 18 Years 72.1 68.7
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TABLE A.1 (continued]

Supplemental
Charecteristic Ressarch Sampte Research Sample
Average Number of Chitdren
Less Than 6 Years 0.80 0.,60%%%
6 to 18 Years 1.54 1.34%2s
Prior AFDC Dependency (%]
Never on AFDC 21.5 36,.9%**
Two Years or Less 27 .9 32,7%*¢
More Than Two Years 0.6 30.5%%*
Average Months on AFDC During Two Ysars
Prior to Enrollmant 15.4 11,De**
Average Months Employed During Two
Years Prior to Enrolliment 3.6 5, 2%%%
Held Jab at Any Time During ﬁuur
Quarters Prior to Enroliment 12.3 22,5%%*
Held Job Durinﬂ Quarter Prior to
Enrollment (%) 6.7 14,1%%#
Average Earninge During Four Quarters
Prior to Enrollment (8$) 255,66 E15.87¢%¢
Average Earnings During Quarter
Prior to Enrollment (%) 48,88 149,08%**
e
For Longest Job Held in Past Two Yeers
Average Hourly Wage Rate (%) 3.74 3.78
Average Weskly Hours 34,5 33,5
Duration of Jeb (Months) 20,0 19.3
f
Total Sample 840 1163

SOURCE: Celculations from MDRC Ctient Informstion Sheets, program tracking
records snd Unemploymsnt lInsurence sarnings recorde from the State of Arkansas,

NOTES: The Supplemental Research Sample consiets of enrollees prior to
June 20, 1883, Tha Reeearch Semple includes all enrollees from June 20, 1883 -
Merch 1884,

Distributions may not add exsctly to 100,0 percent becsuse of
rounding.

aChi-aquare test insppropriete owing to lLow expected cell
frequencies.

b
Distributions may not add to 100,0 percent because semple members
may have children {n more than one category,
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TABLE A.,1 ([continued)]

cFor Supplementsl Research Sample members, the Client Information
sheet raquested information on the presence of children lees then 7 yesars end
between 7 to 18 years, The farm wes changed as of June 20, 1883 to request
information concerning children Less than 6 years and between 6 to 18 yesrs,

d
Calculeted from Unemployment Insursnce records from the Stete of
Arkangas,

eFor questions concerning Longest Job, semple e{zes sre based on
the number of semple members who reported & Longest Job on the Client Information
Sheet. Due to wmissing dete for selected charecteristice these sample eizes vary
from 342 - 348 for the Supplemental Semple end from 515 - 528 for the Reseerch
Semple.

f
For eelected charecteristice, semple sizes may very up to
thirty-three semple pointe due to miesing data,

A two-teiled t-test was applied to differances between the two

research samples. Stetisticel afgnificance Levele ars indiceted as: * = 10
percent; ** = b percent; *** = 1 parcent,
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TABLE A,2
ARKANSAS
CUMULATIVE PARTICIPATION RATES FOR THE SUPPLEMENTAL SAMPLE

OF WORK PROGRAM EXPERIMENTAL ENROLLEES, BY ACTIVITY
(JANUARY 1 - JUNE 20, 1883 SUBSAMPLE)

l Participation Rate Within (%]
1 2 3 6 g 12 Sampla
Component Month  Months Months Monthe Monthe  Months Size
Any Activity [¥) 6.2 7.3 8.4 13,5 16.8 eo.8
Job Club {%} 4,2 5.2 6.3 8.3 10.4 18.8
Individuel Jab Search [%) 1.0 2.1 3.1 7.3 9.4 8.4
Deregistration (%) 10.4 11,85 16,7 19.8 22,9 28.1
Total Sample 96

SURCE: MDRC calculations from program activity date collected from Case File Records of »
random subsample of experimentsls.

NOTES: Individuals may have participeted in more than one program activisy, ALL
participation retes ere cslculated ec a percentage of all expasrimentais in the subsample,
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C. Impacts

The inclusion of the supplemental sample in the analysis offered an
opportunity to further test a generalization that has emerged elsewhere in
studies of employment programs for the welfare population: that those
enrollee subgroups who are the hardest to work with -- that is, who appear
to be the least likely to secure and maintain employment -- are often those
for whom an intervention can achieve the largest impacts, Because the
supplemental sample was marked by program staff as less Job-ready, it was
hypothesized that impacts would have been larger for them, had they
participated in the program at levels comparable to those of enrollees in
the main sample, It was also of interest to see to what extent and how
quickly this group would be reached by the program,

As it turned out, these issues could not be given a fair test.
Service levels were very low for the supplemental sample, too low to lead
to much prdogram effect, In part, those low levels merely reflect the
sample's low priority for services, especially because they entered the
program during the start-up, when there were large numbers of other "back-
log" people with higher priority than they. Supporting this conclusion is
the fact that participation rates for the supplemental sample did appear to
Pick up the longer they remained in the sample. The low rates of participa-
tion could have alsc been caused by initial assesment of these individuals
revealing problems that made their taking part in the program infeasible or
inappropriate,

Five quarters of impact data were available for the sample, and impact
estimates are presented in Table A.3. They show no program effects, Same

very slight differences between experimentals and controls exist in employ-

-160-



TABLE A,3

ARKANSAS

LONGER-TERM IMPACTS OF THE ARKANSAS WORK PROGRAM ON EMPLOYMENT,

EARNINGS, AND AFDC RECEIPT DURING THE FIVE QUARTER
POST-ENROLLMENT FOLLOW-UP PERIOD, FOR THE SUPPLEMENTAL RESEARCH SAWMPLE
(JANUARY 1 - JUNE 20, 18983 SAMPLE)
Supplemsntal Resserch Semple
Dutcome end Foliow-Up Period Experimentals Controls Difference
a
Ever Employed, Quarters 2 - 5 (%] 16.4 17,0 ~ 0.6
Averege Number of Quarters With
Employment, Quarters 2 — & 0.46 0.46 + 0,00
Ever Employed (%)
Qusrter of Enroliment 8.8 8.8 - 1.0
Quarter 2 10.4 10,9 = 0,5
Guarter 3 12,5 11.4 + 1.1
QGuarter & 11.2 11.0 + 0.2
Quarter 5 1.1 11.4 - 0.3
Average Total Earnings, Quarters 2-§ [t}' §61.35 524,04 +37,30
Average Totsl Earnings [8$]
Quarter of Encrollment 76,83 80.20 - 3.37
Querter 2 123,19 114,98 + 8,21
Querter 3 161.08 129,01 +32,07
Quarter 4 136.28 128,05 + 6.24
Querter 5 141.83 161,04 - 9.21
Ever Received Any AFDC Paymant,
Quarters 1 — 5 (%] 71,7 71.8 + 0.4
Average Number of Months Receiving
AFDC Payments, Quarters 1 - b5 8.654 8.71 - 0.17
Ever Received Any AFDC Payments [X]
Quarter of Enrollment 70,0 68.2 + 1.8
Quarter 2 62.6 63,7 - 1.2
Querter 3 67.5 58,4 - 1.8
Querter 4 66.6 67.8 - 2.1
Quarter & §53.3 65.0 - 1.7
Average Total AFDC Peymants
Received, Quartere 1 = 6 {§] 1,308.07 1,319.80 -10,73
Average AFDC Payments Received [8§)
Quertar of Enrollment 272,06 271,38 + 0,69
Quartar 2 253,52 253.68 - 0.16
Quearter 3 258,22 263,76 - 4,64
Quarter 4 271,97 275,43 - 38.47
Quarter B 262,32 255.67 - 3.25
Sample Size 461 451
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TABLE A.3 (continued])

S0URCE: MDRC calculations from Stete of Arkenses walfare and Unemployment
Insurance records,

NOTES: These date include zerc velues for sample members not employed and for
sample members not receiving welfare. These date are regression-adjustsd using
ordinary lLeast squeres, controlling for pre-enrollment characteristics of ssmple
membere. There mey be some discrepencies in celculating Experimentasl-Control
differencee due to rounding,

A tmo-tailed t-test wae epplied to differences between Experimental
and Control groups. Differences wera not statisticelly significant,

aDuarter 1, the quarter of enrotlment, may contain some earnings from
the period prior to enrollment and 18 therefore excluded from ths meassuree of total
follow-up employment snd eerningas,
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ment and welfare measures for most quarters and for summary measures, but
they are so small that they could be the result of chance and are nowhere
statistically significant. The low treatment level provided to this group

evidently did not produce measurable effects,

D. Benefits and Costs

Even though impacts did not appear for experimentals in the supplemen-
tal sample, their enrollment in the program meant that costs were incurred
for them, These costs were roughly similar to those estimated for the main
analysis sample. While participation rates in Job club and work experience
were lower, the average length of enrollment in the program was almost
twice as long. This generated proportionately higher costs for the
Pindividual Job search/other"™ component, which includes monitoring and a
variety of other functions,

Benefits and costs for experimentals in the sample were compared over
a five-year time herizon, With minimum impact on earnings and welfare
receipt, the estimated net present value of the program was negative for
both the experimental group and taxpayers alike, and thus for society as a
whole, This estimate assumes, however, that impacts will not begin to
appear after the observed follow-up, If the increase in participation
apparent by the end of the follow-up period eventually does begin to

produce impacts, the benefit-cost results of this analysis would change.

=163~









APPENDIX B

RESULTS FROM THE WORKSITE SURVEY

e e e WO

This appendix is based primarily on interviews with a random sample of
22 work experience participants and 24 work supervisors. (There are more
supervisors than participants because in two cases the interviewer was
unable to arrange an appointment with the participant before the person
stopped working at the worksite.) The survey, a standardized instrument
designed by MDRC, 1s being conducted in all programs in the Work/Welfare
Demonstration that offer unpaid work experience. Its purpose 1s to examine
the kinds of jobs held by the participants, the extent to which skills and
work habits improved, and participant attitudes about the fairness of the
work-for-benefits approach,

The survey was conducted by an MDRC field researcher based in
Arkansas., Interviews lasted about 45 minutes for participants and &lmost
an hour for supervisors., The sample was drawn from participants who worked
from December 1983 to June 1984 in any of the four counties in the
demonstration which operated work experience (Pulaski South, Jefferson,
Crawford and Sebastian)., Work assigmments were similar across counties,
reducing the 1likelihood that the inclusion of Crawford and Sebastian
participants in the survey would bias statements about the experiences of

Pulaski South and Jefferson participants made in this report.
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A, Iypes of Jobs Held

All but one of the Jobs in the sample of 24 work experience
assignments were elither clerical (11) or service (12), commonly day-care
services, Private nonprofit agencles were the most common work sponsor,

Some typical Job descriptions are:

e Day-care worker at a church-sponsored day care center,

e Clerk in the county clerk's office: writing receipts, filming
records and mailing notices.

e Secretary/receptionist at the county Department of Social
Services: answering phones, referring clients to the correct
supervisor, reading applications to clients, filing, typing.

As these descriptions suggest, most of the Jobs required only moderate
skills, An additional indicator of the level of a job is the wage rate it
would command in the labor market, Supervisors were asked to estimate what
their agency's wage rate would be if the position had been a regular job.
According to them, one of the job assigrments would have pald less than
minimum wage, 12 would have paid the minimum wage ($3.35 per hour), five
would have been above minimum wage but less than $4.00 per hour, and six

would have been $4.00 or more per hour, with a ceiling of $5.00 per hour.

The average wage an assigrment would have paid was $3.65 per hour,

B. Importance of the Work to Sponsoring Agency

The modest skill level of most of the positions does not necessarily
mean that the jobs were "make-work," l.e., of no particular importance to
the agency. When supervisors and participants were asked to choose from a
series of statements describing the value of the work to the agency, almost

all jobs were described as "a necessary part of the day-to-day business of
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the agency." (See Table B.1.)

Supervisors were also asked 1f the tasks currently assigned to
participants would be carried out if the program ceased to exist. A4ll said
that they would. Supervisors were also asked who would perform the work,
{They c¢ould give more than one response.) 411 supervisors mentioned
existing regular employees; other subsidized workers and volunteers were
mentioned less often (by ten and six supervisors, respectively). Only four
of the supervisors mentioned hiring new regular employees, This suggests
that the work was important enough to continue but not so demanding as to

overwhelm current staff,

C. Eroductivity

Another way to consider the importance of the work performed is to
examine productivity. Supervisors were asked to compare the amount of work
the participant did in a typical day to the amount performed by a new
regular employee, To do so, they were offered a range of cholces -= from
one-tenth as much to the same amount, The possibility that the participant
did more than a new regular employee was not offered as a choice, but the
response was recorded if the supervisor volunteered it., Sixteen of the
respondents thought the participants did as much as a new employee and
three volunteered that participants did more., One participant was rated
half as efficient as a new employee, with the remaining five rated from 60
to 80 percent as efficient.

Overall, the responses of supervisors present a pilcture of work
assigmments that contribute to the agency's functioning and are not

"make-work," and of participants who are as efficlent as regular employees
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TABLE B.1
ARKANSAS

CHARACTERIZATION BY WORKSITE SUPERVISUORS AND PARTICIPANTS
OF WORK EXPERIENCE JOBS IN TERMS OF IMPORTANCE TG THE AGENCY

Degree of Importance Number of Participants

Supervisors' Perception

Necessary Work 19

Work Cen Weit, But Eventuelly
Needs to be Oone 4

Helpe if Work i8 Dons 1

Work 15 Not Particulerly
Important to Agency D

Total Number of Sempled Work Experience
Supervisors 24

Participente' Perception

Nececeary Work 17

Work Cen Weit, But Eventually
Needs to be Dons 2

Halps 1f Work is Done 3

Work 18 Not Particularly
Important to Agency 0

Total Number of Ssmpled Work
Experifence Participants 22

SO0URCE: Interviews conducted by MDRC F{i{eld Research Staff with
e random sample of perticipants in work experience jobe between
December 1883 and June 1984 snd their worksite superviesors,
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with comparable assignments, The next section considers the value of the

Jjobs to the participants,

D. Skills Development

Work experience programs are typically expected to help participants
gain good work habits and to teach them how to interact with co-workers and
supervisors. These might be called "job-holding skills,™ in contrast to
mnore specific occupational skills, which the programs usually do not
emphasize,

Supervisors were asked about two groups of general job-=-holding skills
—- cognitive and general working skills -~ and which of them were important
for the job in question. Additionally, as a very rough proxy of job
complexity, supervisors were asked which kind of tools or equipment were
important to a job. Skills in the two groups and the types of tools are
listed below.

Cognitive Skills

¢ ability to read and write;
e arithmetic skills.

General Working Skills

e communicating well;

¢ cooperating with co=-workers;
e dealing with the publie;

e using initiative;

® working well without close supervision.
Ability to Use Tools

o simple tools;

¢ tools requiring dexterity;

e simple machines;

@ complex machines,

When the skill levels of these Jjobs are cocmpared to those that
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supervisors say are required at worksites elsewhere in MDRC's Work/Welfare
Demonstration, it appears that they c¢all for a considerable number of
skills. General skills -- particularly the ability tc communicate well, to
cooperate with co-workers, and to work well without supervision -- were
required in almost all the jobs. Cognitive skills were needed less often,
arithmetic skills were considered important in only three of the jobs, and
reading or writing was important in less than half of them.

For each type of general working skill considered important to the
Job, supervisors were asked about the participant's level of adequacy both
when the assignment began and at the time of the interview. Supervisors
were also asked to Judge adequacy in the following seven work habits, which
apply to all Jobs and work settings:
attendance and punctuality;
concentrating on tasks;
working quickly and in a timely fashion;
following instructions;
calling in when sick or late;

completing tasks thoroughly;
learning from mistakes or constructive criticism.

There are a number of limitations on how much skill development can
occur in a Job. Obviously, if the skill is not important for the work,
opportunities for development are limited, Also, people who are less than
adequate in a skill when they start an assigmment have a greater potential
to show improvement than those who are already adequate., Looking at these
criteria, i1t appears that the 24 worksites analyzed in Arkansas have some
potential for skill improvement: First, most required skills. Second,
when participants began the assigmment, about one-third of them were
inadequate in general skills, and a smaller minority had inadequate work

habits. (See Table B.2.)
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TABLE B.2

ARKANSAS

ADEQGUACY OF WORK EXPERIENCE PARTICIPANTS IN SELECTED SKILLS AND WORK HABITS
AT THE START OF THEIR JOBS

IMPORTANT IN THEIR JOBS,
AND AT TIME OF INTERVIEWS,

AS JUDGED BY THEIR WORKSITE SUPERVISORS

Type of Skill or Work Habit

Number of Work
Experience
Jobs Where

Skill is
Important

Number of Participants Who Nara:a

Adequate or
More Than
Adequate at
Start af Work
Exparience Jab

Inadequete at
Stert of Wark
Experiencs Job

Inadequate
at
Time of
Interview

Cognitive Skills
Reading/Writing
Arjithmetic

Genersal SEkills
Communicetes Well
Cooperates with
Co-Workers
Deals With Public
Uses Own Initistive
Worke Without Supervision

Ability to Use Tools
€imple Tools
Tools Requirinpg Dexterity
Simple Machines
Complex Machines

Work Habits
Attendance
Concentrates on Task
Worke Quickly
Follows Instructions
Calls in Sick
Completes Tacsks
Learne From Mistekes

24

24
a3
15
21

15
20
10

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

17

24
16

17

14
14

a2
22
21
22
17
21
18

~J

bSO b NN O

LN

cooo = o h O

N =2W0wWOoa o

SOURCE:

Interviews conducted by MDRC Field Research staff with the worksite

supervisors of & rendom sample of participants in work experience jobs between
December 1983 and June 1984,

NOTES:

rate the adequecy of the pearticipant,

aA total of 24 supervisors were intervieswed,
those jobs in mhich the supervisor indicated that the skill was important,

Kot a relevant factor for one {nterviewed supearvisor,

cData from one interview i8 misaing for this queetion,
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According to supervisors, improvement was registered among those who
were Initially less than adequate in their use of tools, but the majority
of women in the sample who were inadequate in general skills remained less
than adequate at the time of the interview. A few women were judged
inadequate in work habits at the outset. While some of these showed
improvement, many, in the eyes of theilr supervisors, continued to have
problems.

In addition to supervisors, participants themselves were questioned
about learning on the Job. They were asked if they strongly agreed,
somewhat agreed, somewhat disagreed, or strongly disagreed with the
statement, "I have not learned anything on this job."™ They responded as
follows:

Number of Participants

Strongly disagree....cssescscsscscsrsslB
Smewhat disagreel...l.....l..l.l..l.l.1
Smewhat asreeil'lllnol'i.CCl.l'll....lz
Strongly agreeOOQOQQOI.l.l.l...l.l.l...1
In contrast to the responses from supervisors, 19 of the 22 participants
felt they had learned something on the job.
In summary, the worksites showed potential for skills improvement.

While some was made, a considerable portion of the participants remained

inadequate at the time of the interview.

E. Falrpess of the Requirement
The responses that participants gave to questions about the fairness
of working for benefits indicate that they were generally positive toward

work experience, (See Table B.,3.) This accords with the views found in
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TABLE B.3
ARKANSAS
WORK EXPERIENCE PARTICIPANT RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS

CONCERNING THE FAIRNESS OF A WORK REQUIREMENT
IN THE PROGRAHM

Question Number of Participants

How satiefied sre you ebout receiving
wolfere benefits Like this - that is,

tied to & Job, instead of simply receiving
your benefits?

Very Satisfied 4
Somewhat Setisfied 12
Somewhat Dissetisfied 6
Not Sstisfied st All 0

I feel better about receiving welfere
now that I sm working for it.
Strongly Agree 10

Somewhat Agree 7
Somewhat Diseagree 2
Strongly Disagree 3

J'd Llike to ask you how useful your work

is to the egency, Let's say you compare

the usefulness of your work to the amount

of money you recefive in benefits - who

woutd you Bsy probebly {s getting the

better end of the deasl: you, or the

agency?
Ma 3
Neither One 2
Agency 16

Does perticipent understand that partici-

pation is mendatory?
Yes 20
No 2

Totel Number of Work Experience

Participants Interviewed ee

S0URCE: Interviewsa conducted by MPRC Field Research staff with
a random semple of participants in work experience jobs between
December 1883 and June 1884,

NOTE: aTotal does not edd to 22 due to missing response,
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other demonstration states.?

Sixteen of the 22 survey participants salid they were satisfied with
receiving benefits tied to a job instead of Just receiving benefits. When
asked if they agreed or disagreed with a slightly different question, most
participants said they felt better about receiving welfare now that they
were working for 1it,

A third question dealt with the issue of fairness in terms of
financial equity, Al though participants generally sald the work
requirement was fair, when they compared the usefulness of their work to
the amount of money they received in benefits, almost three-fourths
indicated that they thought the agency got the better end of the bargain,

Twenty of the respondents felt that their grants would be reduced if
they did not meet the work requirement, either by refusing to take the job
or by quitting. In other words, almost all of the women were aware that
participation was mandatory.

It is possible that participants could think that the requirement was
fair, but not be satisfied with the job itself., Several of the questions
which examine this issue are presented in Table B.,4, In the most
straightforward one, participants were asked if they agreed or disagreed
with the statement, ®"0Overall, I like my Jjob." Only two participants
disagreed, and 17 sald they agreed strongly. Over 90 percent said that
most mornings they looked forward to going to work, and all who answered
felt that they were part of the worksite and viewed as regular staff. (One
participant could not speak to this question because she did not work with
regular staff.) Lastly, almost all felt that the assignment would help get

them a job with reasonable pay at a later point,
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TABLE B.4

ARKANSAS

WORK EXPERIENCE PARTICIPANT RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS
CONCERNING JDOB SATISFACTION AT WORKSITES

Question Number of Participants

Overall, I like my Job,
Strongly Disagree
Eomewhet Disagree
Somewheat Agree
Strongly Agres 1

N W =S

Generally espesking, how do you feel most
deys ebout coming to work here? In other
words, most deye do you:

fook forwerd to coming to work? 20
Not care one wey or the other? 2
Hate the thought of coming to work? 0

What asbout your supervisor end other

regular employees here ~- do you feel
they lLook an youv as part of ths reguler
8
staff?
Yes 29
No 0

The kind of work I'm doing will help me
to get a decent-paying job Llater.

Strongly Disagree 2
Somewhat Dicagres 2
Somewhet Agree 10
Strongly Agrse 8

1 have not Learned snything new on this
job,
Strongly Disagree 1
Somewhat Disagres
Somexhat Agree
Strongly Agree

= N D

Total Number of Work Experience
Participants Interviewed 22

SOURCE: Interviews conducted by MDRC Field Research Staff with
s rendom semple of participents in work experience jobe between
December 1983 and June 1884,

NOTE: aDistribution does not add to 22 due to missing
response,
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The responses to a number of different questions about their work,
only some of which have been discussed here, generally reflect high levels
of job satisfaction. Such responses are consistent with other general
findings that welfare reciplents, like most people, want tc work and prefer

working to not working.
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SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF RESEARCH SAMPLE MEMBERS
AT TIME OF WORK PROGRAM ENROLLMENT,
(JUNE 20, 1983 - MARCH 1984 SAMPLE)

TABLE C.1

ARKANEAS

BY RESEARCH GROUP

Characteristic Control Experimental
Welfare Stetus (%}

Applicant 58.0 60,0

Recipient 41,0 40,0
County (%)

Puleski South 63.1 60,2

Jefferson 36.9 38,8
Sex (%)

Male 1.4 3.,4%%

Female 98.6 gg6.6**
Age (%)

Less Then 18 Years 2.9 3.3

18-24 Years 21,6 25,8

265-34 Yesrs 52.8 48.8

35-44 Years 15.8 16.0

45 Yeare or More 6.9 6.1
Avsrage Age (Years) 29,7 29,1
Ethnicity (%)

White, Non-Hispenic 12.5 14,4

B8lack, Non-Hispanic 87.5 85.1a

Other 0.0 0.2
Degree Received (%)

None §2.5 48,3

High School or Genersl

Equivelency Diplome 47 .5 51.7

Average Highest Grade Completed 11.0 14,0
Marital Status (%)

Never Merried 48,8 48.0

Married, Living With Spouse 2.9 3.1

Married, Not Living With Spouse 23.5 26,7

Divorced/Widowed 24.4 e2.2

b

With Child(ren) (%)

Less Then 6 Years 63.1 54.4

6 to 18 Years 72.1 65,4%*
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TABLE C.1 (continued)

Charecteristic Control Exparimental

Average Number of Children
Less Then 6 Years D.g8 0.70
6 to 18 Years 1.34 1,32

Prior AFDC Dependsncy (%)

Kever on AFDC a8.0 37.7
Two Yeare or Less 30.6 34,8
More Than Two Years 33.4 27.5*¢

Avarage Months on AFDC During Two
Yeare Prfor to Enrollmant 11.6 10,5*

Average Monthe Employed During Two
Years Prior to Enrollment 5.3 5.1

Held Job at Any Time Buring Four
Querters Prior to Enrollment (%) 22,6 22,5

Held Job During Quearter Prior to
Enrollmsnt (%) 15.3 13,0

Average Eernings Durinchour Quarters
Pricr to Enrollment (8] 636.84 584,43

Average Earnings guring Querter Prior
to Enrollment (8§) 155,74 142.26

For Longest JoB Held in
Past Two Years

Average Hourly Wage Rate (8] 3.77 3.78

Average Weekly Hours 33.6 33.5

Duration of Job (Months} 19.6 19.0
Total Samplaa 583 570

SQURCE: Catculations from MDRC Client Information Sheets, program
trecking records and Unemployment Inesurance eernings recordse from the Stete of
Arkansas,

NODOTES: Distributione maey not add exactly to 100,0 percent because of
rounding.

°Ch1-aquare test inapproprieste owing to low expected cell
frequencies,

b
Distributions do not add to 100.0 percent becauee sample members
mey heve children in more then one category.

ccalculated from Unemployment Insurence records from the State of

Arkenses.
(continued)
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TABLE €,9 (cantinuad)

dFor questions concerning Longest job, esemple sizee are bassd an
the number of sample members who reported e Longest Job on the Client
Information Sheet, Due to missing date for selected charascteristics these
sample sizes vary from 26D - 263 for the Controle end from 255 - 264 for the

Experimentals,

-]
For selected charecteristice, eemple esizes may vary up to
eeventesn sample poaints due to mieeing daste.

A twl-teiled t-test was applied ta differences between research
groupe, Statistical significance Levele sre indicated as: * = 10 percent} **
5 percent; *** = 1 parcent,
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TABLE D,1
ARKANSAS
CUMULATIVE PARTICIPATION RATES IN ANY ACTIVITY

FOR WORK PROGRAM EXPERIMENTAL ENROLLEES, BY PERIOD OF ENROLLMENT
{JUNE 20, 1983 ~ MARCH 1884 SUBSAMPLE)

Participation Rate Within {%)
1 2 3 8 9 12 Sample
Pericd of Enroliment Month  Months Months Months Months  Months Size
June 20 - September 1983 25,0  20.4 31.8 38,8 4.6  41.8° 160
October — December 1583 25,8 28,2 28,2 31.8 32.8a NA a5
January ~ March 1984 29.8  36.2 44,7 a8.8°  wa WA 84

SOURCE: MDRC calculetions from program activity date coltected from Cese File Records of a
random subsample of experimentats,

NOTES: Participetion retes are calculeted as a percentage of all experimentals in the
indicated enrollment period,

Tests of statisticsl significence between experimentale of differsnt enroliment
periods were not celculeted,

N/A danotes not applicable due to the ebsence of extended fol Low—up for enrollees
entering the sample efter September 1883,

aFol.l.ou-up for the final month of entry wes spproximately 1/2 month less than thet for
the preceding months, A statisticel correction produced no cherge in perticipstion rates,
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TABLE D,2
ARKANSAS
CUMULATIVE DEREGISTRATION RATES

FOR WORK PROGRAM EXPERIMENTAL ENROLLEES, BY PERIOD OF ENROLLMENT
{JUNE 20, 1983 - MARCH 1884 SUBSAMPLE)

Deregistration Rete Within (%) l
1 2 3 6 g o 12 Sample
Pariod of Enrollment Month  Months Months Monthe Months  Months Size
June 20 - September 1883 16.3 26,9 32,5 39.4 55,0 85.0b 160
October — December 1883 14.1 35,5 40,0 56,3 34.7b N/ A 85
January — March 1884 18.1 29,8 42,6 61.7b WA NA 94

SOURCE: MDRC calculetions from progrem activity dats collected from Case File Records of a
rendom eubsample of experimentals,

NOTES: Deregistration rates are calculsted as a percentage of eall experimentals in the
{ndicated enrollment period,

Teste of statistical significence between experimentals of different enrcliment
periods were not calculated,

N/A denotes not spplicable dus to the absence of extended follow-up for enrollses
entering the semple ef ter September 1883,

'ana month deregistretion rates in thies table are slLightly higher than thoss shown in
Yeble 4,1. The percent deregisterad in Table 4.1 does not include enrcllees who were active after

their first deregistration, while this table includes this group as deregistered.

Follow-up for the finsl month of entry wae approximately 1/2 month lLess than that for
the preceding months, A statisticel correction produced no change {n participation rates,
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TABLE D.3
ARKANSAS
CUMULATIVE PARTICIPATION RATES IN JOB CLUB

FOR WORK PROGRAM EXPERIMENTAL ENROLLEES, BY PERAIOD OF ENROLLMENT
[JUNE 20, 1883 - MARCH 1984 SUBSAMPLE)

Participation Rete Within [%) l
1 2 3 6 8 12 Semple
Period of Enrollment Month  Months Monthe Months Months  Months Size
June 20 - September 1883 15.0 18.4 22.5 28.1 30.0 31.3a 160
October «~ December 1883 12.9 15.9 15.3 21.2 22.4a NA 85
January - Msrch 1884 7.0 25,5 29.8 34,0° WA WA 84

SOURCE: MDRC celculetions from program sctivity date collected from Case File Records of &
rendom subsemple of axparimentsls.

NOTES: Participation rates ere calculated a5 a percentage of all experimentels in the
indicated enroliment pericd.

Tests of stetistical significance betwsen experimentals of different enroliment
periods were not calculated,

N/A denotee not epplicable dus to the sbssnce of extended follow-up fer enroliess
entering the sample after September 1863,

‘Follo-—up for tha finel month of entry was epproximetely 1/2 month Less than that for
the preceding months. A statistical correction produced no chenge in participation rates,
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TABLE D.4
ARKANSAS
CUMULATIVE PARTICIPATION RATES IN INDIVIDUAL JOB SEARCH

FOR WORK PROGRAM EXPERIMENTAL ENROLLEES, BY PERIOD OF ENROLLMENT
(JUNE 20, 1883 - MARCH 18B4 SUBSAMPLE)

' Participation Rate Within [X]
1 e 3 6 9 12 Sample
Period of Enrollment Month  Monthe Months Monthe HMonths  Months Size
June 20 - September 1863 1.3 168 18.1 23,1  2a.4  25,0° 160
Cctober — December 1883 10.6 16,5 16,5 20.0 21 .2a NA 85
January — Merch 1884 10.6 18.1 18.1 28.8° NA A 84

SO0URCE: MORC calculatione from program activity date cotlected from Case File Records of a
rendom Bubsample of experimentals,

NOTES: Partictpatian rates are calculated as & parcentege of esll experimentals in the
i{ndicated anrollment pariod,

Tests of statistical significance betwesn experimentals of differsnt enrollment
periods wera not calculated,

N/A denotes not eppliceble due to the absence of extended follow—up for enrclleess
entering the sample after September 1883,

'Follou—up for the finel month of entry was approximstaly 1/2 month Less than that for
the preceding monthse, A statistical correction produced no change in participetion retes,

-187-









TABLE E.1

ARKANSAS

LONGER-TERM IMPACTS OF THE ARKANSAS WORK PROGRAM ON EMPLOYMENT,

EARNINGS, AND AFDC

RECEIPT FOR APPLICARTS DURING THE FIVE QUARTER POST-ENROLLMENT FOLLOW-UP PERIOD
{(JUNE 20, 1983 - DECEMBER 1983 SAMPLE)

Applicants

Qutcome end Follow-Up Period Experimentels Controls Difference
Ever Employed, Ouarters 2 - 5 (%)° 28,0 22.8 + 6.1
Average Kumber of uuartersauith
Employment, Quarters 2 - § 0.74 0.60 + 0,14
Ever Employed (%)
Duarter of Enrollment 16.2 15.8 + 0,3
Quarter 2 16.2 12.8 + 3.4
Querter 3 16.7 14,8 + 1,8
Quarter 4 18,0 15.8 + 2.4
Quarter § 22.7 16,7 + 6,0
Average Totel Eernings, Quarters 2-5 [s]' 632,58 813.13 -480,56
Average Totel Earnings (§)
Querter of Enrollment 84,57 136.97 -42,40
Quarter 2 111.42 140,48 -28,.06
Quarter 3 146,08 208,73 ~-62.65
Quarter 4 164.569 224,76 -60.17
Quarter 5 210.28 23B8.98 -28.69
Ever Received Any AFDC Peayment,
Querters 1 - 5 [X) £3.1 65,6 - 2,5
Averege Number of Months Receiving
AFDC Psyments, QOuarters 1 - § §.86 6.55 - 0,69
Ever Received Any AFDC Payments (%)
Querter of Enrollment 47,9 51.8 - 3.8
Quarter 2 54.5 565.7 - 1.2
Querter 3 48,0 51.2 - 3.2
Quarter 4 42 .9 50,3 - 7.4
Quertar 5 37.7 47 .6 - 9,8°%
Averags Totet AFDC Peyments
Recefved, Querters 1 - 5§ (%) 876.819 14022.10 -145,18
Average AFDC Peyments Received (%)
Querter of Enrollment 127 .58 137.88 -10.40
Quarter 2 213.25 228.14 -14.88
Quarter 3 194.68 220,25 -25.57
Quarter 4 188.68 224,51 -35.84
Quarter 5 152,72 211.21 ~58.49%*
Semple Size 148 164
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TABLE E.1 (continued)

SO0URCE: MDRC calculations from Etete of Arkanses welfare and Unempluyment
Insurence records,

NOTES: These dete include zero values for sample members not employed and for
sample members not receiving welfare, These data ere regression-adjueted using
ordinary lLeast squeres, controlling for pre-enrollment charecterisetice of semple
members, There may be sume discrepancies in calculating Experimentel-Control
differences dua to rounding.

A two-tailed t-test wae spplied to differencee between Exparimental
and Control groups, Btatieticel significence lLevels ere indicated as: * = 10
parcent} ** = B percent; *** = 1 percent,

auuartar 1, the quarter of enrollment, mey contain some earnings from

the pericd prior to enrollment eand {6 therefore excluded from the measures of totel
follow—up employment and earninges,
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TAB

LE E.2

ARKANSAS

LONGER-TERM IMPACTS OF THE ARKANSAS WORK PROGRAM ON EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS, AND AFODC
RECEIPT FOR RECIPIENTS DURING THE FIVE QUARTER POST-ENROLLMENT FOLLOW-UP PERIOD
(JUNE 20, 188B3 - SEPTEMBER 1883 SAMPLE)

Recipients
Outcome and Follew-Up Period Experimentals Contreols Difference
Ever Employed, Quarters 2 - b [x]° 13.2 11 .1 + 2,1
Average Number of uuartersawith
Employment, Quarters 2 - & 0.38 0.26 + 0,18
Ever Employed (%)
Quarter of Enrollment 7.8 5.7 + 2,1
Querter 2 10.5 6.4 + 4.4
Quarter 3 12.3 6.0 + 6,3°
Quarter 4 7.0 7.8 - 0.6
Querter B 8.4 6.2 + 3.2
Averege Total Earnings, Quarters 2-5 [3]a 348.84 218,33 +430.62
Averasge Totsl Eernings (]}
Querter of Enrollment 39.28 16,77 +22 .51
Cuarter 2 89,34 53.24 +46 .10
Querter 3 04,82 32.64 +62.18*%
Querter 4 71.41 72.82 - 1.41
Quarter 5 84,38 60,62 +23.76
Ever Received Any AFDC Psyment,
Querters 1 -~ 5 (%) 87.7 87.4 + 0,3
Average Number of Months Receiving
AFDC Payments, Quarters 1 - § 11.27 12,67 - 1.,40%*
Ever Received Any AFDC Psyments (%)
Quarter of Enrollimsnt 26.9 86,3 + 0.6
Guarter 2 88.6 82.1 - 3.6
Quertesr 3 75,7 86.6 ~10,.9%*
Qusrter 4 7G.2 83.5 -13,3%¢
Quarter § 66,0 76.9 -10.9*
Average Total AFDC Peyments
Received, Quarters 1 - 5 (8§) 1,687.91 1,838,895 -241,04**
Averege AFOC Payments Received (8]}
Quarter of Enrollment 8984.01 386.68 ~-12.67
Querter 2 350.40 398.44 -48,04**
Quarter 3 344.12 408 .26 -62,15%**
Quarter 4 azz.a7 383.70 ~B61.63%*
Quarter § 207,31 363.86 -56.56*
Bample Eize 105 a7

-192-

(continued)



TABLE E.2 ([continued)

SEO0URCE: MDAC calculations from Btate of Arkaness welfare and Unemployment
Inaursnce records,

NOTES These date include zero values for semple members not smployed and for
gemple members not recafving welfere, These dats are regression-sdjusted using
ordinery Lesast sgqueres, controlling for pre-enrollment charscteriatice of sample
membare, There mey be soma discrepencies in calculating Exparimental-Contral
differsnces due to rounding,

A two-teiled t-test watcs eapplied to differences batween Exparfmental
end Control groups, Statistical eignificance Lavele are indicated as: * = 10
percenty ** = 5 percent; *** = 4 parcent,

s
Quarter 1, the querter of snrollment, may contein some e@arnings from

the period prior to enroliment and {e therefore excluded from tha measuree of tatsl
follow—up amployment and eernings.
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TABLE E,3
ARKANS AS
PRE-PROGRAM EMPLOYMENT AND AFDC RECEIPT FOR THE RESEARCH SAMPLE

IN THE FOUR OUARTERS PRIGR TO ENROLLMENT, BY WELFARE STATUS
(JUNE 20, 1883 - MARCH 1684 SAMPLE)

1
Dutcome end Prior Period Experimentels Controls
Applicants
Ever Employed (X)
4th Prior Quertar 21.86 21,8
3rd Prior Quarter 18.8 20.9
2nd Prior Quarter 22.4 23.1
Cuarter Before Enrollment 18.5 24,2
Ever Received Any AFDC Payments (%)
4th Prior Quaertear 23,8 26.1
3rd Prior Quarter 25,8 26.3
2nd Prior GQuartar 24,0 22,4
Quartar Before Enrollment 18.7 18.4
Sample Bize 332 335

BOC!E!QH;B

Ever Employed (%)

4th Prior Quarter 1.8 4,8
3rd Prior Quarter 3.4 3.2
2nd Prior Quarter 2.3 4,3
Guarter Before Enrollment 3.0 3.6
Ever Received Any AFDC Peyments (%)
4th Prior Querter 82.4 84.4
8rd Prior Qusrtar 85.6 88.8
2nd Prior Quarter 80,8 81.9
Quarter Before Enrollment 83,6 84,98
Semple Size 222 230

SO0URCE: MDRC calculetions from State of Arkanses welfars and
Unemployment Insurance records,

NOTE: These datea itnclude zero valuss for semple members not
smployed and for semple members not receiving welfare. Thess data are
regressfon-edjueted using ordinery least squerses, controliing for
pre—enraliment character{stics of semple members, Prior employment
was excluded as a control varfable,

Velues here repreesnt the source of Figure 5,2; tests
of efgnificance were not applied.
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TABLE E.4
ARKANEAS
OPISTRAIBUTION OF THE RESEARCH SAMPLE, BY EMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE STATUS

DURING THE THIRD QUARTER AFTER RANDON ASSIGNNENT.
(JUNE 20, 19B3 - MARCH 1884 SAMPLE)

Full Semple

Employment and Welfare Status Expsrimentals Controls Differencse

Hed No Earnings, Raceived No
AFDC P‘y.an:. 81 .5 23.9 +4.7.

Hed Some Esrnings, Received No
AFDC Pesymoants 8.8 6.6 +3,.,3%°

Had No Esrnings, Received Some
AFBC Payments 53 .3 81.0 ~7,7%8%8

Hed Some Esrninge, Received Some

AFDC Payments 5.3 5.6 -0,8
Total 100,0 100,0 0.0
Samples Siza 564 665

S0OURCE: MDRC calculations from Stete of Arkansas Welfare and Unemployment
Insurance records,

NOTES: These dats ere regresaion—adjusted uaing ordinary lLeast squares,
controlling for pre-enrollment charecteristics of sample members, Thera may be
some discrepancies in calculating Expesrimental=Control differences dua to
rounding. ODistributions may not add exactly toc 100.0 percent becsuse of rounding,

.Honthly walfars deta, which count the month of random sesignment as
“"month one,™ were regrouped into quarters that exactly match UI esrninge quarters,
Percentages recaiving welfare will thersfores not procisely match main text tebles,

A two tsfled t—-test was applied to diffarences batwesan Experimental
end Control groups, 8Stetisticsl significance Levels mre fndicated ess ®* = 10
parcent; ** = 5 percenty ®** = 4 percent, The four differsnces are not, howevar,
strictly independent,
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TABLE E.b5
ARKANSAS

ESTIMATED COEFFICIENTSE FOR INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
BSED IN REGRESSIDNS FOR EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS AND AFDC RECEIPT
DURING THE THIRD QUARTER OF POST-ENROLLMENT FOLLOW-UP
[JUNE 2D, 1983 -~ MARCH 1984 SAMPLE)

Dependent Veriabtes
l .
Received Welfare
Independent Variables Enployed{X) ] Earnings($) Welfare(X) Amount(8]
Experimaental Group Member 3.05* 23.31 -8.93%%e -42 .,09%%*
{1.83) (25,.83) (2,85) {12.80)
Recipient -0.36 -15,33 17 4489 102.53%##
(2,83) (35.856) (8.685) (17.67)
County
Jefferson -2.30 8.84 21.2B8%%* B9.0B**s*
(1.80) {26.87) (2.75) {13.91)
Puleski South —— - - -
Ever Employed in Four Quar~
ters Prior to Enrollment 37 .32%%+ 348.95%%* 1.41 -22,08
(2.31) (32.65) (3.34) (18.18)
High School Diploma or
Equivelent 3.40* 80,.33%* -5.42%* -23,00%*
(1.88) (26.72) (2.74) (13.24])
Prior AFDC Dependency
Never Had Own AFDC Cane —-—— —— — -
Less Than .Two Years 4,03° 43,16 13.07%%¢ §2,38%%¢
(2.28) (32.30) (3.31) (16.01)
More Than Two Yesrs 1.31 4,82 22.61%** 81.86¢%¢s
(2.98) (42.12) (4,32) {20.87)
Number of Children 0.85 21.39* 0.85 40,.,57%¢¢
(0.78) (11.02) (1.13) (5.48]
Child Less Than 8ix -1.81 -18.07 -3.38 -28.78*
(2.10) [29.84) (3.04) {14.88)
Ever Married -3.70* 4,51 -5.94¢* -19,58
(2.14) (30.25) (3.10]) (t4,89)

{cantinusd)
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TABLE E.5 (conttnuad)

Depandent Varfsbles
| |
Received Welfare
Independent Variables Employed(%)] Earninga($) Welfeare(X) Amount{s)
Age
24 Years or Less -0.87 10.51 1.52 18.98
f2,54) (35.85) (3,87} (17.78)
26 to 34 Years - - - -——-
35 Years aor Mars 0.63 44,26 -5.60 ~§1,12%0e%
(2.44) (34.49) {3.53) {17.09)
Nan—-White -1.67 -25.63 11.84%%* 60,60%*
{2.88) {40,.38) (4.14) (20.01)
Conatlnt a.s“ -22.42 33.07"" 85187.‘t
(3.88) (64.78) (6.81) (27.14)
Unadjusted Ha .2283 .1248 .2038 .2537
Hodel F 25,1 12.1 21.8 e8.8
Dependent Variesble MHean 13.87 138,08 80.32 268.17
Sample 8ize 1,119

SOURCEt MDRC calculstions from State of Arkansas welfare and Unemploymant
Insurence racords,

NOTES: These dete includs zero values for sample members not employed and for
sample members not receiving welfare, Coefficients are sstimated by ordinary Lleast
squares, Numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors,

"Employmant™ and ®"Receiving Walfare® are dichotomous dummy vertiablas,
Their cosfficients ere multipiied by 100 to yfeld percentages. “Earnings” and
"wWelfare Amount” are dollar veriables and include ceses with zero values,

where ambiguious, reference ostegories for dummy varisbles are shawn
in thea table with deshes, Ali referenca catesgories are (2] control group (b)
applicant {c] Pulaski South (d) not employed in four quartars prior to enrollment (e}
no diploma or equfvalent (f) never had own AFDC ocesa (g) no child Less than six (h)
nsver married (1) ags 26 to 34 (J) white, Thus, for example, the coefficiant of
"gver married” 18 the increment to the dependent variable for the trait “evar
married® versus "never married,” with all other traite controlled for,

A two-tsiled t—test was applied to ail coefficfents. Statistiocal
significance leveles are indicated as: * = 10 percenty ** = § percentj **% = 4
parcent,
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APPENDIX F

JZECIHNICAL ASPECTS OF THE BENEFIT-COST ANALYSIS

This appendix describes the data sources and strategles used 1in
estimating the economic benefits and costs of the WORK Program. It focuses
on selected analytical issues requiring fuller discussion than could be

presented in Chapter 6.

A. TIhe General Approach

Fundamentally, the value of each category of benefits and costs is the
product of two variables: a "behavioral variable,® which i1s the size of
the experimental-control difference in an activity or outcome, and a
®shadow price," which represents the dellar value of one unit of that
activity or outccme, To 1llustrate, in estimating the value of output from
work experience Jjobs in Pulaskl South, the behavioral variable i1is the
average amount of time that experimentals spent in work experience (7.5
hours)} minus the average for the control group, which was zero, since
except for assessment, controls did not receive services., The shadow price
is the estimated per hour dollar value of that output, which was $3.99.
The product of these two numbers (7.5 hours x $3.99 per hour) equals the
total value of that output per experimental ($30).

Similarly, the cost of work experience was determined by multiplyling
the behavioral variable, which is the pet number of hours spent in work
experience per experimental, by the shadow price, the average cost of that

activity per participant-~houwr. Using the Pulaski South example, where the
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net time in work experience was 7.5 hours at a cost of $2.23 per partici-
pant-hour, the average cost of this component was $17 per experimental,
Table F.1 presents the behavioral variable and corresponding shadow price
variable, along with data sources, for each type of benefit included in the
analysis. Table F.2 presents similar information for each category of
program costs,

As explained in Chapter 6§, some program benefits and costs are likely
to occur beyond the point at which data collection for this study ended. It
was therefore necessary to estimate the future value of those effects and
expenditures by extrapolating from the avaijlable follow-up data. The next
section discusses the procedures for extrapolating benefits, while Section

C explains the approach for projecting costs,

Post-observation benefits were estimated using an extrapolation
procedure with four components: the base estimate, time horizon, decay rate
and discount rate, The base estimate is the observed impact from which the
future impact 13 extrapolated, The base estimate that was used for this
analysis was the experimental-control impact difference (e.g., in earnings
and AFDC payments) for the last two quarters of available follow-up data,
This period i1s short enough so that the latest evidence is used, but long
enough so that the extrapolation is not based upon a single quarter that
might be unrepresentative.

The time horizon, whioh is the timeframe over which the benefits were

extrapolated, was five years in this evaluation. This period includes both
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TABLE F.1

ARKANSAS

DATA SOURCES FOR THE BEHAVIORAL VARIABLES AND
SHADOW PRICES OF BENEFIT COMPONENTS

Bensfit Component

Behavioral
Verisble

Dates Sources

Shadow Price

Deta Sources

Work Experience
Output

JTPA Output

Eernings

Federel Income Tax

State Income Tax

Socisl Security Tax

State Sales Tex/
Other

AFDC Peyments

Madicaid Pasyments

Average hours in
work experience
per experimental

Average hours in
JTPA jobs per
experimental

wa®

wa®

WA

WA

WA

NA

Net months of
Medicaid aligi-
bility per
expsrimental

Cese Fitee

Program Records

A

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

AFDC monthly
payment racordes

Average hourly
wage and fringe
benefit costs if
regular workers
ware used

(Seme 88 work ex—
perience shadow
price]

Net earnings per
experimental

12% of net tax-
able earnings per
experimental

2% of net tax-—
sble eernings per
experimantal

6% of net tax-
able earnings per
experimental

2% of nat tax-
able eernings per
experimental

Net AFDC
dollare per
experimental

Average Medi-
cald dol lers
received per
month by AFOC

ctients

Worksite Study

{eame as above)

Quarterly UI
earnings records

The U,S, Mester
Tax Guide

Stete Tax Guidec

Jhe U,S ster
Jax Guide

State Tax Guid ;E
average coneump-
tiog dete from
BLS

AFDC monthly

payment records

DSS Annusl
Report
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TABLE F.1 (continued)

Beheviorel
Benefit Component Variable Date Sources Shadow Price Date Sources
a
Unemployment NA N/A Net UI dollars Weekly UI payment
Insurance per expsrimanm— records for sub-

AFDC Administration

Medicaid Administre—
tion

UI Administretion

Net AFDC dollers
per axperimental

Net Mediceid
dollars per
oxperimental

Net UI dollers
per experi—
mental

AFDC monthly
payment records

Monthe aligible
times average
monthly pey-—
ments (ses
above)

UI weekly
psyment records

tal

Administrative
cost per dollar
of AFDC payment

Administrative
cost par dollar
of Mediceid
payment

Adminietrative
cost per
dollar of UI
payment

sample of experi-
mentals and
controls

DSS Annusl
Repart

DSS Annual
Report

U,S,Budgset
Appendix

NOTES:
UANECEBSAry.

The U,S, Messter Tex Guids, 1883.

New York: Commerce House, 1983,

cStata Tax Guide, New York: Commerce Clearinghouss, 1983,

aWhere the shadow price itself is expressed per experimentesl, & separste bsheviorslL varfable is

dIhraa Budgets for an Urben Femily of Four. Supplement to Bulletin 1570, Buresu of Labor

Statistics, 1970,

eArksnsas Social Services Annuel Report, Fiscal Year 1884,

fgudget of the U,S, Government, Appendixt Fiscal Year 1883. Washington, D.C.3 U.S, Government

Printing Office, 1884.
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DATA SOURCES FOR BEHAVIDORAL VARIABLES AND SHADOW PRICES

TABLE F.2

ARKANSAS

OF COST COMPONENTS

Cost Component

B8ehaviorel
Variesble

Data Source

Shadow Price

Data Source

Assesement

Job CLub

Work Experiencs

Individusl Job Search/

Other

Central Administration

Participation—Retated

Expenges

JTPA Opsreting Costs

Average minutes
of assenement,
warked up for
probability of
reassescment,
per experimental

Average deys in
Job club per ex-
perimental

Average hours in
work experi{ence
per sxperimental

Aversge months in
WORK Program psr
experimental

Average months in
WORK Program per
axperimental

Average months in
WORK Program par
experimental

Net JTPA partici-
pation rate per
axperimental

Steff time studyg
tog of partici-
pant-days in job
club, March 12-23,
1684

Job club atten-
dence records,
September 18B3-
March 1884

Case files

Case files;
national detae
{Bans end E{lwood,
1883)

(See 1JS/0Other)

[See 1JS/0thar)

Program records

Progran expendi-
tures per parti-
cipant-minute of
aseossment

Progrem expendi-
tures per parti-
cipent—dey of
Job club

Program expen-
ditures per par—
ticipant=hour in
work experience

Progrem expendi-
tures per LJS/oth-
ery, per participent
mcnth in WORK Pro—
grem

Progrem expend{i-
tures on central
adminstraticn
per participant-
month in WORK
Progrem

Progran expendi-
tures on child-
care, incentive
peyments and work
experience axpenses
per participant-
month {n WORK
Program

Averege JTPA ex-
panditures per
JTPA client

Program fiscal
records

Progrem fiscal
records; steff
time study; log
of participent-
deys in job club,
March 12-23,1884

Progrem fiecetl
records; eteff
tims study; case
files

Program fiecel
recorde; steff
time study;

monthly Cese
Status reports

Progrem fiscal
records; staff
time study;
monthly Cese
Status Reports

Program fiscal
records

Little Rock
School
District's JTPA
budget, FY 1984

-204-

[continued)



TMLE F.2 [continued]

NOTES: Progrem fiscal recorde for sach cost category include monthly "Steatement of Expenditure and
Request for Funds,"™ and "Accounting/Faderal Grents Management Syetem."

a
In Puleski South, the rete of reessesement equals the rate of recycling through Job club.
Reassesements were conducted whensver clients re—entered job club,
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the observation period of three to five quarters (depending on when the
sample members enrclled and thus the amount of follow-up information
available), and the post-observation period of 15 to 17 quarters. The
five-year period was chosen, as explained in Chapter 6, because based on
recent research, it is approximately the average length of time that
experimentals are llkely to remain on AFDC. Projecting beyond this period
would therefore be extremely speculative,

The decay rate 1s the rate at which impacts from the base period were
assumed to change over time, This analysis wuses two alternative
assumptions about the decay rate of impacts 1in the WOREK Program. As
indicated in Chapter 6, there was no evidence of decay in the impact
estimates made for the observation pericd, and thus one set of estimates
assumes that the decay rate was zero, However, whlle some empirical
evidence suggests that impacts of progrems like the WORK Program do not
decay or decay very slightly, there 1s other evidence to suggest sub-
stantial decay.! This underlles the alternative decay rate assumption of
30 percent used in this analysis, an assumption based on the rate of decay
in earnings observed in a national study of the WIN Program,.2

Finally, the discount rate is used to convert post-observation benefit
estimates into present values. 4 discount rate of 5 percent, which 1is
roughly the real rate of return on medium- and long-term United States
Treasury securlities at the time of random assignment, was used in the
analysis,

The latter three of these components were combined in an overall extra-

polation factor., This factor was then multiplied by the first camponent -~
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the base estimate =- to obtain the estimate of the post-observation

benefit,

A family receiving AFDC payments 1s autamatically eligible for
Medicaid, Under the rules that governed Medlicaid until October 1984, a
family that went off AFDC remained eligible for Medicald for four months.
(It is possible that a family could stay eligible for Medicaid even longer
if it met a state's "medically needy" requirements but it appears that this
was rare,)3

Under these assumptions, the change in Medicaid participation months
due to the WORK Program has been estimated as the experimental-control
difference in months, with zero AFDC payments starting four months after
AFDC receipt first ended., 1In other words, only those months of zero AFDC
receipt that occur after a string of four months with no payments were
counted in computing the experimental-control difference. Thils procedure
assumes that former AFDC recipients are not medically needy, that Medicaid
eligibility is correctly determined by program staff, and that strings of
more thap four months of zero payments are not due to missing data., With
this difference having been estimated, Medicaid participation months (the
behavioral variable) were then valued using the estimated costs of payments
and administration per participant-month (the shadow price).

However, since the onset of this study there has been a statutory
increase in extended Medicaid eligibility from four to nine months after
leaving AFDC. This presents some additional uncertainty in estimating the
reduction of Medicaid during the extrapolation period, particularly for

those sample members still receiving AFDC after October 1984. Among those
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individuals, the actual experimental-control difference in months eligible
for Medicaid during the five-year time horizon may be somewhat less than
projected., Yet, even if true, this difference would not change the general
conclusions of this study, since it pertains only to the extrapolated
portion of the program's estimated effect on Medicald. If Medicaid payments
received only during the observation period are considered, there is still
a reduction in benefits. Moreover, Medicaid reductions constitute only

about a quarter of the overall change in transfer payments.

C. Issues in Fstimating Program Costs

Like benefits, program costs were determined by multiplying the
behavioral variable for each cost component by the appropriate shadow
price, However, several intermediate calculations and numerous data
sources were necessary to produce these values, These are discussed in the

next two sections,

To obtain costs on a per experimental basis, the value of each
behavioral variable was determined by multiplying the probability that an
experimental would receive a given service by the net average duration of
the service for those actually receiving 1it. The probability of being
assessed was, of course, 100 percent since &ll individuals who were
randomly assigned were assessed. The net amount of time spent 1in
assessment by the experimental group (beyond the time spent by controls)
was determined from the study of staff time sheets described in Chapter 6.

The probability of receiving services in the Mindividual Job

search/other™ category was also considered to be 100 percent. As explained
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in Chapter 6, this category was defined to include a wide variety of
services ~- inocluding contacting and counseling enrollees -- that could not
be easily distinguished from other forms of individual job search assist-
ance, It was assumed that all experimertals had at least some contact with
staff members and therefore receilved same of the services in this category.

The probability of experimentals participating in Jjob club and work
experience was derived from the special case flle study used for the
analysis of program implementation, (See Chapter 4.) However, the
estimates used for the benefit-cost analysis -- unlike those used in the
process analysis -~ reflect the behavior of the entire experimental sample
(June 1983-March 1984 enrollees), This is because benefits and costs are
difficult to disaggregate for sample members who emrolled in the program at
different times.

In Pulaski South, participants were often recycled.through job club,
While the probability of this recycling is not precisely known, an
approximation was made by calculating, from an attendance 1log, the
proportion of repeaters to first-time participants in job club during a
two-week cycle in March 1984, It was estimated that 53 percent of the
Pulaski South experimentals who ever participated in job club repeated it,
a figure in accord with staff perceptions reported to MDRC. To take
recyecling into account, the probability of particlpating in job club was
therefore marked up by 53 percent, Because Jefferson staff reported that
virtually no enrollees repeated job club during the study period, no
adjustment for recycling was made in that county's estimates,

The duration of participation in each program coamponent was derived

from other data sources, Average days in Job club were estimated from
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program attendance records covering the period September 1983 through March
1984, Average days in work experience were estimated from a special case
file search (separate from that used for participation rates), covering the
period from the beginning of the program through August 1984, For "indi-
vidual Job search/other"™ -~ a residual category including general counsel-
ing and all services other than assessment, job search and work experience
-=- the average duration of participation was assumed to be equivalent to
the average length of stay in the WORK Program. Because services in this
category could take place throughout a person's tenure in the program,
experimentals are considered to be receiving such services as long as they
remained enrolled, up to a maximum of three years. People enrolled in the
WORK Program for longer than three years are presumed in this analysis not
to receive any notable services after the third year, (See Chapter 6 and
the discussion of length of stay below.)

The behavioral variable for central administrative and participation-
related expenses (i.e., child care, allowances, incentive payments) is the
average length of time in the WORK Program per experimental. As with
"individual job search/other,® all experimentals are considered to be
affected by oversight from the central office of the WORK Program and the
Department of Human Services as long as they remain enrolled, up to a
maximum of three years,

Experimentals receive participation-related payments in the course of
taking part in job search and work experience. Because that participation
occurs primarily during the first year, length of stay in the program dur-
ing the first year is the appropriate behavioral variable.

For JTPA expenditures in Pulaski South, the behavioral variable is
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simply the probability of enrolling in JTPA (i.e., the number of experi-
mentals who entered that progrem divided by the total number of experi-
mentals in the WORK Program). The number of experimentals in JTPA was

obtained from records kept by the WORK Program staff in Pulaskl South.

As explained in Chapter 6, the shadow price for each cost component
was estimated by first dividing the proportion of total staff salaries
spent on a glven activity during the last two quarters of the state fisecal
year 1984 by the total units of participation in that activity during that
period (participant-hours, participant-days, or participant-months, depend=-
ing on the component) to produce direct unit costs. These direct unit
costs were then marked up for fringe benefits, leave time, non-personnel
expenses and the cost of local administration, Local administration was
defined as 100 percent of the cost of the office supervisor and clerk, All
of these data were available from fiscal records kept by the WORK Program.

Data on participation units for each cost category came from other
sources, Participant-days in job club in Pulaski South were obtained from
the same attendance logs used for estimating the rate of recycling. In
Jefferson, where such logs were unavallable, participant-days were based
upon staff estimates of the average number of people in job club per day
for the same two-week period over which the Pulaski South estimates were
made, For work experience, participant-hours were obtained through the
same case fille search on which the estimated rates of participation were
based.

For three variables =« "individual Jjob search/other,” central

administration and participation-related expenses -- enrollment months (the
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participation units used for these components) were based upon the WORK
Program's monthly Case Status Reports., These reports present the number of
people who are registered, assessed and deregistered each month in each
program office, By first estimating the total number of assessed
individuals who were in the WORK Program in each county at the end of
December 1983 (which was provided from program records from one of the
program managers)}, and then adding in for each subsequent month through
June 1984, the number of new registrants who had been assessed, an estimate
of the total partioipant-months in the WORK Program during the steady-state
period was determined. For each month, the number of new registrants was
estimated with the following formula, which attempted to exclude clients
who were deregistered before they were assessed:
(A) - (A/R) (D)

where A is the number of new assessments for a given month; R is the number
of new registrations; and D is the number of new deregistrations,

For the JTPA shadow prioe, it was not necessary tc estimate partiecipa-
tion-units, The =shadow price obtained from the Little Rock School
District's JTPA budget was already expressed as an average cost per JTPA
participant,

3. Average Length of Stay ln the WORK Program

To determine the costs of "individual job search/other," central admin-
iastration and participation-related expenses, it was necessary to estimate
the average length of stay in the WORK Program. Moreover, because of the
expected decline in future service intensity for longer-term enrollees,
separate estimates had to be made for each of the first three years

following random assigmment.
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The general approach for canputing average length of stay was to
divide the experimental group's total number of participant-months by the
nunber of experimentals in the sample, This was camplicated, however, by
the fact that many experimentals were still enrolled in the program beyond
the point of availlable follow-up data. It was thus necessary to projeot
the number of participant-months 1likely to aocrue during the post-
observation period. This was done by using estimated Mexit probabiiitiea®
== defined here as the average likelihood that an experimental would leave
the program within a specified period of time (e.g., within the subsequent
12 months), given the length of time that that individual had already been
in the program, These estimates can be derived from information on program
departure rates,

The probability of remaining in the program for that period i1s simply
100 percent minus the exit probability. When this probability of remaining
in the program is then multiplied by the number of experimentals enrolled
at the beginning of that time period, an estimate of the mmber enrolled at
the end of the period is obtained. This estimate is in turn multiplied by
the number of months in that time period, yielding the mmber of
participant-months. Dividing participant-months by the number of
experimentals enrolled at the start of the period gives the average length
of stay for that period.

As an 1illustration, suppose 100 clients were in the program at the
start of year 1, and the probability that they would exit the program
within the next 12 months was 60 percent. The average length of stay
during that year would be:

(1.00 = ,60)(100)(12)/(100) = 4.8 months
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The exit probabilities used for this report were derived from two
sources, For the October 1983-March 1984 sample of enrcllees who had less
than one year of actual follow-up from the case file study, exit probabili-
ties for the remainder of the first year after random assigmment were based
on rates that were predicted from the follow-up data on the full sample of
enrollees, The probability of deregistration frcem the WORK Program within
the subsequent four quarters was predicted to be 64 percent for the full
sample. Thus, the predicted exit probability for the one quarter of the
first year for which the October-December 1983 enrollees had no follow-up
data was estimated to be .64/4 = .16. Similarly, the exit probability for
the half of the first year for which the January-March 1984 enrollees had
no follow-up was .64/2 = .32. PFor the first year, then, the participant-
months used in estimating average length of stay were based entirely on
observed data from the case file study for the June-September 1983
enrollees, and on a combination of observed and predicted participant-
montha for later enrcllees,

After the first year, when follow-up data were no longer available,
length-of-stay estimates had to be based entirely on predicted participant-
months, One approach was to use AFDC exit probabilities calculated for a
national sample of welfare recipients by Bane and Ellwood (1983). While it
1s recognized that this national sample differed in some ways from the
research sample for the WORK Program evaluation, it is a reasonable
alternative.

Although these values were used for the computations reported in
Chapter 6, second- and third-year exit probabilities were also predioted

from first-year case file data for the WORK Program using multiple
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regreasion analysis, These estimates were extremely similar to those
produced using the exit probabilities from Bane and Ellwood, suggesting
that the latter estimates were indeed reasonable.

Once the average length of stay in the WORK Program was estimated for
each year, 1t was multiplied by the shadow price of the relevant service
component to yleld the cost of that component for that year, As mentioned
in Chapter 6, all participation-related expenses were allocated to the
average length of stay in the program during the first year after random
assigmment, while costs for "individual Jjob search/other® and central
administration were expected to accrue for three years after random
asigmment., However, because of the expected decline in service intensity
during the second and third years, only 50 percent of the first-year shadow
price was applied for the sec¢ond year, and only 25 percent for the third
year, (See Chapter 6, footnote 21.) The total per experimental cost of
"individual job search/other™ and central administration is simply the sum
of the costs estimated for each of the three years.

Whatever uncertalnties arise in predicting length of stay for the
second and third years after random assignment, it is important to recall
from Chapter 6 that the vast majority of program costs were incurred during
the first year of operations, for which length-of-stay estimates were more
reliable. Consequently, any error in the later length-of-stay estimates
would not dramatically alter the overall cost estimates computed for this

report,
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10.

11.

Quint, 1984,

In reality, Pulaski South is a part of Pulaski County covered
by one WORK Program office; the northern part of the county is
served by a separate office., For the sake of simpliecity, this
report refers to Pulaski South as a county.

Several months after the end of the study period, the WORK
Program was extended from the original eight to 20 counties.
The eight original counties are Crawford, Crittenden,
Jefferson, Mississippi, Ouachita, Pulaski (including the two
program areas, Pulaski North and Pulaski South), Sebastian and
Union,

See Arkansas Department of Human Services, Annual Repoprt for
fiscal years 1982-1983 and 1983-1984, and "Monthly WORK
Program Case Status Reports," 1983-1984.

0f the eight counties originally in the WORK Program, only
four, including Pulaski South and Jefferson, offered work
experience.

See Quint, 1984, p.6.

In programs funded by welfare diversion, welfare recipients
are employed in subsidized jobs partly supported by a wage
pool made up of some of the welfare payments they normally
would have received as transfer payments.

Arkansas Department of Human Services, _Annual Report, for
fiscal years 1981-1982, 1982-1983, and 1983-1984,

The figures on population and income cited in this section
refer to the whole of Pulaski County, not just the part served
by the Pulaski South office. See U,S, Census data, U.S.
Department of Commerce, 1980 for figures on population size,
median income, poverty, and racial/ethnic composition in the
two countiea and the state as a whole.

Arkansas Department of Human Services, _Annual Report, for
fiscal years 1982-1983 and 1983-1984,

Arkansas Department of Labor, Economic Security Division,
"Revised Labor Force Estimates,™ 1981 and 1983.
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CHAPTER 2

The efficlency of the estimates 1z a measure of the variance
or statistical uncertainty surrounding them. The use of more
efficlent estimators makes it less 1likely that true program
effects will go undetected and increases the precision of the
point estimate of the impacts,

Two-tailed tests were used because there were no assumptions

about the way 1in which experimentals might differ from
controls.

Arkansas does not have an AFDC-Unemployed Parent program, in
which most households are headed by men. The predominance of
women in the research sample reflects the character of the
AFDC adult caseload.

This category does not include having been on a parent's case.
Note, too, that any member of the research sample could be an
older child on a parent's case.

Some 34 individuals who were originally randomly assigned were
missing these forms or had to be left out of the impact
analysis for lack of data on applicant/recipient status, This
loss amounted to 2.9 percent of the full automated data set of
1,153 enrollees.

Welfare payments records for the two years before the start of
thé research were tabulated for sample members who were
receiving welfare at the time of random assignment and who
reported having had their own AFDC case for more than two
years, Over 9T percent of those individuals had a prior
welfare payment recorded in the research data set. The
remaining 3 percent may be taken as the upper bound for the
extent of non-matching to AFDC payment data.

As a check on the case file records data, three-month parti-
cipation rates for the June-December 1983 enrollees were
compared to the rates for the corresponding group as reported
in the interim report. Participation data in that report were
obtained from the WORK Program tracking system which recorded
assignment to, and participation in, program activities.
Program staff were to submit an Assignment Form to the system
recording the dates enrollees were assigned to or participated
in each activity. The two data sources give similar rates for
participation,

CHAPTER 3

The distribution of cases by age of youngest child was
obtained from the O0ffice of Family Assistance's unpublished
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2.

3.

preliminary compilation of fiscal year 1983 national inte-
grated quality control system. The percentages for Arkansas
and the nation as a whole match closely.

See, for example, Goldman et al., 1985.
See Bane and Ellwood, 1983.

CHAPTER &
Quint, 1984.

This figure is not strictly comparable to the 36 percent
three-month participation rate presented in the firat report,
not only because different data sources were used but also
because in the first report, working registrants were included
in the count of those "ever active.® Data on whether or not
members of the sample had working registrant status were not
collected for the analysis of participation in this repart.

This 17 percent of applicant enrollees who neither partici-
pated nor were deregistered is higher than the 9 percent
figure achieved for AFDC applicants who were studied in a San
Diego prograzm entalling a sequence of group job search
followed by work experience, The San Diego program was
considerably more resource-intensive than the WORK Program,
however, and gave staff less discretion to defer participa-
tion, Moreover, its enrollees tended to be better educated
and to have mare recent work histories than was the case in
Arkansas,

Originally, the state had applied for a federal waiver to
increase the number of hours individuals could work in CWEP,
but it was denled, See Quint, 1984, p. 8.

CHAPTER 5
See Footnote 5, Chapter 2.
See Chapter 2, p. 20.
See Footnote 6, Chapter 2.

To check for possible mismatching of sample members with UI
records, & number of cases in the analysis data base were
hand-checked by direct ingquiry to the Arkansas UI system.
Thirty-six cases with earnings were selected, and for them the
match was found to be exact for all quarters. Another 20
cases without UI earnings were chosen from the 1list of persons
randomly assigned, Of these, two cases were found to have had
earnings not picked up by the research data base, Two others
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7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

may also have been discrepant, but this suspicion could not be
definitely confirmed at the time the check was performed.

The normal skew 1in earnings also affects precision. The
inclusion 1in one of the research groups of a few more
full-time workers employed during every week in a quarter can
carry undue weight in the earnings measure without greatly
affecting the employment measure. In addition, enrollees who
find jobs as a result of WORK Program exposure often begin
work near the middle or end of a quarter, and their earnings
for that quarter may be too small to carry much weight during
that period.

This percent reduction in AFDC benefit expenditures should not
be 1interpreted to cover all such expenditures for the case-
load, The sample under study includes only applicants and
recipients who have recently been determined WIN-mandatory.

The 6.9 percentage point drop in the rate of receipt for
quarter three 1s 10.8 percent of the control group mean
receipt rate of 63.8 percentage points. The 10.8 figure 1is
about three-quarters of the total 14.9 percent fiscal savings
for the quarter.

Earnings 1impacts are the least reliably estimated of the four
impacts. See Section B.2 and Footnote 5.

Complete tables containing numbers used in the graphs in this
chapter are contained in Appendix E.

The actual proportion of applicants who were employed when
they applied for welfare cannot be observed 1in these data,
Any earnings during the first quarter classified an individual
as "employed," whether these occurred just before the date of
the application or socn afterwards.

Welfare savings for approved applicants are not directly
relevant to this experiment, since services were given to
applicants who were denled or withdrew their applications.
Nevertheless, 4.9 percent would still be the rate of expend-
iture reduction for applicants who would have been approved
for welfare in the absence of the program. The per person
dollar savings would be larger, but there would be fewer
persons and a larger per person control group mean. Likewise,
the total dollar expenditure reduction for the applicant
population 18 the same for the full sample as for the portion
that would have been approved.

Total savings for the sample are savings per experimental

times the number of experimentals in the sample, with the
results for applicants and recipients added together. Savings
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13.

14.

for recipients were 80 percent of this total.

An indication that 1impacts on applicants may increase over
longer periods is found by examining the extended follow-up
available for the early June-September sample. Estimates
through quarter five, broken down by applicant/recipient
status, are shown in appendix tables to this chapter. Since
the sample sizes that produced these estimates are only a
fraction of the full sample, the proportiocns should be viewed
as only suggestive of possible trends.

The figures do indicate that welfare impacts for applicants in
this early group grew steadily and smoothly over time until,
at the fifth quarter of follow-up, the savings of $58 per
applicant were almost the same as the savings of 457 per
recipient. Employment impacts for applicants were also
largest in the fifth quarter, although the movement up to that
point was too erratic to identify any underlying pattern with
confidence, The estimates also show that the negative
earnings impacts, noted earlier, were entirely concentrated in
the early group of applicants.

A note for the technical reader. The hypothesis of interest
here 1is a two-part cne: (a) that lower employment rates will
be observed for controls with certain charateristies and (b)
that enmployment impacts for those subgroups will be larger
than impacts for subgroups with the opposite characteristios,
That is, the subgroups expected to have lower control group
employment and greater employment impacts are named prior to
measurement,

Failure to specify both halves of the hypothesis for each
subgroup beforehand would lead to an error in interpretation.
The hypothesis that subgroups with the lowest control group
means will have the highest impacts, without designating ahead
of time which subgroups those will be, would tend to be
confirmed as a natural outcome of regression to the mean.

In this connection, expectations are strongest for prior
employment, child age and diploma subgroups, along the lines
described in the text. Moreover, the barriers to employment
experienced on these subgroup dimensions are such as could, in
fact, be addressed by an employability development program of
the kind under study. Although not detailed in the text, it
18 expected that individuals with longer welfare history would
tend to show lower control group employment, consistent with
their observed greater attachment to welfare, Ever-married
women would also be expected to work less than never-married
women, given age, on the supposition that they are more likely
to obtain paternal o¢hild support as a substitute for their own
earnings (and for AFDC, as well). Finally, greater numbers of
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16.

17.

18.

t.

2,

3.

children increase the marginal utility of income and would
therefore tend to encourage work, although the additional
child-care requirements make this expectation uncertain.

This difference stemmed from a dramatically higher rate of
approvals for welfare among the Jefferson applicants who
enrolled in the WORK Program. Though not shown in the table,
the regression-adjusted approval rate for controls in
Jefferson was 85.5 percent compared to a rate of L46.8 percent
in Pulaski South. Among those approved, the natural rate of
caseload turnover for controls was similar for the two areas.
Why there were s0 many more approved applicants in Jefferson
cannot be determined from these data, but labor market
conditions probably do not alone account for the inter-county
difference, since the third-quarter employment rate of control
group applicants was so similar in both localities.

This apparent earnings loss in Jefferson will play a role in
the benefit-cost analysis of Chapter 6.

For a recounting of the implementation problems in Jefferson
County, see the interim report (Quint, 1984), especially pp.
53, 71, and 103.

The following third-quarter impacts were calculated separately
for child-age subgroups but with noc other control variables.
They may be compared directly to the impacts in Table 5.6 and
507-

Applicants Recipients
Employment Welfare Employment Welfare
h, ess
No =0.8 -19.92 +6.8 -76.93
Yes +3.7 - 7.05 +4.5 -94,08

As in the text tables, impact differences across child-age
categories were not statistically significant for any of the
four comparisons,

CHAPTER 6

Readers who are interested in the more technical aspectz of
the analysis, as well as further details on data sources,
should consult Appendix F and Long and Knox, 1985.

Effects on these variables were found to be less important in
MDRC's evaluations of Supported Work (Kemper et al., 1981) and
the San Diego Jjob search and work experience demonstration
(Goldman et al., 1985).

Recent research by Bane and FEllwood (1983) found that a
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10.

1.

national sample of AFDC recipients remained continuously on
welfare for an average of 4.7 years.

For example, suppose that welfare savings of $500 were
achieved in 14985. If inflation were 4 percent and real
interest rates 5 percent, then those savings would have to be
adjusted by 9 percent to determine their worth in 1984
dollars. This would yield a value of $455.

See Kemper et al., 1981. Because the time horizon is only
five years, the results of the analysis would not be
substantially affeoted by choice of a higher or lower discount
rate within this range.

Some experimentals are also taxpayers. As discussed later in
this chapter, one effect of the WORK Program is to increase
the amount of taxes they pay.

The true social value of that output is probably less than the
value estimated through this approach, If the true value were
higher than the estimated value, presumably employers would
have already hired alternative workers to do that work.
However, under some circumstances the true value of output may
in fact be higher than the cost of alternative labor., If so,
then the use of WORK Program enrollees Iinstead of regular
workers would mean that some displacement of other workers
might have occurred. See Kemper and Long (1981) for a
discussion of the technical aspects of estimating the value of
in-program output.

See Chapters 2 and 5 and Appendix B. See also Long and Knox,
1985.

Because interviews were not administered to supervisors at the
JTPA worksites, the relative productivity of participants in
those Jjobs was assumed to be the same as for participants in
work experience jobs. Given that the skill demands of the
work experience and JTPA jobs seemed comparable, and that the
relative capabilities of the individuals in those jobs were
probably quite similar, this assumption seems reasonable,

Extrapolation of the value of work experience and JTPA output
is unnecessary since most of this was produced during the
observation period,

These earnings estimates, as well as the AFDC estimates
discussed below, are based on the same data used in the impact
analysis (Chapter 5), but include an extrapolation component.
Moreover, for the benefit-cost analysis, these estimates are
not regression-adjusted since it is not possible to adjust, in
a similar manner, the corresponding cost estimates.
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18.
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This 1s a standard economic assumption made in analyses of
this kind. The assumption implies that employers will not pay
compensation in excess of the dollar value of an employee'’s
contribution to output. However, to the extent that
experimentals and controls obtain jobs in noncompetitive labor
markets, some amount of error in benefit estimates may result.

Using microsimulation techniques, Smeedling (1981) estimated
the value of fringe benefits as 17.9 percent of wages and
salaries for workers earning less than $10,000 in 1979.

Wolfhagen, 1983.
Ketron, Inc. 1980.

Estimates of the earnings benefits were also computed after
adjusting the earnings of the top 1 percent of earners in the
sample to equal the 1 percentile level of earnings. This
adjustment was made to limit the potential effect that a small
number of relatively high earners could have on the sample
mean. (See Chapter 5 for a discussion of the distribution of
earnings.) The adjustment changed the experimental-control
difference in earnings, but not dramatically, and the overall
pattern of results remained the same.

Tax 1liability was Iimputed on the basis of tax rates and

regulations summarized in The U,S, Master Tax Guides, 1983,
and The State Tax Guide, as well as on the basis of average

consumption data for low-income households. See U.S. Bureau
of Labor Statistics, 1970,

The estimate of federal income taxes paid is based on the
"typical® AFDC family with an income over $5,100 per year
filing a head of household return with two dependent children.
It should be noted that this approach underestimates the taxes
paid by others. The discrepancy is largest for families with
more dependents and those with less income, because exemptions
and the Earned Income Tax Credit greatly reduce the taxes they
pay compared to the typical family. Thus, the overall federal
income tax estimate used for this analysis probably overstates
the actual taxes paid to some extent.

According to staff interviews, research time included about &
to 10 percent of the time of the central office managers and
the Director of Economic Security. This was the amount of
time they spent meeting with MDRC staff and collecting
demonstration-related information, Because these activities
do not encompass resources expended to serve enrollees, it is
inappropriate to include them among the costs that are
compared to the benefits of the program. Assessment of the
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21,

control group and random assignment are also research-related
activities, The resources for these activities were
eliminated from operating costs simply by deducting the
average number of minutes spent in assessment for the controls
from the average minutes spent for the experimentals, This
difference was multiplied by the average cost of assessment
per minute to arrive at the net cost of assessment per
experimental.

Indeed, the full sequence of activities established by program
regulations -- two weeks of Job club, three months of
individual job search and 12 weeks of work experience -- could
be completed in about seven months, assuming no assignment
delays.

It is impossible to know, of course, precisely how intensive
future services will be for longer-term enrollees,
Presumably, service intensity will decline over time. Even
though individuals may remain formally enrolled for several
years, only a portion of them are 1likely to receive
substantial amounts of staff attention. On the basis of
interviews with the office supervisors of the two counties
concerning the treatment of longer-term enrollees, 1t 1s
assumed that only about half of the enrollees still in the
program are likely to receive significant services during the
second year after enrollment, and only about a quarter of
those enrolled for a third year are likely to be actively
served during that time, The analysis assumesz that negligible
program resources will be devoted to persons still enrolled
after three years. While these assumptions are admittedly
rather crude, it is important to remember that most costs are
incurred during the first year after random assignment, and
fewer experimentals are still enrolled in the program with

each passing year, Therefore, the accuracy of these

assumptions has little effect on the overall cost estimates.
CHAPTER 7

Empleyment rate increases of 5 to 15 percentage points have

been reported for three other experimental studies of Job
search for the welfare population. Goldman, 1982, found a 5.4
percentage point gain for each quarter of a five-quarter
follow-up to structured individual Jjob search for applicants
and recipients 1in Louisville. In the third quarter of
follow-up, Goldman et al., 1985, estimated a 7.6 percentage
point employment impact for welfare applicants in group job
search in San Diego. Another group Job search program, this
time 1in Louisville, registered a 15 percentage point
employment gain for applicants and recipients over two
quarters (Wolfhagen, 1983).
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ARFENDIX B

See, for example, Goldman et al., 1985; Ball, 1984; and Price,
1985,

APPENDIX F

See Kemper et al., 1981; Wolfhagen, 1983; and Ketron Inc.,
1980.

Ketron Inc., 1980.

. Ellwood and Rymer, 1977, p.43.
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