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PREFACE 

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 Rook is located; and Jefferson County, which contains the city of 

Pine Bluff. 

Arkansas is 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 is of national as well as state 

concern: the critical relationship between work and dependency. Addressing 

state issues in a manner that benefits policy at many levels is a challenge 

that MDRC 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 Act of 1981, in which they received authority for the 

first time to operate Community Work Experience (CWEP) programs for reoipi-
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ents of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) and to streamline 

the administrations of their Work Incentive (WIN) systems. Because states 

responded to these options in different ways, the demonstration is not 

built around a single model. Rather, the initiatives represent some of the 

major variations being tried in this country and span a range of local 

economic conditions and AFDC program provisions. 

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

stration. The first one covers issues of implementation and participation. 

Later reports, such as this one, present program impacts and benefit-cost 

studies. 

MDRC could not have conducted this demonstration without the support 

of The Ford Foundation, which provided funds for the planning stage and for 

the evaluation activities of the participating states, matching an equal 

investment of state or other local resources. This joint funding relation­

ship is another significant aspect of the demonstration effort. 

In the implementation and early analysis of the Demonstration of State 

Work/Welfare Initiatives, MDRC has been gratified by the sustained commit­

ment of the participating states and foundations and their interest in the 

findings. It is our hope that the process and results of this demon-

stration will contribute to informed decision-making and ultimately lead to 

the development and operation of even more effective programs designed to 

increase the self-sufficiency of welfare recipients. 

- vi-

Barbara B. Blum 
President 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In October 1982, the Arkansas Department of Human Services (DHS) began 

operating the WORK Program for single heads of households receiving 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, it 

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 city or Pine Bluff. 
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Enrollees' employment and welfare outcomes are discussed, as well as the 

program benefits and costs. 

The intent or the WORK Program is to require participation of new 

applicants to welfare and recipients who have recently been determined 

mandatory, primarily because their youngest child has turned three. WIN 

volunteers (usually so classified in Arkansas because they have younger 

children) are also encouraged to participate. For welfare applicants who 

are judged mandatory, registration with the WORK Program is a prerequisite 

for completion of the application process. For mandatory recipients, 

failure to comply with staff assignments to activities constitutes grounds 

tor sanctioning, or withholding the adult's share of the family's benefit 

payment. 

With a principal aim that of surpassing the rates of participation 

achieved under WIN, the WORK Program has sought to deliver employment 

services to a larger proportion or eligible registrants in the welfare 

caseload than in the past. To do so, the WORK program designed a fixed 

sequence of required activities: a two-week group job search, or job club, 

followed by up to 60 days of individual job search. In Jefferson and 

Pulaski South (as in two other of the eight counties), enrollees who were 

still unemployed attar both activities were to be assigned to an unpaid 

work experience position ~or up to 12 weeks. On completion of this 

sequence, participants could be reassigned to any program activity, or 

occasionally to a new one. 

The choice of both job clubs and work experience offered challenges to 

DHS staff since neither the state nor local offices had much experience 

with these activities. Prior to 1981, the Department of Human Services had 
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primarily offered WIN registrants individual job search assistance. Job 

clubs 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. Instead, they opted for an alternative version of the activity -­

WIN Work Experience, which allows for 20 to 30 hours of weekly work, regard­

less 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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initiatives for welfare recipients that state and local governments have 

developed under the new OBRA authority. 

The Study Design, Sample and Data Sources 

This report addresses a number of key questions in three main areas of 

study: 

Process Study 

• Did the WORK Program meet its objective of expanding the reach 
of employment services to a broad segment of the eligible case­
load? 

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

• 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? 

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

Impact Study 

• How effective was the WORK Program in increasing enrollees• 
employment and earnings, and reducing welfare receipt and 
payments? 

• In the two main subgroups of the sample, which group ex­
perienced the larger impacts: applicants or recipients? 

• What were the different impacts for enrollees in the two 
counties studied? What trends were observed in other sub­
groups? 

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 as a whole? 
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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 Pulaski 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 AU 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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high school diploma or its equivalent. This diversity extended to the 

employment and welfare histories of the enrollees, where recipients were 

seen as the far more disadvantaged group. Sixty-five percent had received 

welfare for two years or more, while only 7 percent of the applicants had 

done so. (An additional 37 percent of the applicants had received welfare 

for a shorter period of time.) And, in another striking contrast, only 7 

percent of the recipients had worked in the year prior to enrollment, while 

some 33 percent of the applicants had done so. 

Findings on Program Participation 

The extent of participation in the WORK Program is analyzed in two 

ways in this report. First, the study examines the proportion of all 

individuals in the sample who "ever participated" -- for one day or several 

months -- in group job search, individual job search or work experience, 

the three principal components of the WORK Program, within nine months of 

program entry. Second, the study shows the proportion of all individuals 

who, at the nine-month point, were still registered in the program but had 

not yet participated in these activities. 

The second measure takes account of the fact that some enrollees were 

only eligible for a short period of time, leaving the program before 

participating because they were either not approved for welfare or were 

deregistered for some reason not connected to program activity, such as 

remarriage or a change in income status. (Neither of these measures shows, 

on a monthly basis, the percent of program registrants who were actively 

engaged in job search or work experience -- an alternative participation 

measure suggested in proposed national legislation.) 
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• Overall, during the nine-month follow-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 never participatedn 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 or participation in these activities increased over the 
follow-up period, although the majority of those who partici­
pated did so in the first month after enrollment. 

Al though 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 (ll5 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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enrollees. First, as program staff were able to reduce the backlog, they 

may have been better able to serve more incoming enrollees. Second, later 

enrollees had less of a history of welfare receipt, and staff may have 

turned their attention to them more promptly. Third, central DHS in early 

January 1984 issued new guidelines putting more pressure on local offices 

to increase levels or participation. 

• At the end of nine months, about one-quarter of the WORK 
Program entrants were still eligible and in the program, but 
had not yet participated in one or the three principal 
activities. 

By nine months after enrollment, a full 23.7 percent of the sample was 

3till registered in the program, but had not yet taken part in any program 

component. This proportion remained inactive primarily because of the 

discretion granted to local staffs to "unofficially" excuse certain 

enrollees from participation. Thus, the reach of the job search mandate 

was extensive, but not universal. 

While reasons for nonparticipation were not measured, findings suggest 

that, while the intention of staff was to assign the largest proportion of 

registrants possible to job search activities, WOHK Program guidelines gave 

local staffs considerable discretion to grant deferrals and .J!!t facto 

exemptions to people whom they believed faced severe barriers to 

employment. These included illness, illiteracy or pregnancy and a lack of 

child care or transportation -- problems such that program staffs may have 

considered participation either too difficult or not helpful for these 

enrollees. It is thus likely that many individuals in the still-enrolled, 

but never-reached group were judged "unemployable" and were not assigned to 

activities for these reasons. 



• 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. 

• 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. 

Findings on Program Implementation 

• Well-run group job 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 illustrates 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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good number of enrollees participated in the job club (33 percent), the 

quality of services may have been lower than planned during some periods. 

Pulaski South, on the other hand, sanetimes side-stepped the job club 

component, assigl'ing many or its more "job-ready" individuals directly to 

the job developer for unsubsidized placement. Probably as a result, parti­

cipation in individual job search was higher in Pulaski South ( at 26 

percent) than in the job club (2ll percent) and a good bit higher than 

Jefferson's rate of individual job search activity (20 percent). 

In addition, there is some evidence that Pulaski South may have worked 

more intensively with its enrollees, including those who were initially 

unsuccessful in job search. Approximately half of those who entered job 

club were recycled through that component. 

• Enrollees were rarely assigned to work experience in either 
county. The low 3 percent participation rate reflects the 
staff's low priority for the canponent. 

Even though many individuals had already left the WORK Program by the 

time of the probable work assigmnent, other factors account for the canp~ 

nent' s low rate of participation. First, guidelines failed to define 

clearly who among enrollees should be assigned. Second, the job developers 

charged with operating the component had many competing responsibilities. 

Third, local operators displayed 11 ttle interest in running work experi­

ence, and were not pressed by central staff to conform to the program 

model. 

• In a survey of enrollees who did participate at a worksite, 
both they and their supervisors said that the jobs were 
important and not make-work. Participants also agreed that a 
work requirement was fair. 

Interviews were conducted with a random sample of 22 participants and 
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their supervisors in Pulaski South, Jef'ferson 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. 

Findings on Program Impact 

• 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 or 

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 OBJlA' 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. 

Impacts for the Full Sample 

The short-term impacts of the WORK Program were estimated by comparing 
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the behavior or all enrollees -- both participants and nonparticipants -­

in the experimental group to that of all control group members after a 

nine-month follow-up. Sample members with zero earnings or zero welfare 

payments are included in the averages of earnings and welfare dollars. 

Tests of statistical significance determined whether the measured 

differences were likely to have resulted by chance or from the program 

intervention. 

• The WORK Program achieved modest increases in employment and 
earnings. 

Against the backdrop of low pre-program employment, the WORK Program 

was effective in helping its enrollees achieve modest improvements. As 

seen in Table 1, all short-term employment indicators were higher for the 

experimental group over the nine-month follow-up period. Nearly 19 percent 

of experimentals were working during the second or third follow-up 

quarters, compared to 14 percent or controls, for a gain, or an impact, of 

5 percentage points. This employment increase among experimentals is a 

one-third improvement over the control group level. The earnings of experi­

mentals also rose by $78 from $213 for controls to $291 for experimentals. 

These gains should not obscure the fact that overall employment and 

earnings remained low. 

• Clear reductions in welfare receipt were found for WORK 
Program enrollees. Those welfare savings were still growing 
at the end of the study period. 

The effect of the program on welfare receipt built up over time. 

Little difference in the proportion receiving welfare was observed between 

the experimental and control groups during the quarter that individuals 

enrolled. 
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TABLE 1 

ARKANSAS 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS FOR RESEARCH SAMPLE 

Outcome and Follow-Up Period Exper1mentals Controls Difference 

Ever Employed, Quarters 2 - 3 (%)8 1 8, 8 14.0 + 4.e•• 

Average Nu11ber of Quarters With 
8 

E•ployment, Quarters 2 - 3 0.30 0.22 + o.oe•• 

Ever Employed ( :i; I 
Quarter of Enrollment 16, 1 11 . 8 + 4.3•• 
Quarter 2 14.6 9,6 + s.o••• 
Quarter 3 1 5, 2 12.2 + 3.1• 

Average Total Eerninge, Quarters 2-3 (5) 8 290.63 212.94 +77.70* 

Average Total Earnings ( $) 

Quarter of Enrollment s a. 7 9 83.33 +15.46 
Quarter 2 140,77 86 .38 +54.39** 
Quarter 3 149. 8 6 126. 55 +23,31 

Ever Received Any AFDC Payment, 
Quarters 1 - 3 { s) 72.8 75,9 - 3 .1 

Average Number of Months Receiving 
AFDC Payments, Quarters 1 - 3 4,96 5.49 - o.sa••• 

Ever Received Any AFDC Payments (,:, l 
Quarter of Enrollment 66.6 69,0 - 2.4 
Quarter 2 65,6 71,4 - s.a•• 
Quarter 3 56,8 63.8 - s.s••• 

Average Total AFDC Payments 
Race 1v ed, Quarters 1 - 3 Isl 771.69 864.55 -s2.es••• 

Average Al=Dc Payments Received (' ) 
Quarter of Enrollment 2 49. 6 6 258,31 - 8.65 
Quarter 2 275.57 316.79 -41.22••· 
Quarter 3 246.46 289. 44 -42.99••· 

SOURCE: Tab La 5, 1. 

NOTES: These data include zero values for sample members not employed end for 
&ample members not receiving welfare payments. There may be some dfecrepancies in 
calculating Experimental-Control differences due to rounding, 

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between Experimental 
end Control groups. Statistical significance levels ere indicated asa • = 10 
percent; •• = 5 percent; ••• = 1 percent. 

a 
Quarter 1, the quarter of enrollment, may contain some earnings from 

the period prior to enrollment and is therefore excluded. 
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As more enrollees began their job search activities, however, experi­

mentals began to leave welfare at a raster rate than controls. At the end 

of the follow-up period (quarter three), 64 percent of the control group 

were receiving welfare compared to 57 percent of the experimental group, 

for a reduction of 7 percentage points. (See Table 1.) Over the whole 

nine-month period, controls received welfare payments for five and one-half 

months, on average, compared to five months for experimentals. 

Matching this reduction in welfare receipt was a corresponding impact 

on payments. Total benefits paid in the third quarter averaged $289 per 

control and $246 per experimental, for a difference of $43. This impact 

amounts to a 15 percent difference in welfare expenditures for this quarter 

and is a true "welfare savings." 

At least three-fourths of this savings occurred because fewer people 

were receiving welfare payments. Only one-fourth or less came from the 

lower average payments made to experimentals who were still receiving 

benefits. The prominent role of the first factor is probably explained by 

the state's relatively low standard of need, which assures that most 

individuals who obtain full-time employment will become ineligible for 

AFDC. Termination of grant payments rather than a partial reduction may 

tend to happen more frequently in Arkansas than in states with a different 

standard of need. 

Welfare reductions for enrollees appeared to continue beyond the nine­

month observation period. Analysis of a small sample of enrollees with two 

extra quarters of follow-up turned up no evidence that the savings had 

stopped by the 15-month mark. 
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Impacts tor the Subgroups 

• 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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TABLE 2 

ARKMSAS 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS FOR RESEARa-t SAMPLE, BY waFARE STAlUS 

I 
Appl 1canta Rec1pfents 

Outcome And Folla.-Up Period Expar1 mental Control Difference Experimental Control Difference 

Ever Employed, Quarters 2-3 (S) • 23.7 18.1 + 4.B• 11.5 6.7 + 4.a•• 

Average Number of Quarters With 
8 

+ 0.10-• Eaploymant, Quarters 2-3 0.36 0.30 + 0.01 0.20 0.10 

Ever Employed (S) 
Quarter of Enrollment 22.0 16.4 + s.e•• 1.0 5.5 + 1.5 
Quarter 2 17.9 12.8 + 5.1•• 9.7 s.o + 4.7•• 
Quarter 3 18.S 16.8 + 1.0 10.3 5.3 + 5.o•• 

Average Total Earnings, 
a 

+112.es•• Qua rtars 2-3 ( •) 348.34 302.15 +46.19 199.90 87.25 

Average Total Eamtngs l•J 
Quarter of Enrollment 132.94 128.89 + 4.06 45.86 18.78 +27.08 
Quarter 2 167 .75 115.65 +52.10 98.34 45.71 +52.63* 
Quarter 3 180.58 186.49 - 5.91 101,56 41,54 +60.02*• 

Ever Received Any AFDC Payment, 
Quarters 1 - 3 [SJ 58.9 61.B - 2.9 93.9 95.8 - 1.9 

Average Nwnbar of Months Receiving 
AFDC Payments, Quarters 1 - 3 3,48 3,76 - 0.29 7.20 7.99 - 0,79* .. 

Ever Received Any AFDC Payments (S) 
Quarter of Enrol Lment 48,9 50.2 - 1.3 93.7 96.1 - 2.4 
Quarter 2 52.6 57.1 - 4.5 85.3 92.1 - a.a•• 
Quarter 3 45.2 48.5 - 3,3 74,3 85.7 -11.4••· 

Average Total AFDC Payments 
Recetved, Qua rte re 1 - 3 ( f) 559,91 588.96 -29.05 1,091,57 1,262.88 -111.a1••• 

Average AFDC Payments Received ( S) 

Quarter of Enrollment 154.52 144.80 + 9,92 393,34 422,60 -2s.2s•• 
Quarter 2 219,46 242,05 -22,59 36D.27 424.92 -64.65* .. 
Quarter 3 185,94 202.32 -16,38 337,97 415,37 -77.40••· 

SCIJRCEI Tablas 5,4 and 5.5. 

NOTES: These data include zero values for aampla members not employed and far 881Dple members not 
receiving welfare payments. There may be some diecrapancfee 1n celculatfng Experimental-Control differences 
due to roundf ng. 

A tw~tatled t-teet wee applied to d1ffarencaa between Experimental and Control groups. 
Statistical significance levels are indicated ass•= 10 percanti •• = 5 percent;•••= 1 percent, 

a Quarter 1, the quarter of enrollment, may contain some earnings from the period prior to 
anrall~ant and 18 therefore excluded fran the measures of total follow-up employment and aarninga. 
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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 experience 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 or recipients. 

• 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 accounted 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 reduction 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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of AFDC eligibility determination and turnover. Roughly 40 percent of all 

applicants who enrolled in the WORK Program -- about the same proportion 

f'or experimentals and controls -- never received any welfare during the 

observation period. For these people who did not meet the AFDC eligibility 

criteria, participation in the WORK Program would not ha~e made any differ­

ence. On top of this, not many people (a not statistically significant 2.9 

percent of applicants) were deterred from pursuing their requests for 

assistance by the program requirements. In addition, applicant controls 

who were granted aid often received it for only a short period, leaving the 

program little room for extra expenditure reductions. Recipient controls, 

on the other hand, left welfare more slowly so that the program inter­

vention made more of a difference. 

• The program worked just as effectively for mothers with pre­
school children as it did for parents with children of school 
age. 

The federal waiver that lowered the exemption criterion on the 

youngest child's age from six to three enabled the WORK Program to expand 

enrollment. Over half of the sample had a pre-school child, and for 

recipients this figure topped 70 percent by the beginning of 1984. 

The child-care responsibilities of a single parent with a younger 

child could have precluded program impacts on employment and welfare 

receipt. The evidence indicates that this was not the case. In the 

short-run, employment and welfare impacts were of a similar magnitude, on 

average, for enrollees with a young child and enrollees without one. 

• The WORK Program appeared to be more effective in Pulaski 
South than in Jefferson. 

Virtually all of the employment gains came from the impacts in Pulaski 
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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. 

Findings from the Benefit-Cost Analysis 

The benefit-cost analysis compares the program's outcomes to the 

resources used to produce them. The components or this analysis include 

potential benefits such as the value of the net output from work experience 

jobs, the increase in earnings from regular jobs, changes in the taxes 

experimentals pay, changes in their AFDC, Medicaid and Unemployment 

Insurance payments, and savings in the costs of administering these 

transfer 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 local 

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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to the control group. In addition, because the study• s follow-up period 

was short, projections were made for benefits and costs generated after 

data collection ended. The time horizon for the study -- the total period 

covered by the observed and extrapolated estimates -- is five years from 

the point of random assignment. 

To understand how estimated benefits compare to program costs, it is 

first necessary to ask from whose perspective the benefits and costs are 

being considered. This analysis considers the economic consequences of the 

program separately from three perspectives: the experimental group, all 

other people in society (referred to as the ntaxpayersn), and both groups 

combined (which together constitute all of society). This was done by 

computing a nnet valuen (in 1984 dollars) of all the gains and losses that 

accrued to each group. 

Two major limitations are important to note. First, the program's 

impact on earnings is estimated with less reliability than other impacts. 

Second, the extent to which program impacts will persist after the observed 

follow-up period is difficult to predict. Consequently, alternative esti­

mates have been made, using different assumptions about the persistence of 

program impacts on earnings and welfare receipt. One estimate -- based on 

findings from several recent studies -- is that the magnitude of the 

impacts observed during the last two quarters of follow-up will continue 

unchanged after the follow-up period. A second is that the impacts will 

decline by 30 percent per year, which is approximately the rate of decay 

for impacts in a national study of female welfare clients in the WIN 

Program. Additional estimates using only available observed data assume 

that no benefits will be generated after the follow-up period. This is an 
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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, 

no matter what assumption was chosen. It was also unaffected by any 

imprecision in the earnings estimate since taxpayers are not directly 

afrected 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. 

• Unlike taxpayers, experimentals appear not to have benefited 
financially rrom 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 is a major source of net value from 

the experimentals' perspective -- the actual effect of the program on 

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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TABLE 3 

ARKANSAS 

OBSERVED AND EXTRAPOLATED 
NET VALUE ESTIMATES FOR BENEFIT-COST ANALYSIS, BY PERSPECTIVE 

Perspective 

Type of' Estimate Exper1•entala TaY.payars Society 

Ob1ervad Nat Valua 8 •-168 12D9 '41 

Tatel Net Value Assuming 30l 
Decline tn Impacteb -363 711 224 

Total Net Value Assuming No 
Change tn I11pectac -635 1177 642 

SOURCE & Chapter 6 and Tebl e 6 .5. 

NOTES i Coate •ere eeti ■ated for tha same five year period es benefits 
although ■ oat costs were incurred fn the ftrat year after random aaaign11ant. 

Raaulta are for Pulaskt South and Jefferson saaples combtnad and 
era axpreaaed in 1984 dollars. 

Within each parspactfve, positive numbers Indicate gafns to that 
group and negative nu■ bera fndfcate losaaa. 

8 Sum of observed gafna and losses. 

b Sum of observed and extrapolated gafna and loaaea, aasuatng an 
annual 30 percent decline fn program 1 ■ pacta during the extrapolation period. 

C 
Sum of observed and extrapolated gain& and loaaaa, aaaumtng no 

change in program f111pacta after data collection ands. 
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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 economic 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. 

• The net value of the WORK Program from the perspective of the 
government budget was positive. 

This perspective differs from the taxpayers' perspective only in that 

it ignores the output produced in program-related jobs. Since 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 job clubs were operated so that 

relatively little staff time was required. Moreover, individual job search 

was not very time-consuming tor staff to administer to an average 

individual. 
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It is also useful to remember that the WORK Program may generate a 

number of benefits and costs that are not easily measured. For instance, 

one such benefit may be an increase in self-esteem among individuals whose 

employment opportunities are improved by the program. Alternatively, there 

may be negative consequences associated with the reduced care of children 

by parents who participate in program activities, even when alternative 

care is available. Yet, there may also 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 

considered in judging the overall merits of the WORK Program. 

Conclusion 

If there are two broad questions readers most want answered by this 

evaluation research, they probably are "What kind of a program is WORK?" 

and "Is it effective?" The process research, which addressed the first 

question, indicated that the WORK Program succeeded in increasing partici­

pation in job search components beyond that of the WIN Program for 

mandatory AFDC applicants and recipients, but did not implement a work 

requirement. Participation in the work experience component was low and 

remained that way. Job search levels, in contrast, grew over time: A good 

portion of participation came after the first month, but still, at the end 

of nine months, almost one-fourth of all enrollees were still in the 

program but had not yet participated in a job search component. 

The evidence on program effectiveness from the impact and benef'i t­

costs analyses can be characterized as a two-part story. On the one hand, 

the evidence suggests that the WORK Program succeeded in reducing the net 
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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 to 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. Al though this conclusion is 

subject to considerable uncertainty, it appears that the program did not 

generate sufficient earnings from employment to offset recipients' losses 

in AFDC payments and Medicaid benefits. 
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ARKANSAS: 

FINAL REPORT ON '11iE 
WORK PROORAM IN TWO COUNTIF.S 





CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Thi~ 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, in some cases, unpaid work experience -- intended 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. 1 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 counties, Pulaski 

South and Jefferson. 2 

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. 
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Arkansas is one of a number of states that elected to operate a WIN 

Demonstration Program and design its own program or employment services for 

welfare recipients. Arkansas also chose to administer the new initiative 

solely through the public assistance agency, thus replacing the bifurcated 

structure of the traditional WIN Program, which divides management between 

that agency and the state employment service. 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a context for understanding 

the WORK Program and the results of the evaluation. The chapter first 

presents an overview of the WIN Demonstration and the WORK Program, and 

then describes the evaluation design and the differences between the two 

counties studied in this analysis. The chapter concludes with a brief 

summary of the findings rrom the first report and the major questions 

addressed in this report. 

A. Program Intentions 

Prior to the WIN Demonstration, Arkansas, like other states, had 

operated the WIN Program with relatively limited resources. The WIN 

Demonstration option did not improve these funding levels, but high-level 

Department of Human Services officials believed they could use the WIN 

resources more flexibly and perhaps more efficiently under the WIN 

Demonstration than under the regular program. 

The WIN Demonstration had several other advantages. First, DHS 

officials had been dissatisried with the scope of service provision in the 

WIN Program in which large numbers of registrants remained unassigned to 

program activities. A major goal of the WORK Program was to better WIN 

participation rates by encouraging operators to reach more deeply into, and 



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 col lee ti vely 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. 4 

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. 
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As authorized by the 1981 OBRA legislation, Community Work Experience 

Programs (CWEP) -- programs in which welfare clients work at unpaid jobs in 

exchange for their welfare grants -- were also an option available to the 

state, and in fact, the Department of Human Services originally planned to 

operate a CWEP component. However, CWEP requires that participants' work 

hours be determined by dividing grant levels by the minimum wage, and the 

state has a relatively low grant level. In the view of DHS officials, this 

limited the hours or the work obligation too much to be useful to either 

participants or employers. The state thus chose to incorporate another 

form of mandatory work, already authorized under the regular WIN Program, 

into its WORK Program. WIN Work Experience places participants for up to 

13 weeks in unpaid jobs, with weekly hours not tied to the size or the 

grant. In Arkansas, the limit was set at 12 weeks. 

In essence, the WORK Program supplemented individual job search -­

its customary work-related service -- with two activities largely untried 

in the state's previous WIN Program -- group job search, or the job club, 

and work experience. The new WORK Program performed all functions usually 

handled by WIN: registration, employability assessment, assignment to 

activities and deregistration. An individual was to proceed through 

program activities sequentially: after assessment, two weeks of job club, 

followed by up to three months (subsequently reduced to two) of individual 

job search efforts. In the two counties studied, people who were still 

unemployed at this point were to be assigned to a work experience posi­

tion.5 At the end of the sequence, they could be reassigned to any program 

component or occasionally to a new one. 

Like WIN, the WORK Program enrolled individuals who had been referred 



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 detailed 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 clients were required to register. As described in 

the WIN handbook, individuals could be exempted if they were: 

1. under 16 years old 
2. enrolled full-time in school and under 21 years 
3. sick, as determined by the income maintenance unit 
4. incapacitated, as determined by the income maintenance unit 
5. 65 years old or more 
6. living in a remote area: located two hours or more away from a 

WIN office 
7. a caretaker of a sick person 
8. a mother of a child under six years of age 
9. a mother or female whose spouse is a WIN registrant 

There was, however, one important exception in the WORK Program's 

eligibility guidelines, which broadened the target population. A waiver 

obtained from the Office of Family Assistance within the U.S. Department or 

Health and Human Services required welfare recipients with children aged 

three to rive to participate, if 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 Social 

Services also thought that mothers not dependent on public assistance were 

better role models for their young children.6 
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c. Evaluation Design 

The evaluation of the Arkansas WORK Program is part of MDRC's Demon­

stration of State Work/Welfare Initiatives, which examines the implementa­

tion, impact and cost-effectiveness of major AFDC initiatives adopted by a 

number of states in response to the 1981 OBRA legislation. In addition to 

Arkansas, studies are under way in California, Illinois, Maine, Maryland, 

New Jersey, Virginia and West Virginia, with a study of welfare diversion 

being conducted in Arizona, Florida and Texas.7 

MDRC's evaluation in Arkansas' Pulaski South and Jefferson Counties, 

as in most other states in the demonstration, includes three types of 

analyses: process, impact and benefit-cost. Chart 1 . 1 summarizes the 

questions, the methodology and data sources of each, while the following 

sections describe the analyses briefly. 

1. The Process Analysis 

The process analysis examines the operations of the WORK Program and 

identifies the factors that facilitate or constrain program implementation. 

The analysis has two main parts. The first presents an in-depth descrip­

tion of the content and administration of the program model, highlighting 

major activities and management procedures. Most of this line of inquiry 

was pursued in the first study, but the current report supplements that 

analysis with a worksite study. Through a survey of a selected group of 

participants and supervisors at work experience worksites, participant 

attitudes about the work requirement and otber factors are examined. 

The second part of the process analysis tracks and explains the move­

ment of individuals through the program, examining participation rates and 

updating the material in the first report. The proportion of the caseload 
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that remained in the WORK Program without participating is a critical 

question addressed for the first time. 

2. The Impact study 

The impact study, a primary focus of this report, examines a number of 

questions about the WORK Program's effectiveness in the two counties: Does 

the model have short- or longer-term impacts on enrollees' employment and 

earnings, receipt of welfare or the size of their benefit checks? Do the 

impacts vary across different subgroups of the welfare population: e.g., 

recent applicants versus recipients; enrollees in Jefferson versus Pulaski 

South; people with and without recent employment experience; or women with 

children between three and five years versus those with older children? 

To explore these and other questions, this study uses an experimental 

design. At the enrollment interview, all eligible enrollees were randomly 

assigned either to an experimental group offered the program treatment or 

to a control group, which did not receive any special services. Random 

assignment ensured that experimental and control group members would be 

similar in all characteristics except services received. Thus, any 

statistically significant differences in behavior should result from 

differences in program treatment. Impacts were estimated by comparing 

welfare and employment outcomes of experimentals and controls. 

The main research sample consists of 1 , 153 welfare applicants and 

recipients, who were randomly assigned between June 20, 1983 and March 31, 

1984. This sample is supplemented by a sample of 940 individuals who were 

enrolled in the program but not served before the start of the research. 

Follow-up data for all sample members were collected through January 

1985. Thus, for this report, the employment experiences and welfare pay-



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. 

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. 

4. 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 

first 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, sample members in Jefferson and 

Pulaski South together made up almost 40 percent of all enrollees in the 

eight-county program. 8 
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D. Program setting 

Arkansas is a mixed rural/urban state. The two counties covered in 

this study include two of its largest urban areas -- part of Little Rock in 

Pulaski South and Pine Bluff in Jefferson. 

In many respects, the two counties exhibit some fairly striking differ­

ences, as seen in Table 1.1. In a state with a generally low population 

density (44 inhabitants per square mile), Pulaski South has over four times 

the density -- and almost four times the population -- of Jefferson.9 Both 

counties have some public transportation, but bus lines do not extend into 

outlying districts. Of the two counties, Pulaski South is clearly the more 

affluent and has the stronger labor market. In 1980, Pulaski's median 

income was $15,652; Jefferson's, at $12,761, was much closer to the 

average in Arkansas -- $12,224. 

The percentage of the population living below the poverty line in 

Jefferson is double that in Pulaski (18 percent versus 9 percent). Again, 

Jefferson's rate approximates the relative poverty of the state as a whole 

( 15 percent), while Pulaski's more closely matches the country's poverty 

level. Forty-two percent of Jefferson's population is non-white; in 

Pulaski the proportion is 26 percent. 

Statewide, the Arkansas AFDC caseload level has declined steadily from 

1977-1981 and dropped even more sharply as a result of the new federal 

eligibility rules introduced by OBRA. At 22,000, the level stabilized and 

remained that way during this study period. Jefferson and Pulaski, how­

ever, were not part of this overall trend. From 1982-1984, Jefferson's 

caseload grew from 1,600 to 1,800, while Pulaski's declined -- from 2,100 

to 1,700.10 Together, the two counties contained about a fifth of the 
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TABLE 1 .1 

ARKANSAS 

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF WORK PROGRAM TARGET AREAS, BY COUNTY 

Cha racta rt stt c 

1 
1980 Population 

County Sa11t 

2/b 
Percent Urban 

Population Density (In~abit­
ants par square mile.) 

Percent Non-White 4 

Percent of Faailtag 
Balow Poverty Lina 

Average Uneeptoy ■ant 

Rau, 1983 8/c 

Average Weakly Earnfngs of 
Individuals fn c,vared 
E■ploymant, 1983 

Av•tlebflfty o' Public 
Transportation 

Pulaski 8 

340,613 

L1 ttle 
Bock 

87.2 

444.1 

25.B 

9.4 

7.7 

316.98 

Urben-
Rural 

Transit 
System 
Covera Pllrt 

of county 

Jefferson Statewide 

90,718 2,288,435 

Pine N/A 
BLurr 

89.2 51.B 

1 D2 .9 43.9 

41 .6 17.B 

18 .o 14.9 

10.5 10. 1 

2 88 .18 271.48 

Urban-Ru rel N.A. 
Tranett 
System 
Covers City 
or Pina 
Bluff end 
I11■ad1ata 

Are■ 

1 SOURCES& General Houatng Cherectartatfc ■, Arkansas 1980 Cenaua or 
Houefng, u.s. Department of Co■■arca, Bureau or the Census, Table 1, 
Su■■ ary or General Houafng Charactarfattca, 1980. 

2 Number of Inhabitants, Arkanaaa 1880 Caneua or 
Population, u.s. Department of Co■marce, Bureau or the Ceneue, Table 2, 
Land Area and Population, 1930 - 1980. 

3 Ibid,, Table 3, Population of Countfea by Urban/Ru~al 
Reafdence, 1970 and 1980. 

4calculeted from General Social and Eoano ■ tc 
Character1at1ca, Arkansae, 1980 Cenaua of Population, U.S. Depart■ent of 
Co■■erce, Bureau of the Census, Table 58, Persona by Spanish Drfgin, 
Ra o e , a n d Sex , 1 9 80 • 

(continued) 
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TABLE 1 .1 

5 
Ib1d 1 , Table 181, Poverty Status in 1977 of Families and 

Persona for Counties 1n 1980, end Tabla 72, Poverty Status 1n 1979 of 
Families and Persona, 198D. 

8 
Unpublished statistics from Arkansas Employment Security 

D1v1sfon, Research and Anelysfe Section, 19B3 data. 

7.!!W! ■ 

8 WORK Program Planning and Raeaarch Documents. 

NOTES& N/A indicates not applicable. 

a 
Pulaski includes both Putaski North (Job Search Only) 

and Pulaski South (Job Search/Work Experience). 

b 
As defined by the Census Bureau, the urban population 

comprised all persona living 1n urbanized areas (that ts, population 
concantrationo of at least 50,000 inhabitants, generally consisting of a 
central city and the surrounding, closely settled contiguous area) and 
tn places of 2500 or more inhabitants outside of urbanized areas. 

C 
Unemployment rate ts not seasonally adjusted. 
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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 unemployment at 

9 percent continued to stay high through 1983 relative to the years before 

1981, it was as low as 7 percent in Pulaski South and as high as 10 percent 

in Jefferson. 11 This pattern, in association with the others just 

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, Implementing the WORK Program; Findings From the First 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 
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participation rates observed both in job search activities and work 

experience. In part, the range appears to rerlect the discretion on 

assignment policies given to the local ofrices. 

The report also found that in most counties group job clubs operated 

smoothly, within clearly defined guidelines. Individual job search and work 

experience, however, were far more subject to local interpretation and 

variation. Individual job search frequently became a holding status in 

which few demands were placed on enrollees. Participation rates in work 

experience were generally low. In contrast, participation rates in group 

job clubs were the highest of all three components, r-eflecting both the 

clear articulation of the program goals and procedures, and the job club's 

position as the first in a sequence of activities. 

Two additional findings from the report bear repeating. First, the 

WORK Program, in keeping with the priorities set by central DHS staff, 

appeared to serve individuals who had few barriers to employment first and 

then turn to those with more serious problems. Second, the program had a 

relatively modest level or resources and supports -- not only in terms of 

office staffing but also in the opportunities available in the local labor 

markets and surrounding communities: e.g., many had no public transporta­

tion and rural areas had few employers. Program achievements were thus 

wrested from an environment that posed some significant challenges to 

implementation. 

F. The Current Report 

As this chapter suggests, the evaluation of the WORK Program seeks to 

provide answers to a broad range of questions about the feasibility, 



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? 

• 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? 

• For individuals who 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 jobs? 

Impact study 

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

• In the two main subgroups of the sample, which group 
experienced 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 in~ividual benefits and costs were most important to the 
overall results? 

This report addresses these questions in the rollowing manner. 

Chapter 2 presents the research design, sample and data sources in detail. 
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Chapter 3 describes the environment of the evaluation, discussing some of 

the problems inherent in analyzing participation patterns and impacts. 

Chapter 4 contains an overview of the program flow, and a series of 

performance indicators summarizing participation. Chapter 5 covers 

short-term, employment and welfare outcomes and estimates of the longer­

term accomplishments as well as findings on the applicant/recipient and 

other subgroups of interest. Findings on the benefits of the program 

relative to costs are discussed in Chapter 6, and conclusions are presented 

in Chapter 7. 
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CHAPTER 2 

THE 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 



recipients' family circumstances had changed so that they were no longer 

exempt from WIN registration, most commonly because their youngest child 

had turned three. In addition, recipients with children between the ages 

of three and five were required to register when the WORK Program obtained 

a waiver to classify women with children that age as mandatory. 

2. Random Assignment 

As seen in Figure 2 .1, which depicts the formation of the research 

sample and the program flow, random assignment took place at the point when 

individuals were enrolled into the program. The WORK Program case manager 

telephoned an MDRC data clerk who, consulting a list of random numbers, 

assigned the person to either the experimental or control group. The 

process continued from June 20, 1983 through March 31, 1984, and went 

smoothly in both counties. 

It should be noted that controls for the most part received no special 

program services. Program observations and interviews confirm the fact 

that controls did not take part in WORK Program activities and received 

only minimal services from outside providers. The impact analysis thus 

compares outcomes for a group served by the program to those of a true 

no-treatment group, rather than to those of a control group which is given 

a lesser degree or different mix of services (as is often the case in such 

studies). 

B. Methodological Considerations 

The experimental group contains a majority of enrollees who did not 

take part in services, whether by staff decision, their own decision, or 

simply because they were off the welfare rolls too quickly to participate. 



Na• 
WIN-Mandatory 

Applicant& 

Control& 

No 
Further 

Sarvfoa& 

FIGURE 2.1 

ARKANSAS RESEARCH DESIGN 

Random Aaa1gnment 
by WORK Program Staff 
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In order to obtain unbiased estimates of impacts on participants alone, it 

would have been necessary to single out for comparison a similar subgroup 

of controls who would have participated if program services had been 

available to them. This would have been difficult, if not impossible, 

because many differences, such as motivation or family circumstances, 

cannot be observed but are still strongly related to the fact of 

participation. For this reason, nonparticipants and participants in the 

experimental group are combined for estimation of program impacts. 

The random assignment process was designed to ensure that experimental 

and control groups were similar, as discussed in the next section. Because 

no major differences existed between research groups before enrollment, 

measured differences during follow-up can safely be attributed to differ­

ences in services. However, to improve the efficiency of the estimates 1 -­

and to account for any small differences between the two groups which could 

have occurred despite random assigment -- the important impacts were also 

calculated using multiple regression analysis. 

Numerical estimates of human behavior are always subject to elements 

of chance and uncertainty. Because statistical tests can often rule out 

chance, these tests were conducted wherever appropriate. Differences 

between groups are "statistically significant" when there is less than a 10 

percent probability that there is no real program effect underlying the 

estimate. The tables in this report also indicate by asterisks whether 

differences between groups were statistically significant at the 1, 5 or 10 

percent levels using two-tailed2 t-tests, chi-square tests or tests of' 

difference of proportions. Each of these significance levels indicates 

that there is only a one in 100, one in 20, or one in 10 chance that a 



given difference would have occurred in the absence of the program. 

c. The Research Sample 

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 940 individuals who enrolled in the WORK 

Program before the research began is 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. In 

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 works! te 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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Period or Enrollment 

June 20 - September 1983 

October - December 1983 

January - March 1984 

Total Sample 

TABLE 2.1 

ARKANSAS 

DISTilIBUTICII OF RESEARQi SAMPLE tEfeERS, 
BY PERIOD OF ENRQ.LMENT, COUNTY, AND RESEARQi GAD.JP 

(JUNE 20, 1983 - MARCH 1984 SAMPLE) 

I 
Pulaski South Jefferson 

I I 
Exper1mantele Controls Experimental& Control& 

154 173 1(1, 89 

95 106 68 66 

94 89 53 50 

343 368 227 215 

SClJACE: Tabulations rrom ll>RC Client Information Sheets. 
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Total 

532 

335 

286 

1,153 



Table 2.2 presents the background characteristics 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 25. 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 or 

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,4 compared to well over half of 

the applicants ( 56 percent). Less than 1 O percent of the recipients had 



TABLE 2.2 

ARKANSAS 

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF RESEARCH SAMPLE MEMBERS 
AT TIME OF WORK PROGRAM ENROLLMENT, BY WELFARE STATUS 

(JUNE 20, 1883 - MARCH 1984 SAMPLE) 

Characteristic Total Applicants 

County ( l l 
Pulaski South 61.7 64.9 
Jefferson as.a 35.1 

Sex (l) 
Mala 2.4 1.5 
Female 87.6 88.5 

Age (l} 
Lesa Than 1 S Years 3.1 1.2 
19-24 Years 23.7 22.2 
25-34 Years so.a 54.7 
35-44 Years 15.B 16.8 
45 Years or More s.s s.2 

Average Age (Years) 28.4 29.5 

Ethnicity [ l) 
Wht ta, Non-Hispanic 13.4 16.7 
B Lack, Nan-Hispanic as.a 83.2 
Other 0.1 0.1 

Degree Received (S) 
Nona 50.4 45.1 
High School or General 
Equ1valancy Diploma 49.6 54.9 

Average Highest Grade 
Completed 11.0 11.3 

Marital Statue ( l) 

Never Harried 48.9 42.9 
Merri ad, L 1v1 ng With Spouse 2.7 3.3 
Ma rr1 ad, Not Lh1 ng With 

Spouse 25. 1 28.B 
D1vorcad/W1do■ ad 23.3 25.D 

W1 th Child( ran) (l)b 
Leas Than B Years 53.7 48.5 
8 to 18 Years 88.7 73.7 

Average Number or Children 
Laaa Than 6 Years o .se 0.5B 
6 to 18 Years 1.34 1.36 
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Raciptant& 

s1.o••• 
4a.o••• 

3. 7•• 
es.a•• 

s.o••• 
25.9 
45.2••· 
14.6 
e.4•• 

29.3 

e.s••• 
s1.o••• 

o.o• 

se.a••• 

41.7••· 

10.1••· 

s1.e••• 
1.s 

1e.s••• 
20.s 

e1.s••• 
s1.s••• 

o.es••• 
1.32 
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TABLE 2.2 (continued) 

Charactarfstfc 

Prior AFDC Dependency (SJ 
Navar on AFDC 
T■ o Years or Less 
More Than Two Years 

Average Months on AFDC During 
T■ o Years Prior to Enrollment 

Average Months Employed During 
T■ o Yeare Prior to Enrollment 

Held Job at Any Time During 
Four Quarters Prior to 
Enrollment (SJ 

C 

Held Job During Quarter 
C 

Prior to Enrollment [SJ 

Average Earnings During 
Four Quarters Prior to 

C 
Enrollment (SJ 

Average Earninga During 
Quarter Prior to 

C 
Enrollment (S) 

For Longest Jo~ Hald fn 
Past T■ o Years 

Average Hourly Wege Rate($) 
Average Weekly Hours 
Duretion of Job (Manthe) 

e 
Total Sample 

Total 

36.9 
32.7 
30.6 

11.0 

6.2 

22.5 

14.1 

615.87 

3. 7 B 
33.5 
19.3 

1153 

Applicants 

56.3 
36.6 

7. 1 

5.7 

7.8 

33.1 

21. 6 

979.71 

232.72 

3.88 
34.3 
21.0 

686 

Recipients 

e.1••• 
26.e••• 
es.o••• 

a.aa••• 
ao.o••• 
a.o••• 

467 

SOURCE1 Calculations from MDRC Client Information Sheets, program 
tracking recorda and Unamployment Inauranca earnings records from the State of 
Arkaneas. 

NOTES: 
roundf ng. 

frequencies. 
• 

b 

D1atr1buttons may not add exactly to 1D0.0 percent because or 

Chi-square teat tnapproprtata owing to Lo■ expacted call 

Dfatrfbutfona do not add to 100.0 percent because aample members 
■ ay have children fn ■ ore than one category. 

C 
Calculated from Unemployment Insurance recorda fro■ the State of 

Arkan ea a. 
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TAB LE 2 • 2 ( c o n t 1 n u e d ) 

d For questions concerning Longest Job, sample sizes ere baaed on 
the number of sample members who reported e longest Job on the Client 
Information Sheet. Due to m1aa1ng data for selected characteriat1cs, these 
sample sizaa vary from 420 - 432 tor applicants and from 95 - 87 for recipients, 

a For selected characteriat1ca, eemple efzae may very up to 
nineteen sample points due to missing date. 

A two-tailed t-teet was applied to differences between applicants 
and recipients. Stat1at1cal sfgn1f1cance Lavala era indicated as1 • = 10 
percant1 •• = 5 percent; ••• = 1 percent. 
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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 bad 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 or the October-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 
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TABLE 2.3 

ARKANSAS 

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF RESEARCH SAMPLE MEMBERS 
AT TIME OF WORK PROGRAM ENROLLMENT, BY COUNTY 

(JUNE 20, 1983 - MARCH 1984 SAMPLE) 

Cheracter1 st1 c 

Welfare Status ( % ) 
Applicant 
Recipient 

SUI (%) 
Male 
Fe111ale 

Age l % l 
Lase Than 19 Years 
19-24 Years 
25-34 Years 
35-44 Years 
45 Years or More 

Average Age (Years) 

Ethnicity (%) 

White, Non-Hispanic 
Bleck, Non-Hispanic 
Other 

Degree Received (S] 
Nona 
High School or General 

EquivaLency Diploma 

Average Highest Grade Completed 

Marital Statue (%) 
Never Married 
Married, Living With Spouse 
Married, Not Living With Spouse 
Divorced/Widowed 

b 
With Child(ren) (%) 

Lesa Than 6 Years 
6 to 18 Years 

Average Number of Children 
Leas Than 6 Years 
6 to 18 Years 

Pulaski South 

62.6 
37.4 

3.2 
96.B 

4.2 
21.7 
53.0 
16.5 
5.6 

29.3 

13.2 
86.3 

0.1 

51.5 

48.6 

1 D .9 

60.6 
1.2 

22.e 
26.4 

61.6 
70.5 

o.as 
1.38 
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Jefferson 

64.5••· 
45.s••• 

1.1•• 
ee.e•• 

1.4•• 
26 • 9 • • 
47 .s• 
16.5 

7.9 

29.6 

13.7 
86.3 

0.0 8 

48.7 

51.2 

11.2•• 

46.3 
s.1••• 

2e.1•• 
19.s•• 

57 .1 • 
66.0 

o.1s•• 
1.30 

(continued) 



TABLE 2.3 {continued) 

Charactertattc 

Prior AFDC Dependency (SJ 
Navar on AFDC 
Two Years or Leas 
More Than Two Years 

Average Manthe on AFDC During Two Years 
Prior to Enrollment 

Average Manthe Employed During Two 
Years Prior to Enrollment 

Held Job at Any Time During Four 
C 

Quarters Prtor to Enrollment 

Hald Job Durin@ Quarter Prior to 
En rollmant ( S) 

Average Earnings During Four Quarters 
C 

Prtor ta Enrollment [t] 

Average Earnings During Quarter 
C 

Prior to Enrollment (t) 

For Longeat Job Held 1n Past Two Years 
Average Hourly Wage Rate (t) 
Average Weekly Hours 
Duration of Jab (Manthe) 

• Total Sample 

d 

Pulaaki South 

37.8 
37.1 
25.1 

1 o.s 

s.o 

22.s 

14. 8 

584.05 

151.42 

3.82 
32.9 
20.s 

711 

Jefferson 

35.4 
2s.e••• 
3e.e••• 

11.e•• 

3.e••• 

22.4 

13.3 

867.05 

145 .31 

3.67 
35.2•• 
16 .1 

442 

SOURCE I Calculations from MDRC Client Informatton Sheets, program 
tracking records end Unemployment Insurance earnings records from the State of 
Arkanaas. 

NOTES I 
rounding. 

fraquencfea. 
• 

b 

Distributions may not add exactly to 100.0 percent because of 

Chi-square teat inappropriate owing to Low expected cell 

D1etrtbutions May not add to 10D.O percent because sample members 
may have children in more than one category. 

C 
Calculated from Unemployment lneurance records from the State of 

Arkan•••• 

d 
For questions concerning longest Job, sample atzea are based on 

the number of aa■ ple ■ ambers who reported a Longest Job on the Client 
Information Sheet. Due to ■ iaeing data for aelacted charactariatics, these 
aemple sizea vary fro ■ 374 - 378 in Pulaski South and from 141 - 150 in 
Jeffaraon. 
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TABLE 2.3 (continued} 

e 
For selected characteristics, •ample aizaa may vary up to 

twenty-three sample points due to miaa1ng data. 

A two-tailed t-teat was applied tc differences between Counties. 
Stetiaticel significance Levels are indicated ea: • = 10 percentJ •• = 5 
percent1 ••• = 1 percent. 
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TABLE 2.4 

ARKANSAS 

SELECTED DtARACTERISTICS OF RESEARDt &AHPI.E ~MIERS 
AT TUE OF WORK PRD3RAM ENRILLMENT, BY PERIOD OF ENRILLMENT 

(JUNE 20, 1883 - MARCH 1984) 

Charecteri att c June 20-Saptanbar 1883 Oct obe r-Oace111b a r 1983 January-March 1984 

Welfare Statue ti) 
Appl tcant 69.B 80.3 68.0 
Recipient 40.2 39.7 42.0 

County (I) 
Putaakt South 81.5 eo.o 84.0 
Jeffer&0n 38.5 40.0 38.0 

Sex (I) 
Male 2.3 1.9 a.2 
Fe111ala 97.7 ee.1 96.B 

Age [:I:) 
Leaa Than 19 Years 2.1 3.9 4.2 
19-24 Years 22.4 24.2 25.5 
25-34 Years 63.8 49.9 46.9 
35-44 Years 16.0 17.8 15.4 
45 Yeera or More 7.0 4.5 a.a 

Average Age (Yaara) 29.5 29.1 29.4 

Ethnicity (I) 
White, Non-Ht apant c 13.9 11.8 14.1 
B Lack, Non-Ht apani c 86.1 87.4 85.6 
Other o.o o.a 0.0 111 

Degree Received (I) 
Nona 48.9 49.4 54.4 
High School or General 

Equtvalancy Dtpl10111a 51.1 50.7 45.6 

Average Highest Grade 
Completed 11.1 11.2 10.1•• 

Marital Statue (SJ 
Never Marrfed 47.9 49.4 5D.5 
Marrfed, Lfvtng 

Wtth Spouse 1.3 3.5 4.2•• 
Married, Not Lfvtng 

Wf th Spouaa 25.4 24.5 25.1 
D1vorced/Wfdowad 25.4 22.6 20.1 

(continued) 
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Cheracteri &tic 

With Child(ranJ (SJb 
Lesa Than 6 Years 
6 to 18 Veers 

Average N1111ber of Children 
Leas Than 8 Years 
6 to 18 Years 

Prtor AFDC Dependency [SJ 
Never on AFDC 
Two Yaare or Lese 
Mora Than Two Years 

Average Months on AFDC 
During Two Yeare Prtor to 
Enrollment 

Average Manthe Employed 
During Two Years 
Prtor to Enrollment 

Held Job at Any Ttma 
During Four Quarters Prior 

C 
to Enrol Laient (SJ 

Hald Job During Quarter 
C 

Prtor to Enroll■ant (SJ 

Average Earnings Durtng 
Four Quarters Prtor to 

C 
Enrollment (SJ 

Average Earntnga During 
Quarter Prior to 

C 
Enrollment l•J 

For Longest JotJ Held in 
Paat Two Yaare 

Average Hourly Wage 
Rate l•J 

Average Weakly Hours 
Duration of Job (Months) 

e Total Salllpll 

TABLE 2.4 [continued) 

June 20-September 1983 October-December 1983 January-March 1884 

52.2 
70.3 

D.87 
1.36 

35.D 
35.4 
29.5 

10.s 

5.5 

21.1 

12.2 

526.48 

115.70 

3.79 
33.D 
19.3 

532 

54.7 
87.D 

D.68 
1.38 

34.B 
36.2 
29.2 

11.3 

4.8 

27.2 

17.9 

718.72 

197 .10 

3.83 
34.4 
15.9 

335 

65.5 
67.8 

0.73 
1.27 

11.0 

13.3* 

681.67 

154.91•• 

3.7D 
33.7 
24.1• 

286 

SOJRCEa Celculattona frCIIII MDRC Client Information Sheets, progr-.i tracking records and 
Unllllployment Insurance earning& records from the State of Arkanaaa. 

NOTESs Dtatrtbutiona aay not add exactly to 100.D percent because of rounding. 

a 
Dli-aquera taste tnapproprtata c.rfng to le. expected call frequencies. 
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T-"BLE 2.4 (continued) 

b 
Distr1but1ona ••Y not add to 1D0.0 percent becauaa 8alllpla members ••Y have children 

in more than on■ category. 

cC.lculetad fr0111 Unemploy■ent Insurance racorda from the State Of Arkanaaa. 

d For quaationa concerning longest Job, aa■pla aizes era baaed on th■ nulllbar of 
sempla ■embers •ho reported a longest Job on the Client Infonnet1on Shaat. Due to ■iaaing data 
for BBlectad characteriattcs thaaa umple atzea vary frCD 260 - 264 in the first enrollment 
period, 145 - 153 in the second enrollment period, and 110 - 112 in the third enroll■ent period. 

e 
For selected charactariat1ca, ••pla atzee aay vary up to aeventaen si.nple Pointe 

due to miaeing data. 

A tw~teilad t-teet was applied to differancea between enroll■ant periods. 
Statiaticel a1gnff1cance levels are indicated aa1 • = 10 percant1 •• = 5 percent;•••= 1 percent. 
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(43 percent compared to 35 percent for the other two periods), slightly 

more had had their own case for more than two years. 

Women whose youngest child was between the ages of three and five were 

also important to the program. As shown in Table 2.5, they were younger 

and slightly more educated than those whose youngest child was aged six or 

older. On most other measures, however, women with younger children appear 

to have been more disadvantaged; a greater proportion were welfare recipi­

ents (46 percent compared to 34 percent), and, on average, they had been on 

welfare for over 12 months during the past two years, compared to ten 

months for the mothers whose youngest child was at least six. The mothers 

with young children were also less likely to have ever been married. 

E. Data Sources 

This report uses a number of different data sources to analyze the 

flow of individuals through the program, to measure employment and welfare 

outcomes and to estimate program benefits and costs. As indicated in Table 

2.6, these sources provide varying lengths of follow-up, depending on the 

sample member's enrollment period. This section discusses these sources: 

• Client Information Sheets (CIS) are MDRC forms which provide 
information on enrollees' demographic characteristics, such as 
age, ethnicity, family composition and educational attainment, 
as well as information on their welfare and employment 
histories. The data were collected and the forms filled out 
by WORK Program staff at the point of random assignment. The 
data were then merged with information on welfare receipt and 
employment in the final analysis file. The quality of these 
data was generally good.5 

• AFDC records supply information on monthly AFDC grants obtain­
ed directly from the state. Welfare payments data include the 
amount or the basic AFDC grant but not the value of Food 
Stamps or Medicaid. 
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TABLE 2 .5 

ARKANSAS 

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF RESEARCH SAMPLE MEMBERS 
AT TIME OF WORK PROGRAM ENROLLMENT, BY PRESENCE OF CHILD(REN} 

UNDER THE AGE OF SIX 
(JUNE 20, 1883 - MARCH 1984 SAMPLE} 

Charactarfsttc 

Welfare Status [I) 
Applicant 
Recipient 

County (S) 
Pulaski South 
Jefferson 

Sex (SJ 
Male 
Female 

Ag a (SJ 
Leas Than 19 Years 
19-24 Years 
25-34 Years 
35-44 Ya a re 
45 Years or Mora 

Average Age (Years) 

Ethnicity (SJ 
White, Non-Htapanic 
Black, Non-Hiapantc 
Other 

Degree Received (I) 
None 
High School or General 

Equtvalency Diploma 

Average Highest Grade Completed 

Marftal Statue (I) 
Never Married 
Merrted, Living With Spouae 
Married, Not Living Wtth Spouse 
Dtvorcad/Wtdo■ ed 

Average Number or Children 
Leaa Than 8 Years 
6 to 18 Years 

Enrollees With No 
Ch1ld(ren) Under 6 

86.4 
33.6 

83.9 
38.1 

4.2 
86.8 

4.6 
s.o 

53.4 
24.6 
11.5 

32.9 

16 .1 
83.7 
0.2 

62.1 

47.e 

10.8 

37.3 
2 .ti 

28.8 
30.4 

o.o 
1.81 
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Enrollees With 
Child(ren) Under 

5a.e••• 
46.1••· 

58.7* 
41.3• 

o.e••• 
ee.2••• 

1.s••• 
38.a••• 
48.6 
B.4••• 
2.1••· 

26.4••· 

11 • 1 •• 
ee.e•• 
o.o• 

48.9 

61.1 

11.2••· 

5e.e••• 
2.8 

21.1••· 
17.2••· 

1.2e••• 
o.ee••• 

[continued) 
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TABLE 2.5 (continued) 

Charactertstic 

Prtor AFDC Dependency (S} 
Never on AFDC 
Two Years or Lees 
More Than Two Years 

Average Months on AFDC During Two 
Years Prfor to Enrollment 

Average Months Employed During T•o 
Years Prfor to Enrollment 

Held Job at Any Ttme Durtng Fourb 
Quarters Prtor to Enrollment (S} 

Hald Job Durfn8 Quarter Prfor to 
Enrollment (%) 

Average Earnings DurfngbFour Quarters 
Prfor to Enrollment (SJ 

Average Earnings DurfngbQuarter 
Prior to Enrollment (SJ 

For Longest Job Held tn 
Peat Two Years c 

Average Hourly Wage Reta (SJ 
Average Weekly Hours 
Duration of Job (Months) 

d 
Total Semple 

Enrollees With No 
Child( ran) Under 6 

43.2 
31.3 
25.5 

9.6 

6.3 

23 .o 

15.0 

837.63 

163.77 

a.es 
34.2 
23.7 

521 

Enrollees With 
Child (ran) Under 6 

31.4••· 
33.9 
34.7••· 

12 .3•• • 

4.s••• 

22.s 

13 • 7 

612.34 

140 .31 

3. 6 a•• 
32.8 
14.s•• • 

605 

SOURCE1 Calculations from MORC Client Infcrmetfon Sheats, program 
tracking records and Unemployment Insurance earntnga records from the State of 
Arkansas. 

NOTES1 
rounding. 

fraquencf es. 

Arkansas. 

• 

b 

C 

Dfstrtbutfone may not add exactly to 100.0 percent because of 

Chi-square teat tnappropriete owing to low expected cell 

Calculated from Unemployment Insurance records from the State of 

For questtona concerning Longest Job, ae■ pla aizea ere based on 
the number of aemple members who reported• Longest Job on the Client 
Infor■ atton Sheet. Due to ■ iaaing data ror aalected cheracteriattca, these 
sample aizea vary fro■ 257 - 263 for enroll••• with no child(ren) under 6 and 
from 258 - 264 for enrolleaa ■ 1th child(ran) under a. 
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TABLE 2.5 (continued) 

d 
Far selected characteriatice, sample eizae ••Y vary up to four 

sample points due to ■ iss1ng data. 

A two-tailed t-teet was applied to dtffarencea between enrollees 
within children under Band those without. Stetiatfcal a1gn1f1cence levels are 
indicated aa1 • = 10 percent;••= 5 percent;•••= 1 percent. 
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TJBLE 2.6 

ARKANSAS 

LEtGTH OF AVAlLMLE FOLLOW-UP, BY DATA SllJRCE AND ENRCl.LMBIT PEFIIOD 
(JUNE 20, 1883 - MARl>f 1884} 

I 
Length of Follow-Up By Enrollment Period 

Leet Date Pot nt at Which I I 
Data Ara Data Start June 20 - October - January -

Data Source Available To be COllacted Septmnbar 1983 December 1983 March 1984 

Ceae File Records August 1984 Date of Enrol lmant Twel va Months Nine Months Six Months 

Quarterly Em~gyment Fourth Celen- Four Qua rtara Five Qua rtere Four Que rte rs Three Que rte rs 
and Earnings dar Quarter Prior to Enroll- After Enroll- After Enroll- After Enroll-

of 1984 •ant ment mant ment 

Monthly Welfare Grant January 1985 24 Manthe Prfar Seventeen Fourteen Eleven 
C to Enrollment Manthe Months Months Payments 

NOTES1 
8 Employment and aerntnge data are based on Unanploymant Ineurance aarnfnga recorde, which 

report earnings on a calender quarter beat a. 

b Calendar quarter of enrollment ts not considered a follow-up quarter for employment and 
earnings for the Arkansas evaluation. 

C The first monthe of folla.-up far ••lfere grant payments includes the month tn •hfch an 
tndfvtdual ta enrolled. Welfare payments were grouped 1n quarters, ao the last eveflabla months were 
generally not utilized. 
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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 inaccuracies 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.6 

• Arkansas State Unemployment Insurance CUI} Earnings Records 
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. 

• Case File Records Study. 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. In 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.7 
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Worksite Study. A subset of enrollees who participated in 
work experience between December 1983 and June 1984 and their 
supervisors were interviewed by an MDRC field researcher based 
in Arkansas, who used a standardized survey instrument. Inter­
views lasted about 45 minutes for participants and almost an 
hour for supervisors. Responses from 22 participants and 
their supervisors were tabulated. (Two additional interviews 
were conducted with supervisors at worksites where the 
participants were not available because they had left the 
worksi te. ) Interviews were conducted in all four counties 
which operated work experience (Pulaski South, Jefferson, 
Crawford and Sebastian Counties). 



Program. The child age waiver could extend mandatory coverage consider­

ably, since 62 percent of the state's AFDC cases have no children under age 

three. 1 Non-mandatory applicants and recipients may also 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 distinct 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 



CHAPTER 3 

ENVIRONMENT OF THE EVALUATION 

The central question of this evaluation is: What has the WORK Program 

accomplished? Put another way: How much did it influence and change the 

work and welfare behavior of the people who enrolled in it? To answer this 

question, it is first necessary to understand what would have happened to 

enrollees without the special provision of the WORK Program activities. 

This chapter will place WORK Program operations in the context or 

recent Arkansas welfare policy, AFDC caseload trends and state and federal 

eligibility regulations. It will then provide some necessary details about 

the mechanics of enrollment and deregistration and the relationship of the 

two to a person's tenure on welfare. The chapter concludes by tracing the 

typical pattern of work and welfare behavior in the absence of WORK Program 

services for the two important subgroups of WORK Program enrollees: appli­

cants to welfare, classified mandatory; and welfare recipients, recently 

determined mandatory. In other words, this chapter discusses the behavior 

of the applicant and recipient control groups. 

A. Applicants and Recipients 

Not all of the welfare caseload is subject to mandatory participation 

in WORK Program activities. Prior to the waiver which allowed the state to 

classify mothers with children aged three to five as mandatory, 37 percent 

or the state's AFDC cases had individuals who would be required to register 

with WIN and would therefore be required to enroll in a statewide WORK 

- 41-



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 recipients 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 proportion 

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 



these findings have been influenced by state and national welfare rules. 

The effects of the WORK Program should therefore be judged against this 

background. In another state with a different benefit level and standard 

of need, a similar program could produce different results. 

c. Deregistration 

As explained above, enrollment and participation in WORK Program acti­

vities need not coincide with the start of welfare. Conversely, departure 

from the program, formally called deregistration, does not necessarily 

imply exit from welfare. This section will discuss reasons for program 

deregistration and the extent to which deregistration rates can be used to 

judge program effectiveness. 

When WORK Program staff learn of an enrollee's employment, they record 

that fact as a placement, a positive outcome. The client's case is refer­

red back to the Income Maintenance office for a recalculation of the grant 

based on the new earnings level. Should the extra income result in a case 

closure, WORK Program staff will be notified and remove the person from the 

list of enrollees. (A person can also be deregistered by sanctioning, or 

failure to comply with the program requirements.) 

Despite this not infrequent connection between the three factors 

employment, case closure and deregistration -- the deregistration rate is 

an imperfect measure or operational effectiveness. For one, deregistration 

does not always mean that a client has found employment, or a case has been 

closed, or a grant payment stopped. (In fact, national studies show that 

most exits from the welfare rolls do not come about because of employ­

ment. ) 3 Birth of a new child or the return to a parent of a young child 
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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 little to allow them to leave welfare 

are not deregistered. 

D. The Problem of Evaluating Impacts for Applicants 

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 Program. 

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 immediate services, such as the WORK 

Program. A serious analytical difficulty exists because applicant 

enrollees are in the welfare system, but not .Q!l 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 

either fail to complete the application process or are eventually denied 
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welfare, their cases are closed and they are deregistered after they have 

begun program participation. Thus, a number of deregistrations and case 

closings are sometimes credited to the program when, in fact, these 

departures may have had nothing to do with the success or failure of the 

program services. 

This analytical problem cannot be solved by eliminating in the calcula­

tion of impacts all those applicants who did not proceed with their applica­

tions or were not approved for assistance. To do so would ignore the 

possibility that some applicants who might have been approved were deterred 

from pursuing their welfare applications or from later participating by the 

requirement of program participation. Certain withdrawals of applications 

constitute a true program effect, a deterrent effect, but it is difficult 

to separate these individuals out from the general applicant withdrawals 

and denials. Thus, one must seek elsewhere for a properly constructed 

standard of comparison for determining how many deregistrations and case 

closings were really caused by the program and not by normal caseload 

dynamics. 

One choice for a standard would be a typical group of mandatory 

applicants who could have received WORK Program services during the demon­

stration but did not. In this study, such a group -- the control group -­

was selected at random from among applicants and recipients who enrolled in 

the program during the period from June 20. 1983 through March 31. 1984. 

These control group members were officially enrolled in the WORK Program, 

but from the point of enrollment onward were exempted from all program 

requirements. Staff, in fact, were instructed not to admit any designated 

control members to an active component, and strong efforts were made to 



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 failure to complete the application. A similar 

proportion of deregistrations and case closings can be expected to occur 

among enrollees who ~ 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 ot compari­

son does exactly that. Welfare receipt rates for experimentals are not 

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



Application Approved 62.8% 

FIGURE 3.1 

RATE OF AFDC APPROVAL FOR APPLICANT CONTRCLS 
[JUNE 20 - SEPTE,t!ER 1983 SAMPLE) 

APPLICANTS 

SWRCEs MDRC cetculettona frca State of Arkanaaa ■elf•r• records. 

Application Denied/ 
Application Not Callpleted 37.2' 

NOTE1 Thie figure label• •approved• all epplicent control• in the aapla who received any AFDC 
pey■enta wt thin nine ■onthe of enroll■ent. 
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difference between the two rates can be considered the change in welfare 

receipt due to the program's treatment. 

E. The Problem of Caseload Turnover 

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 closure. 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 

rigure shows the proportion of controls who were still receiving welfare at 



FIGURE 3.2 

EMPLOYMENT ANO AFDC RECEIPT FIVE QUMTERS FROM TIME OF ENROLLMENT, 
FOR ALL OONTR<l.S RECEIVING waFARE 

AFDC Receipt/Not Employed 

APPLICANTS 

AFDC Receipt/Not &nployad 

[JUNE 20 - SEPTEteER 1983 SAMPLE) 

AFDC Receipt/&ployed 

~o AFDC Rece1pt/Ellployed 

No AFDC Receipt/Not &.ployed 15.SJ 

AFDC Receipt/Elllployad 

No AFDC Recetpt/Employed 

12.Bl 

RECIPIENTS No AFDC Receipt/Not &!ployed 12.41 

SQJRCE1 

record•. 
tl>RC celculettone froa State Of Arkan•• ••Lfere record• and Unemploy■ent Insurance 

NOT&1 Thta figure report• ecttvity in the fifth quarter of progr• enroLl■ent for control• 
who received welfare in ntne aonthe following enrolL■ant. 

Month Ly wal fare data, wh1 ch count the ■onth or enroll■ent H -.onth one" were 
regrouped in quarter• that •••ctly •tch Un•ploy■ent Ineurance eerntnga quarter•. The regrouping 
w■e parfo,wed only for thta figures percentage ahoan here ■ay not precheLy •tch percentagee 
calculated aL••h•r• tn thta report. -50-



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 inspection 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 quarters, even though none had been part of WORK Program activities. 

This represents natural caseload turnover. Thus, a similar proportion of 

deregistrations and case closings must be discounted when judging the 

performance of the WORK Program. The figure also 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 

their program impacts. 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 pie 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 halt that of the applicants, railure to account for it 

would overestimate the program's effectiveness in reducing welfare 

dependency. Again, the use of controls as a standard of comparison for 

recipients who did enter the WORK Program sequence corrects for this 

natural turnover. 
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One final set of observations is in order. Employment rates for appli­

cant controls still on welfare seem low. Those who are not on welfare have 

a 44.8 percent employment rate (i.e., 12.6 percent out of 28.1 percent); 

those on welfare, 9.5 percent (6.8 percent out of 71.9 percent). Less than 

one in 10 of the applicants who received welfare during the fifth quarter 

also had earnings. This observation confirms the expectation, presented 

earlier, that because of the low standard of need in Arkansas, there would 

be little mixing of work and welfare under OBRA rules. 

Finally, more than half of the applicants who started on welfare and 

then left it were not working when they did get off. This suggests t~at 

any employment program for the welf"are population must take into account 

the fact that there will be many exits from public assistance that are not 

associated with employment. 
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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 -- is 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 II job-ready. 11 In contrast, both 

central OHS 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 o~ WORK Program enrollees 

in the eight counties where the program was operating -- 36 percent of 

enrollees in Pulaski South and Jefrerson 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 percent or WIN registrants statewide entered WIN work and training 

components in fiscal years 1980 and 1981. 1 
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The examination of participation in this report differs from the 

earlier study along three key dimensions: the enrollee sample, the length 

of follow-up, and the analysis strategies employed. First, in order to be 

consistent with the impact analysis, the focus is on the program experience 

of enrollees in Pulaski South and Jefferson Counties only. Also, while the 

first report was confined to examining the participation of early enrollees 

(those entering the program between June 20 and September 30, 1983), this 

report looks at a sample of individuals who entered the program over a 

longer time span: the nine months between June 20, 1983 and March 31, 1984. 

These patterns are therefore more likely to yield a representative picture 

of program performance. (Data on the program participation or the supple­

mental sample members, who enrolled prior to June 20, 1983, are contained 

in Appendix A.) 

Second, not only are sample members in this report drawn from a longer 

enrollment period, they are also followed for a greater length of time. In 

order to produce the first report in a timely fashion, it was necessary to 

restrict the follow-up to three months. In this report, the majority of 

sample members are tracked for nine months after program entry, and a full 

year of follow-up is available for the early enrollees ( those enrolling 

through September 1983). This extended follow-up is particularly 

important, given the expectation that the harder-to-employ individuals 

would participate on a slower timetable. 

Third, the analysis or program participation in this chapter both 

extends and moves beyond that contained in the previous report, measuring 

participation in two ways rather than one. As in the earlier report, the 

first important question is: 



• 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 is done only as part of a 

larger effort to understand a different, perhaps more policy-relevant, 

issue: the ability 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 is nine months after 

enrollment. And, in 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. Nine-Month Indicators or Participation 

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.o percent or 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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activity, those who participated only a few days in a job club and others 

who remained the entire two weeks would be counted equally. Thus, one can­

not assume that those who ever participated fully participated. (In fact, 

examination of a sample of job club attendance lists indicates that those 

in the job club component participated an average of seven days.) 

Moreover, the 38. O percent statistic is a cumulative figure that repre­

sents the proportion of sample members who participated over the nine 

months. It is not the proportion who were participating at any given point 

in time. In both of these ways, program participation may be overstated. 

Yet the same "ever participated" figure may also understate the level 

of participation, again for two reasons. First, because enrollees were 

subject to the WORK Program's participation requirement for as long as they 

remained in the program, they could be reassigned to any activity -- job 

club, individual job search or work experience -- after completing the 

sequence of activities once. The data indicate that such recycling through 

the job club was common in Pulaski South -- where approximately half the 

enrollees who participated once also did so a second time -- although it 

was rare in Jefferson County. However, in answering the first question -­

how many ever participated -- only the first episode of participation in a 

specific activity is recorded, and people who were recycled were counted 

the same way as those who went through only once. 

Second, and more important, participation rates calculated this way -­

by following a group or enrollees over a specified period of time and 

determining which ones •ever participated" -- may understate the program's 

ability to reach those who were eligible. This is because such rates take 

a static view of the welfare caseload, suggesting that all nonparticipants 
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remained eligibl~ 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 or experimentals tracked in this report were deregistered 

from the program by the end or 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, deregistered them. 

Those deregistered, or 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 is useful to 

look at the cumulative participation of enrollees and their program status 

at a point 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 graphic form. Every individual in the sample fits into 

one of four categories in the table on the basis of two criteria: 

deregistered from the WORK Program or still registered; and participated or 

not in job search and/or work experience during the nine months. Thus, for 

example, the first 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 



TABLE 4 .1 

ARKANSAS 

NINE-MONTH PARTICIPATION STATUS OF EXPERIMENTALS, 
BY PROGRAM STATUS AT THE NINTH MONTH AFTER PROGRAM ENROLLMENT 

(JUNE 20, 1983 - DECEMBER 1983 SUBSAMPLE) 

Program Statue et Ninth Month 
N t ne-Month I 
Parttcipetton Ste tua Darag1starad S tt l l Enrol Lad Total 

Ever Perttctpated [li} 19.2 1 e .e 3B.O 

Navar Parttctpated (I) 3B.3 23. 7 82.0 

Total ( li) 57.5 42 .5 100.0 

S~mple 
Size 

93 

152 

245 

SOURCE& MDRC celculettons from program activity data collected from Case File 
Records of a random subsample of experimental enrol leas. 

NOTES; Ftgurea on program end parttctpation status are calculated ea a 
percentage of all expartmantala in the subaample. 

Teats of atattattcal atgntftcance between axpertmantala of different 
program and perttctpatton statue ware not calculated. 
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FIGURE 4.1 

ARKANSAS 

NINE-.U.TH PARTICIPATION STAlUS OF EXPERI~NTALS, BY PROGRAM 
STATUS AT THE NINlH MONTH AFTER ENRCllMENT 
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18.Bl 
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S(lJRCEl See Tebl• 4.1 
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registered with the program; and another 19.2 percent who had participated 

but were now deregistered. 

The data in the table answer three questions: 

(i) What proportion of sample members remained in the program 
but had not as yet participated in group job search, 
individual job search or work experience? 

To address this issue, the four categories of sample members were 

reassembled into two main groups, as follows: 

• Individuals Who Participated in a Principal Work Program 
Component and/or Were Deregistered from the Program {76,3 
Percent of the Sample) 

Individuals who ever participated, now deregistered 
(19.2 percent) 

Individuals who ever participated, still in the program 
( 18.8 percent) 

Individuals who never participated, now deregistered 
( 38.3 percent) 

• Individuals Who Never Participated in a Principal Component 
and Were Still in the Program {23,7 Percent of the Sample) 

Thus, about one-quarter of the sample members were still enrolled and 

eligible for the program, but had not participated by the ninth month after 

they entered it. While reasons for nonparticipation were not measured, 

findings from the first report speak to this issue. They suggest that, 

while the intention was to impose a participation requirement, WORK Program 

guidelines gave local staff considerable discretion to grant deferrals and 

~ facto exemptions to people who they believed faced such formidable 

barriers to employment -- including their illness or that of immediate 

family members, illiteracy, pregnancy, and child care or transportation 

problems -- that they would not be aided by the program. It is thus likely 
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that some individuals in the still-enrolled but never-reached group were 

judged to be unemployable ror these reasons. The others may simply have 

been lost in the administrative shuffle of a large program. 

Sanctioning was not a prominent reason 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, ror 

a sanctioning rate or 5 percent. 

County was only 3 percent. 

The rate of sanctioning in Jefrerson 

Other questions addressed in the report are: 

(ii) What proportion of those individuals who remained enrolled 
in the program after nine months had yet to participate in 
the central components? And conversely, or 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 or 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 point had taken part in program 

activities, while 55.8 percent had yet to participate. or those 

deregistered, 33.4 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.) 

(iii) What proportion of the individuals who participated in 
these activities remained enrolled arter nine months, and 
or 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 



half (49.5 percent) of those who had participated remained enrolled in the 

program. or those who never participated, 38.2 percent remained enrolled. 

All these analyses point to the importance of taking caseload dynamics 

into account when examining program participation. The patterns suggest 

that factors other than participation condition much of the movement that 

takes place in program caseloads. By extension, these patterns also 

explain much of the turnover in the welfare rolls. 

Parallel indicators are next examined for two sets of subgroups within 

the sample as a whole: applicants vs. recipients; and enrollees in Pulaski 

South vs. those in Jefferson County. 

1. subgroup Differences 

a. Applicants vs, Recipients. The most critical subgroup dis­

tinction is between individuals who were applying for welfare when they 

entered the program and those who were already receiving assistance. Each 

half of Table 4.2 replicates Table 4.1, showing first the ninth-month 

status for applicants and then the corresponding data for recipients. 

Figure 4.2 presents the same data in a bar graph. 

Perhaps the most striking difference between the two groups is that, 

by nine months after enrollment in the WORK Program, 69.4 percent of the 

applicants, but only 40.6 percent of the recipients, had been deregistered. 

Two factors probably explain the higher deregistration rate of applicants. 

First, many of these individuals -- 40 percent -- were never approved for 

assistance. Second, as Chapter 2 indicated, recipients had much less prior 

work experience than applicants, as well as greater welfare receipt. It 

would therefore be expected that recipients would remain on welfare for a 

longer period of time than the approved applicants. 



TABLE 4 .2 

ARKANSAS 

NINE-MONTH PARTICIPATION STATUS OF EXPERIMENTAL&, BY PROGRAM STATUS 
AT THE NINTH MONTH AFTER PROGRAM ENROLLMENT AND WELFARE STATUS 

(JUNE 20, 1983 - DECEMBER 1983 SUBSAMPLE) 

I I 
Program Status at Ninth Month 

Nina-Month 
Participation Status De registered St1 l l Enrolled Total 

Appl 1cants 

Ever Participated (I) 23.s•• 13.2••· 36.8 

Never Partic1pated(I) 45.e••• 11.4••· 83.2 

To tel (ti) 89.4••• ao.s••• 100.0 

Bac1p1anta 

Ever Part1c1patad (I) 12.9 28.7 39.6 

Navar Participatad(ti) 27.7 32.7 80.4 

Total (ti} 40.8 69.4 1 DO .D 

Sample 
Size 

53 

91 

144 

40 

81 

101 

SOURCES MDRC calculations from program activity data collected from Casa File 
Records of a random aubaa•pla of experimental enrollees. 

HOTEi Ftgures on program and parttctpatton status are calculated as a 
percentage of all axper1 ■■ntale tn the aubaa•ple of each welfare atatua. 

A teat was applied to the difference of proportions between applicants 
and recipients of at ■ tlar program and part1c1pat1on etatua. Statistical atgntficanca 
Lavala are indicated••• •• = 5 percents ••• = 1 percent. 
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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 if individuals who were not approved for welfare had 

nonetheless participated in the key activities and how high the rates were 

for the approved applicants. Almost half (ll9 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 

recipients. 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 aid 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 integral part of the applicant subgroup and the 

analysis, even though they did not receive 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 substantially higher than the 

corresponding proportion for applicants -- 32.7 percent vs. 17.4 percent. 3 
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b. Pulaski south ys. Jefferson county Enrollees, The import-

ance of caseload dynamics in assessing participation is also evident when a 

second subgroup distinction is considered: enrollees in Pulaski South vs. 

those in Jefferson County. Table 4.3 and Figure 4.3 indicate that the 

proportion of enrollees who ever participated in WORK Program activities 

was higher in Jefferson County (although not significantly so) than in 

Pulaski South -- 42.7 percent vs. 311.9 percent. This is largely because 

Jefferson County applicants were far more likely to receive welfare than 

those in Pulaski South: 83 percent of' the Jefferson County applicant 

enrollees in this sample received aid compared to 117 percent of those in 

Pulaski South. And, as stated earlier, applicants approved for welfare 

were more than twice as likely to participate as those who were denied. 

However, the participation rates of' the two applicant subgroups -- those 

approved and those denied -- were similar in the two counties. Thus, of 

applicants approved for aid in Pulaski South, 53 percent participated, 

while in Jefferson County, the corresponding proportion was 45 percent. Of 

those denied aid, 20 percent in Pulaski South were active, as were 25 per­

cent in Jefferson County. Neither of those differences is statistically 

significant. 

Overall, deregistration rates in Pulaski South were much higher than 

in Jef'ferson: Two-thirds of the sample members in Pulaski South were out 

of' the program at the nine-month mark, compared to less than half (43.7 

percent) of the Jefferson sample. As a result, a considerably higher 

proportion of sample enrollees in Jefferson County remained in the program, 

still not having participated in job search activities or work experience, 

than was the case in Pulaski South -- 32.3 percent vs. 18.1 percent. 
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TABLE 4.3 

ARKANSAS 

NINE-MONTH PARTICIPATION STATUS OF EXPERIMENTALS, BY PROGRAM STATUS 
AT THE NINTH MONTH AFTER PROGRAM ENROLLMENT AND COUNTY 

(JUNE 20, 1883 - DECEMBER 1883 SUBSAMPLE) 

I I 
Program Stetua et Ninth Month 

N1 ne-Month I 
Pa rtt ci pe t1 on Status Daregiatered S ti l l Enrolled Tote L 

f.!Uaak 1 Sou tl! 

Ever Participated (S] 19 ,5 15,4* 34,9 

Never Pert1c1peted(I) 47,o••• 1 e, 1 •• 65,1 

To tel (I] BB.5••• 43,5••· 1 oo.o 

Jl!efh raon 

Ever Participated (S) 18,7 24,0 42.7 

Never Pert1c1peted(I) 25,0 32,3 57,3 

Tote l (I) 43,7 56,3 100.0 

Se111ple 
Size 

52 

87 

149 

41 

55 

98 

SOURCES MORC caLculet1ona from program ectfvity date collected from Caae Ftla 
Records of a random aubaample of expar1 ■ antel enrollaea, 

NOTES1 Ftgurea on progre• end pert1c1pet1on status are calculated ea a 
percentage of ell expari ■antala tn the aubaa111ple tn each county, 

A teat••• applied to the difference of proporttona bet•aan enrollees 
1n both counties of at ■ ilar progre■ and parttctpation atetua, Stat1at1cal 
atgntftcance Lavell are indicated ea&•= 10 parcant1 •• = 5 percantJ ••• = 1 
percent, 
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FIGURE 4.3 

ARKANSAS 

NINE-t«!Nnt PARTICIPATION STATUS OF EXPERitENTM..S, BY PROORAM 
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B. Trends in Participation and Deregistration Rates 

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, it 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 enrollees 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 

enrollees 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 
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FIGURE 4.4 

ARKANSAS 

OJKJLATIVE PARTICIPATI(J.I RATES IN MY ACTIVIlY FOR WORK 
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reach incoming enrollees. Second, while, as pointed out in the last 

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 issued 

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. 

available.) 

(Nine-month data for the January-March enrollees were not 

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 enrollees in Pulaski South and Jefferson 
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FIGURE 4.6 

ARKANSAS 

WKJLATIVE DERB3ISTRATION RATES FOR WORK PROOAAM EXPERitENTAL 
ENROLLEES, BY PERIOD OF ENRCU.MENT 
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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. Participation in Job Search Activities. Job search activities in 

the WORK Program were or 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 if they could come in to complete an application. As is the case in 

group job search programs generally, job club leaders in Arkansas made 

special efforts to roster peer support and build participants' confidence. 

Participants attended sessions three hours a day and received a $4 

daily allowance, largely to reimburse transportation costs to the WORK 

Program office. Child care was also available for those who needed it. 

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 comPonent, 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 club, while at the 

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



some instances, this undoubtedly occurred. In other cases, staff deviated 

from the guidelines by assigning those with strong job skills to individual 

job search rather than the job club at the very outset, so that the job 

developer could work to place them directly into unsubsidized jobs. In 

still other cases, individual job search appears to have been used as a 

"holding" status in which little was required. 

Nine-month participation rates for the separate components appear in 

Table 4 .4. Overall, the job club was the most frequently utilized 

component, with 27.3 percent of the sample participating in that activity 

during the nine-month follow-up period. As noted above, individuals in 

this component attended for an average of seven days. However, staff 

practices in assigning enrollees to components differed in the two 

counties, as reflected by the fact that in Pulaski South, more people 

participated in individual Job search than in the job club (25.5 vs. 23.5 

percent, respectively); in Jefferson County, the opposite was the case 

(19.8 vs. 33.3 percent). Evidence cited in the first report suggests that 

in Pulaski South, WORK Program case managers were especially likely to 

assign enrollees whom they regarded as more employable to individual job 

search rather than to the job club as their first activity. 

Appendix Tables D.3 and D.4 show that participation in the job club 

and individual job search increased over time, and that the rates of 

participation in these components were also higher for later program 

entrants than for earlier ones. 

It is worth repeating that the fact of participation in a given compo­

nent does not speak to the quality or intensity of that participation. For 

example, in Jefferson County, the position of the job club leader was 



TABLE 4.4 

ARKANSAS 

NINE-MONTH PARTICIPATION RATES FOR WORK PROGRAM 
EXPERIMENTAL ENROLLEES, BY PROGRAM ACTIVITY AND COUNTY 

(JUNE 20, 1983 - DECEMBER 1983 SUBSAMPLE) 

C1111ponent Pulaski South Jefferson Total 

Any Actt V 1ty (S] 34.9 42.7 38.0 

Job Club (I) 23.5 33.3 21.a• 

Individual Job Search (I) 25.5 19.B 23.3 

Work Experience (Sl 4.0 1.D 2.9 

Other Activity (S} 2.7 2.1 2.4 

Deregi strati on (I) 66.5 43.7 s1.s••• 

Sample Size 149 96 245 

SWRCE: MDRC calcuLatfona from progr• activity data collected fr0111 Case Ffle 
Records or• randm aubamnpla of axpari•antala. 

NOTES1 Individuals ••Y have participated in ■ore than one progran actfvfty. All 
parttcfpat1on rates ere calculated as• pecantege of all axpar1■antals in the aubamnple. 

Follow-up for the final month of entry••• approximately 1/2 month lees 
than that for the preceding ■ontha. A atetfstfcal correction produced no change in 
participation or deregfatretion rates. 

oo&mtfas. 
percent. 

A test••• applied to the difference or proportions between the i.o 
Stet1atical signtf1canca Lavala are fndfcated aa1 • = 10 percent;•••= 1 
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vacant for two months after the first job club leader resigned, and while 

other staff members sometimes tried to fill in, the consensus was that this 

was not a very satisfactory solution. Furthermore, it is difficult to say 

what participation in individual job search actually entailed since the way 

it was used varied by county. It was also applied differently to different 

individuals, according to staffs' perceptions of their employability 

levels. 

2. Participation in Work Experience. As noted in the first chapter, 

Arkansas officials were convinced that the state's low grant levels would 

preclude effective use of the Community Work Experience Program (CWEP) 

authorized under OBRA. 4 Instead, they made use of work experience as 

authorized under WIN, which limited the number of hours participants could 

work but set a maximum stay of 13 weeks. Work experience positions in 

Arkansas were 12 weeks in duration, and individuals worked 20 to 30 hours a 

week at their assignments. While participating in work experience, 

enrollees were entitled to out-of-pocket expenses not exceeding $80 per 

month (calculated on the same $4 per day basis as the job club). 

Only 3 percent of all sample members were active in work experience 

over nine months; on average, individuals in this component in Pulaski 

South spent 197 hours at worksites, while those in Jefferson County worked 

only 109 hours in their positions. The low rate of participation is 

notable, even when one bears in mind that many individuals had been deregis­

tered by the time they would have been assigned to worksi tes. Several 

factors account for the low utilization of the component. First, 

guidelines about which clients should be placed into work experience were 

ambiguous, and staff in Jefferson County initially assigned only 



volunteers. Second, the job 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, local 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 nationwide. Supporters of the concept have argued that such 

positions not only acquaint individuals who have limited 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 light on this issue, HDRC surveyed a sample of 24 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 

assignments. 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 assignments, the 

ability to get along with co-workers and to work without supervision were 
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much more important than cognitive skills, such as reading or arithmetic. 

Still, not all participants were rated by their supervisors as already 

adequate in these general skills when their assignments began, and while 

some registered improvement over the course of participation, many, in the 

view of their supervisors, continued to have problems. 

Although participants generally agreed that the idea of a work require­

ment was fair, almost three-quarters thought that the agency got the better 

end of the bargain when comparing the usefulness of their work to the 

amount of money they received in benefits. Given the relatively low level 

of Arkansas welfare benefits and the fact that participants at most work­

sites worked 20 to 30 hours a week, this is not surprising. Still, almost 

all participants liked their jobs and felt they had learned something from 

them. Most also said they felt better about getting welfare now that they 

were working for it. 
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CHAPTER 5 

SHORT-TERM IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS AND WELFARE RECEIPT 

This chapter summarizes the short-term employment and earnings 

impacts, as well as changes in welfare receipt 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. In each case, impacts are also measured 

for a small, early sample of enrollees tracked for 15 months to look at the 

trends of program impacts over a longer period. Because 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 -- enrollees 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 enrollees who entered the sample in three different 

calendar periods to assess the impacts• stability over time. (Discussion 

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 impacts resulted almost entirely from the job 

search activities mandated by the WORK Program. 
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A. Analysis Issues 

As discussed in Chapter 2, an experimental design was used to estimate 

the impacts of the WORK Program, with random assignment generating two 

groups of enrollees: an experimental group receiving the program treat­

ment and the control group, which received no special services. Because 

Chapter 2 showed that random assignment produced groups similar in demo­

graphic and measurable background characteristics, any statistically 

significant differences between the two groups can be considered to result 

f'rom the program treatment. Observational and other data indicated that 

the planned service dif'ferences between research groups were maintained for 

the duration of the study. 

The research sample consists of a total of 1,119 individuals (667 

applicants and 452 recipients) split roughly in half between experimental 

and control groups. 1 These individuals, who were randomly assigned between 

June 20, 1983 and March 31, 1984, were all tracked for at least three 

quarters, a follow-up sufficient to produce short-term impacts. 

Throughout this chapter, impacts were calculated by comparing the 

employment, earnings and welfare outcomes of the full experimental group -­

both participants and nonparticipants2 -- to those of all controls. 

Impacts were also estimated separately for certain subgroups -- the import-

ant set being applicants and recipients. In order to present the most 

accurate estimates of all outcomes, key impacts were adjusted using multi­

variate regression techniques. However, it should be noted that while the 

size of the total sample was large enough to produce statistically reliable 

indications of program effects, the estimates of the impacts on employment 

and welfare receipt should be understood to show direction and probable 
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magnitude or 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 Issues 

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 or 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 or 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. Welfare Payments Data 

To organize the records of AFDC benefit payments for this study, the 

calendar month when an individual was assessed and randomly assigned was 

designated as "month one," and each subsequent month was given the next 
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number in sequence. Welfare "quarters" are groups of three months (one 

through three; four through six) but do not necessarily coincide with 

calendar quarters. Quarter three, for example, always refers to the 

person's outcome two quarters after the assessment quarter, without regard 

to the calendar date. Payments data f'or quarters prior to the point of 

assessment are used for comparative purposes.3 

In this analysis, welfare receipt is reported as the proportion of the 

research group receiving any payment during a follow-up quarter; welfare 

payments are presented as the average dollar payment, which include zeroes 

for individuals who received no payment. Welfare payments data indicate 

the amount of the basic AFDC grant but not the value of Food Stamps or 

Medicaid. 

2. Earnings Data 

Unemployment Insurance (UI) earnings data are kept by calendar quarter 

rather than by month; the first quarter of follow-up can thus include up to 

two months of pre-program earnings, depending on when in a quarter random 

assignment occurred. For example, quarter one data for an enrollee assess­

ed and randomly assigned in December 1983 contains earnings for October and 

November as well as December. For this reason, the first quarter is not 

considered a true follow-up quarter. The data organization also means that 

UI and AFDC impact quarters only roughly correspond. 

As in computing welfare receipt, employment rates are defined as the 

proportion of the research group receiving any earnings in a quarter, and 

average earnings include zeroes for non-earners. Earnings records do not 

cover all earnings, however. Employers in some segments of the labor 

market may underreport employees' earnings to UI, and the earnings of 
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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. 4 

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.5 Earnings impacts 

should therefore be considered less reliable than the other outcome 

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. Short-Term Impacts for the Full Research Sample 

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 reduction in welfare receipt. 
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TABLE 5.1 

ARKANSAS 

SHORT-TERM IMPACTS OF THE ARKANSAS WORK PROGRAM ON EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS, 
ANO AFDC RECEIPT FOR THE RESEARCH SAMPLE DURING THE THREE QUARTER 

POST-ENROLLMENT FOLLOW-UP PERIOD 
[JUNE 2D, 1983 - MARCH 1984 SAMPLE) 

Outcome and Follow-Up Period 

Ever Employed, Quarters 2 - 3 {t} 1 

Average Number of Quarters With 
Employment, Quarters 2 - 3 8 

Ever Employed [t) 
Quarter of Enrollment 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 

Average Total Earnings, Quarters 2-3 (f) 8 

Average Total Earning& (f) 
Quarter of Enrollment 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 

Ever Received Any AFDC Payment, 
Quarters 1 - 3 (I) 

Avorage Number of Months Receiving 
AFDC Payments, Quarters 1 - 3 

Ever Received Any AFDC Payments (l} 
Quarter of Enrollment 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 

Average Total AFDC Payments 
Received, Quarters 1 - 3 (f) 

Average AFDC Payments Received (S) 
Quarter of Enrollment 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 

Sample Size 

Expertmentale 

18.B 

D.30 

16.1 
14.6 
15.2 

290.63 

98.79 
140. 77 
149.86 

72.B 

4.96 

66.6 
65.6 
56.8 

771.69 

249.66 
275.57 
246.46 

554 

Controls Difference 

14. D + 4.e•• 

0.22 + o.oe•• 

11 .a + 4.3•• 
9.6 + s.o••• 

12 .2 + 3 .1 • 

212.94 +77.70• 

83 .33 +15.46 
86.38 +54.39•• 

126.55 +23.31 

75.9 - 3.1 

5.49 - o.sa••• 

69.0 - 2.4 
71.4 - s.9•• 
63.8 - 6.s••• 

864.55 -s2.8s••• 

258.31 - a.es 
316.79 -41.22••· 
289.44 -42.ss••• 

565 

SDJRCE: HDRC calculations from State of Arkansas welfare end Unemployment Insurance records. 

NOTES1 These data include zero values for eample members not employed and for eample members not 
receiving welfare. These de ta are regraasfon-adj usted us1 ng ordinary Least squares, controlling far 
pre-enrollment charecter1et1cs of &a111ple members. There may be some d1screpenctes in caLcuL&ting 
Experimental-Control differences due to rounding. 

A two-tailed t-teet was applied to differences between Experimental and Control groupa. 
Statietfcal significance levels are indicated as:•= 1D percent;••= 5 percent;•••= 1 parcent. 

e 
Quarter 1, the quarter of enrollment, atay contain aome earnings frcm the period prior ta 

enrollment and is therefore excluded frm the meeeuree of total follow-up •ployment and earnings. 
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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 t8.8 percent compared to that of t4.0 percent for 

controls, a gain, or an impaot, 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 statistically significant d~cline 

for the experimental group. During quarters one through three, controls 

received payments for an average of 5.49 months compared to 4.96 months for 

experimentals, a reduction of more than half a month. In the third quarter 

-- when the difference was largest -- 63.8 percent of controls received 

welfare compared to 56 .8 percent of experimentals, for a 6 .9 percentage 

point impact. 

A corresponding decline in welfare payments also 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 first 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 repr-esents 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 reoipients.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 increase 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 persona who do 

become employed, at least in the short run. Such a conclusion 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 6.2 

ARKANSAS 

SHORT-TERM IMPACTS OF THE ARKANSAS WORK PROGRAM 
ON THE DISTRIBUTION OF EARNINGS FOR THE RESEARCH SAMPLE 

AT THE THIRD QUARTER OF POST-ENROLLMENT FOLLOW-UP 

outcome Category 

Average Total Eerninge, Quarter 3 (I) 

Nona 

,1 - 1300 

Mo re Then ,1aoo 

Tote l 

Sample Stze 

Expari•entele 

84.B 

10.1 

6.D 

100.0 

554 

Control e 

87.B 

7.5 

100 .o 

665 

Difference 

+ D.4 

o.o 

SOURCE: MDRC calculetiona from State of Arkansas welfare and Una11ploy11ant 
Insurance records. 

NOTES& These data include zero values for eample ■ embers not employed and for 
sample ■ a■ bara not receiving welfare. These date are regraeaion-edJuated uetng 
ordinary Least aquaree, controlling for pre-enrollment cheracter1at1ca of aemple 
■ embers. There 11ey be eome diacrapanciea 1n calculattng Experfaental-Control 
dtffarencea due to rounding. 

Diatrtbutiona ••Y not add exactly to 100.0 percent because of 
rounding. 

A two-tailed t-teat ••• applied to diffarancaa between Expartaantal 
and Control groupa. Stattattcal a1gntf1canca Lavala are indicated a11 • = 10 
parcent1 •• = 6 percents ••• c 1 percent. 



Figure 3.2), so 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.~, by the third quarter of 

follow-up, there was a 3.3 percentage point increase in the proportion of 

experimentals 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. How Long Do Impacts Last? 

Impacts of a program are more important the longer 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 

longer 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 1 ts 

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, 
ANO AFDC RECEIPT FOR THE RESEARCH SAMPLE DURING THE FIVE QUARTER 

POST-ENROLLMENT FOLLOW-UP PERIOD 
(JUNE 20, 1983 - SEPTEMBER 1983 SAMPLE) 

Outcome and Follow-Up Period 

Ever Employed, Quarters 2 - 5 (1) 8 

Average Number of Quarter& With 
a 

Employment, Quartare 2 - 5 

Ever Employed {I] 
Quarter of Enrollment 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 
Quarter 4 
Qua rtar 6 

Average Total Earnings, Quarters 2-5 l•J 8 

Average Total Earninga [SJ 
Quarter of Enrollment 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 
Quarter 4 
Qua rtar 5 

Ever Received Any AFDC Payment, 
Quarters 1 - 5 (I) 

Average Number of Manthe Receiving 
AFDC Payments, Quarters 1 - 5 

Evar Received Any AFDC Payments (I] 
Quarter of Enrollment 
Qua rtar 2 
Quarter 3 
Quarter 4 
Quarter 5 

Average Total AFDC Payments 
Received, Quarters 1 - 5 {$) 

Average AFDC Payments Received (S) 
Quarter of Enrollment 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 
Quarter 4 
Quarter 5 

Se11ple Stze 

Exparimentale 
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22 .1 

a.so 

12.9 
13.9 
14.9 
13.6 
17.3 

523.83 

74,70 
106 .01 
127.85 
129.37 
160.40 

76.5 

7 .s 8 

66,8 
67.S 
se.e 
53.4 
48.8 

1,197.05 

227 .32 
266.76 
252.76 
240.05 
210 .15 

253 

Controls 

18.2 

o.46 

11 .9 
1 0.2 
11.4 
12.3 
12 .6 

578.90 

88.23 
107.62 
138.97 
163.54 
168. 76 

78.6 

s.01 

70,2 
70.3 
65.4 
63.7 
59.4 

1,391.04 

242.98 
296.27 
294.87 
288.94 
288.0D 

265 

Difference 

+ 3.9 

+ 0.13 

+ 1.0 
+ 3.7 
+ 3.5 
+ 1.3 
+ 4.7• 

-55.26 

-13.52 
- 1.61 
-11 .1 2 
-34.17 
- B.36 

- 2 • 1 

- 1.0s•• 

- 3.5 
- 2.5 
- e.6• 
-10.s•• 
-10.5•• 

-15.64 
-29.50• 
-42.10•• 
-4e.as•• 
-s1.ss••• 

{continued) 



TABLE 5.3 (continued) 

SOURCES MDRC calculations from State of Arkansas •elfara and Unemployment 
Insurance records. 

NOTES1 These date include zero values for aemple ■ embers not employed and for 
sample members not receiving •elfere. These date are regreaaton-adJuatad using 
ordinary leest square ■, controlling for pre-enrollment charecteriattce of •••PL• 
members. There mey be aome dtacrepenctaa in calculating ExpertaenteL-Control 
differences due to rounding. 

A two-tailed t-teat was applied to differences between Exparimentel 
and Control groups. Statistical etgntffcance Lavala are tndfcated aaa • • 10 
percenti •• • 5 percenti ••• • 1 percent. 

e 
Quarter 1, the quarter of anroll■ent, •ay contain aoma earntnga from 

the parfod prior to enrollment and ta therefore excluded from the meaauraa of totel 
follow-up employment and earntnga. 
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The purpose or 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 or 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 show no clear evidence of decay even as late as the fifth quarter of 

follow-up. This finding, however, is more definite for the pattern of 

welfare impacts than for employment impacts. Greater quarter-to-quarter 

stability and more growth and persistence is evident in welfare than in 

employment impacts over the longer term. 

In examining these trends, one can see that, while the largest employ­

ment impact 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. Given the wide variance or the 

estimates on earnings8 and the earlier discussion, the employment measure 

is considered the more reliable one. However, the discrepancy between the 
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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 smoother. 

Growth is 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 or 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 is thus not possible to 

predict whether this differential will continue or disappear over a longer 

period of time. 

E. Short-Term Impacts for the Applicant 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 ana­

lyze separately because recipients were already established on the welfare 

rolls at the time of program enrollment 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. 

-93-



1. Short-Term Impacts on Applicants 

Table 5.4 presents the short-term impacts of the WORK Program on 

employment, earnings and welfare receipt tor applicants to welfare for the 

June 20, 1983 through March 1984 sample over the nine-month follow-up 

period. Before discussing these impacts, it is helpful first to examine 

the recent work and welfare histn"tes 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 leading 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 assignment10 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, 

-94-



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 19B4 SAMPLE) 

Outcome end Follow-Up Period 

Ever Employed, Quarters 2 - 3 (1) 8 

Average Number of Quarters With 
2 - 3• Employ•ent, Quarters 

Ever Employed (I) 
Quarter of' Enrollment 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 

Average Total Earnings, Quarters 2-3 C•J• 

Average Total Earnings C•J 
Quarter of Enrollment 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 

Ever Received Any AFDC Payment, 
Quertera 1 - 3 (I) 

Average Number of Months Receiving 
AFDC Payments, Quarters 1 - 3 

Ever Recetved Any AFDC Payments (SJ 
Quarter of Enrollment 
Quarter 2 
Que rter 3 

Average Total AFDC Payments 
Received, Quarters 1 - 3 (SJ 

Average AFDC Payments Received (S) 
Quarter of' Enrollment 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 

Sa ■ ple Size 

E11pari11entals 

D.36 

22.0 
17.9 
u.s 

348 .34 

132.94 
167. 7 5 
180.58 

58.9 

3.48 

48.8 
52.6 
45.2 

559.81 

154.52 
219.46 
185.94 

332 

Applicants 

Control• 

18 .1 

0.3D 

16.4 
12.8 
16.8 

302.15 

12e .es 
115.65 
186 .49 

61.B 

50.2 
57.1 
48.5 

588.96 

144.80 
242.D5 
2D2.32 

335 

Difference 

+ D.D7 

+ 5.&•• 
+ 5.1•• 
+ 1.8 

+48.19 

+ 4.06 
+52 .10 
- 5.91 

- 2.9 

- 0.2s 

- 1.3 
- 4.5 
- 3.3 

-28.05 

+ 8.92 
-2 2. 5 9 
-16.38 

SIIJRCE& MDRC calculation• fr0111 State of Arkanaee welfare and UnBllployment Inaurance records. 

NOT£S1 These data include zero valuaa for ... ple ••bars not •ployed and for 11Npla members not 
recatvtng welfare. The•• data era regreaaton-edjuated usfng ordinary leeat aquarea, controlling for 
pre-enrollment characteristtce of ... PL• ••lllbare. There may be 80118 dtecrapanctea 1n calculating 
Experi ■ental-COntrol dffferancea due to rounding. 

A two-tailed t-test ••• applied to dtfferencea between Expart ■ental end Control groups. 
StattetfcaL aigniftoence Leval& are fndfcated ass•= 10 percent;••~ 5 percent;•••= 1 percent. 

e Quarter 1, the quarter of enroll■ent, ■ey contain ao■e eerntnge frmi the period prior to 
enroll■ant and ta therefore excluded frm the ••••urea of totel follow-up •ploymant end earnings. 
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however, in the next quarter as controls began to find jobs and move toward 

their former employment levels. This pattern suggests that the WORK 

Program job search activities shortened the period of unemployment for some 

applicants, 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 statistically 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. Welfare savings for the full nine 

months were $29, or 4.9 percent of the control group average. 11 

2. Short-Term Impacts on Recipients 

Recipients, like applicants, exhibited a steady quarterly employment 
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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 increase 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 over the short run. 

The gain can be seen in all of the measures; for example, the "ever 

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 percent 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 

absolute levels of employment for recipient experimentals continued to be 

very low. 

Alongside the measured employment gains, there were consistent and 
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TABLE Ei .5 

ARICANSAS 

SHORT-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, 1983 - MARCH 1984 SAMPLE) 

Outcome and Follow-Up Perfod 

Ever E111ployed, Quarters 2 - 3 (1) 8 

Average Number of Quarters W1th 
Employment, Quarters 2 - 3 8 

Ever Employed (IJ 
Quarter of Enrollment 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 

Average Total Earnings, Quarters 2-3 (f) 8 

Average Total Earnings (t) 
Quarter of Enroll111ent 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 

Ever Received Any AFDC Payment, 
Quarters 1 - 3 [S) 

Average Number of Months Receiving 
AFDC Payments, Quarters 1 - 3 

Ever Received Any AFDC Payments [I) 
Quarter of Enrollment 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 

Average Total AFDC Payments 
Received, Quarters 1 - 3 ($) 

Average AFDC Payments Recetved (S) 
Quarter of Enrollment 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 

Sample Stze 

Recipfanta 

Expertmentals Control a 

11.5 6.7 

0.20 0.10 

7.0 5.5 
9.7 5.0 

10.3 5.3 

199.SO B7.25 

45.86 18.78 
98.34 45.71 

101 .56 41 .54 

93.B 95.8 

1.20 7.99 

83.7 BB.1 
B5.3 92.1 
74.3 85 .7 

1,091.57 1,262.88 

383.34 
360.27 
337.97 

222 

422.60 
424.82 
415.37 

230 

Difference 

+ 1.s 
+ 4.7•• 
+ s.o•• 

+27.08 
+52.83° 
+60 .02•• 

- 1.9 

- 2.4 
- s.e•• 
-11.4••· 

-2e.2s•• 
-64.&5• 0 • 

-77.40••· 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations fr0111 State of Arkansas welfare and Unemployment Insurance records. 

NOTES1 These date include zero values for sample ■SIiber& not employed end for sample manbera not 
recefving welfare. These data era regressfon-adJusted ustng ordinary least squares, controlling for 
pre-enrollment characteriatfca of 88mple m111bers. There may ba s011a dtscrepenciee in calculating 
Exparimental-COntrol dffferencea due to rounding. 

A tlr<rtailed t-teat was applied to differences bei.aan Experimental and Control groups. 
Stettstical signff1cance Lavala are indicated as:•= 10 percent;••= 5 percent;•••= 1 percent. 

a Quarter 1, the quarter of enrollment, may contain e0111e earnings from the period prior to 
enroll•ent end is therefore excluded fran the maaaurea of total follo~p ai,ployment end earnings. 
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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 tor the applicants ( $171 

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 80 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, if 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. Further Subdivision of Applicant and Recipient Subgroups 

Tables 5.6 and 5. 7 present the results of a further subdivision of 

these two subgroups. Although more speculative because of the small 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 fact, affected by the WORK Program, even in the short 

run. 

Three of the subgroup analyses pertained to employability: Individuals 

with little recent work experience were compared to those with a more 

current work record, mothers with children over five years to those whose 

youngest child was aged three to five, and those with a high school diploma 
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T'8LE 5.B 

ARKANSAS 

SiORT-TERM IMPACTS OF 1ltE ARKANSAS WORK FROORAM (J<I EMPLOYMENT AND AFDC RECEIPT FOR APPLICANTS 
DURING 1ltE 1ltIRD QUARTER OF POST-ENRll.UENT FOLLOlf-UP, BY saECTED OIAAACTERISTICS 

(JUNE 20, 1983 - MARQf 1884 SAMPLE) 

Applicants 

I I 
Employed During Thfrd Average AFDC Payments Received 

Percent Quarter of Folla.-Up (I) During Third Quarter of FollC111-Up(S) 
or 

Q'lerecteriatfc Semple Experimental Control Difference Experimental Control Difference 

County 
153.13xxx Pulaski South 64.B 19.6 17.2 + 2.4 133.37 -18.76 

Jefferson 35.2 16.7 16.7 - o.o 281.22 288.86 - 7.44 

Employed During Veer • Prior to Enrollment 
Yea 33.3 39.3 43.exxx - 4.B 186.57 180.71 + 5.86 
No 66.7 B.3 3.7 + 4.B 184.83 210.89 -26.06 

Child Lesa Than Six 
No 51.3 17.2 18.9 - ,., 182 .72 208.13 -15.41 
Yea 48.7 20.1 15.1 + 4.9 177.72 193.16 -15.44 

High School DiplDllla 
b 

X 
Yea 55.D 2D.3 20.3 + o.o 189.12 185.05 + 4.07 
No 45.0 16.5 13.1 + 3.4 180.BB 220.14 -39.26 

Length of Prfor Welfare 
History 

166.S3xxx Never Hed own Cesa 56.2 15.2 17.5 - 2.3 153.37 -13.45 
Had Own AFDC Cese 43.8 22.8 16.5 + 6.4 226.52 244.49 -17.96 

N1111ber of O.n Difldren 
C 

One G.7 19.3 14.B + 4.7 146.52 192.22 -45.7aYY 
T■o 30.B 1e.6 17.2 + 1.4 187 .13 201.22 -14.10 
Three 14.8 17.B 19.B - ,.9 227.72 210.22 +17.50 

Ever Married 
d 

Yes 57.1 18.0 13.7x + 4.3 174.88 183.D9 - a.21 
No G.9 19.4 21.s - 2.1 199.43 224.47 -25.04 

S.ple Sizes 667 332 335 332 335 

BOURCEa MDRC celculetione from State of Arkanses ■ elfere end Unmnployment Ineurence records. 

NOTES1 Theae date include zero values for 88111ple members not •ployed and for ._ple members not 
raoeiv1ng welfare. These date are regreaaion-ed,Juated uafng ardtnary leeet equerea, controlling for 
pr1renr0Ll■ent charecterfattce of ample me11bera. There may be &a11e dtacrepenciea 1n celculetfng 
Experimental-Control dffferencea due to rounding. 

( contf nued) 
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TABLE 5.6 (continued) 

"Percent of S8111ple" may differ slightly from d1111ographic teblee of Chepter 2 because 34 cases 
with any missing data were dropped from the impact sample. 

Subgroup impacts ere produced fr0111 regression coefficients or treatment-subgroup interaction 
terms. All interactions are stmultaneouaz estimates for each subgroup category hold constant all other 
subgroup cheracteri eti ca. 

ePeraona were considered employed during the year prior to enrollment 1f they had UI earnings 
for any or the four prior quarters. 

b 
The high school category includes ind1vtduels with a General Equtvalancy Dipl0111e. 

c01fferenttels for family size were caLcuteted from e linear interaction term. Estimates ere 
shown only for one, two, and three chi Ldren, the rant Ly atzea nearest the mean. Frequencies therefore do 
not SLIII to 100.0 percent. 

d 
"Ever married" c0111prtaes tndtviduals Living and not living with spouse, divorced, end 

wt dowed. 

Within the control group, a tll~teiled t-test was applied to differences between cetegortea 
tn each subgroup deatgnatton. Statistical significance levels are indicated aez x = 10 percent; xx= 5 
percent; xxx = 1 percent. 

Another tll~tailed t-test was applied to differences in impacts bebileen categories in each 
subgroup designation. Statistical sfgntftcenca Levels are indicated as: y = 10 percent; yy = 5 percent; yyy 
= 1 percent. No teats were perfoniiad for the atgniftcanca of each impact singly, 



T"8LE 5.7 

ARKANSAS 

SHORT-TERM IMPACTS OF THE ARKANSAS WORK PROORAM c»l EMPLOYMENT MID AFDC RECEIPT FOR RECIPIENTS 
WRitG THE lHIRD QUAATER OF Pa;T-ENRCLLMENT Ftl.LOW-UP, BY saecreo QfARACTERISTICS 

(JUNE 20, 1983 - MARQf 1984 SAMPLE) 

Recipients 

I 
Employed During Third Average AFDC Payments Received 

Percent Quarter of Follow-Up (I) During Third Quarter of Follow-Up($) 
of 

Dlarecteriet1c Sample ExperilHntel Control Difference Experimental Control Difference 

County 
+ e.6Y Pulaski South 56.6 13.3 4.7 316.94 413.85 -96.91 

Jefferson 43.4 6.7 6.7 + o.o 359.35 412.00 -52.65 

Employed During Year 
a 

Prior to Enrollment 
Yes 7.3 52.7 4706xxx 

+ 5.1 227.43 301.33xx -73.89 
No 92.7 7.1 2.3 + 4.8 343.84 421.85 -78.00 

Child Leas Then Six 
No 38.5 12.5 8.2 + 6.3 333.53 431.92 --i!B.39 
Yea 61.5 s.2 5.2 + 3.9 336.48 401.23 -64.76 

High School Diploma 
b 

Yee 41.8 10,8 6.4 + 4.4 304.97 401.99 ➔7.02 

No 58.2 10.2 s.o + 5.2 357 .16 420.99 -63.83 

Length of Prior Welfare 
History 

O.n AfDC Case Two Years 
or Lese 35.2 12.9 8.4 

X 
+ 3.5 300.68 371.27xx -70.53 

More Than Two Years 64.8 e.1 3.5 + 5.6 354.18 435.78 -91.60 

Nuinber of O.n Children 
C 

One 35.0 7,4 4.4 + 3.0 289,16 345,7Bxxx -56.63 
Two 25.2 8,8 5.3 + 4.5 326.32 399.90 -73,58 
Three 16,4 12,3 6.3 + 6.0 363,47 454.01 -90.54 

Ever Married 
d 

Yea 42.D 10.0 2,4 + 7.5 371.26 405.53 -34,28y 
No 58.0 10.e 7.9 + 2,9 309.34 418.49 -109.15 

Semple Sizes 452 222 230 222 230 

SCIJRCE& MDRC celculationa frDIII State or Arkansas welfare and Un1111ptoymant Inauranca records. 

NOTES& Thee• data tnctude zero values for 88111ple membere not employed end for ••Pl• members not 
receiving wetfere. These data are ragraasion-adjusted using ordinary least aquaraa, controlling for 
pra-enrolt■ent characterfatica or aample members. There may be SOiie discrepancies fn calculating 
Expartmantal-Control differences due to rounding. 

(continued) 

-104- ( 



TABLE 5.7 (continued) 

"Percent of Sesnple" ••Y differ altghtly from demographic table& of Chapter 2 becauaa 34 case& 
with any •teaing data ware dropped fraa the impact a11111ple. 

Subgroup impacts are produced frca regression coefftcfents of treatment-subgroup interaction 
terms. All fntaracttona era afmultaneoua: a&tfmetea for each subgroup category hold constant all other 
subgroup charactartatica. 

a Parsons were considered employed during the year prior to •~roll■ant 1f they had UI earning& 
for any of the four prior quarters. 

b The high school category includes tndtvtduela with a General Equtvalancy Dfpl0111a. 

C Dfffarentiela for fufly atze ware calculated frcm a linear interaction term. Estimates are 
shown only for one, wo, end three children, the fmtly eizae nearest the mean. Fraquenciea therefore do 
not sum to 1 oo.o percent. 

d "Ever married" comprtaea tndtvtduala ltving and not living with spouse, divorced, end 
widowed. 

Within the control group, e t.o-teiled t-tast ••• epplted to dtffarancaa bat.sen categories 
in each subgroup deatgnetion. Statistical atgnificance Lavala era indicated aa1 x = 10 percent; xx= 5 
parcentJ xxx = 1 percent. 

Another tao-tailed t-ta&t was applied to differences in t■pects bat.ean categortee in each 
subgroup dastgnatton. Stattatical atgnificanca levels ere tndtcated ees y = 10 parcant1 yy ~ 5 percent; yyy 
c 1 percent. No teats ware parfonnad for the atgntffcence ar each impact atngly. 
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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 opposite characteristics. 

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 enrollment 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 improvements for the experimentals. 14 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 recipients respcnded similarly to 

program efforts regardless of different demographic characteristics. 

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. Other 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 analysis. 

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. 15 

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 

impact of 2.4 percentage points and a larger recipient impact of 8.6 per-
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centage points. Welfare savings per enrollee in Pulaski South were also 

larger -- roughly twice those estimated for Jefferson County. Given these 

differences by counties, it is useful to speculate on what might have 

caused them. 

The regression methodology accounted for the personal characteristics 

of enrollees, so cross-county differences in demographics are probably not 

an important part of the explanation. The greater proportion of applicants 

approved in Jefferson, if anything, could have led to larger welfare 

reductions because approved applicants are more like recipients. It is 

also possible that, despite the similarity of control employment rates in 

the two areas, the more urban labor market of Little Rock and its better 

public transportation 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 Pulaski South and Jefferson were more directly connected to 

different treatment variations than to differences in enrollees or labor 

markets. 
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2. Differences bY Age of the Children 

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 individuals 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 principal 

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 71.4 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 successful 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 reasons 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. 

and 5. 7 provide some 

Results presented for this subgroup in Tables 5.6 

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 adjustment. 

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

G. Impact 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, characteristics 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 out back local 

office discretion, and, as noted in Chapter 4, participation rates were 

greatest for the January-March subgroup. Characteristics of the three 

groups also differed, as noted in Chapter 2, al though 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 pronounced 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 January-March savings of $63 per 

enrollee 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 increase in effectiveness. 
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TABLE 5 .8 

ARKANSAS 

SHORT-TERM IMPACTS OF THE ARKANSAS WORK PROGRAM ON EMPLOYMENT 
AND AFDC RECEIPT FOR THE RESEARCH SAMPLE DURING THE THIRD QUARTER 

DF POST-ENROLLMENT FOLLOW-UP, BY ENROLLMENT PERIOD 
(JUNE 20, 1883 - MARCH 1984 SAMPLE] 

Outcome and Follow-Up Perfod 

Employ ad in Third Quarter (I} 
June 20 - September 1983 Enrolleea 

October - Dece ■he r 1983 Enrollees 

January - March 19B4 Enrollees 

Total AFDC Payments in Third 
Quarter of Follow-Up C•J 

June 20 - September 1983 Enrollees 

October - December 1983 Enrollee& 

January March 1984 Enrollees 

Saiapla Size 
June 20 - September 1883 Enrollaaa 
October - December 1983 Enrollees 
January - March 1984 Enrollees 

Expari ■ entela 

15.1 

15.6 

14.9 

254.93 

265.51 

211.88 

253 
155 
146 

Controls 

12.D 

12.e 

11 .e 

294.43z 

293.30 

274.94 

265 
163 
137 

Dffferenca 

+ 3.1 

+ 2.e 

+ 3.2 

-39.50•• 

-27.79 

-63.26** 

SOURCE& MDRC calculatfona from State of Arkansas welfare and Unemployment 
Insurance records. 

NDTESs Thaae data Include zero values for aample ■ ambera not employed end for 
sample members not receiving welfare. These data ere regresaion-adJuated uafng 
ordinary leeat aquarae, controlling for pre-enrollment characterfatice of aemple 
aembere. There may be some diecrapencias in calculating Experimental-Control 
dffferancee due to rounding. 

A two-tat lad t-teet ••• applied to differences bet■ een Experf ■ entel 

and Control groupa. Stetfatfcal afgnfffcance levels are tndfceted ••• • = 10 
percents••= 5 percents ••• = 1 percent. 

Theae effects are constrained to equality for ell three enrollment 
groupe, eo i ■ pact eeti ■ etea for the June 20 - September 19B3 group will differ 
•Lightly fro■ f ■ pacte for that group ehown in the Long-tar■ follo•-up table. 

Withfn the control group, en F-taat ••• used to ieet for the 
efgniffcence or enroll ■ ent parfad ea e factor. Statfetfcal aigntffcance Levels ere 
tndfcated ••• z = 10 parcent1 zz = 6 percent1 zzz a 1 percent. Aleo wtthin the 
control group, the differences between the eecond enroll ■ ent period end the firet and 
between the third perfod end the ff rat were each tested, but neither ■ ea 
etetfatfcelly atgnfffcant. 

-113-



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 social programs and used in other HDRC 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. Analytical Approach 

1. Components of the Analysis 

This assessment of the WORK Program's economic consequences encom­

passes a wide array of potential benefits and costs. The data come from a 

-114-



combination of sources including, 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 payments; 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. 

All benefits and costs 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 Assistance. 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. Extrapolation Beyond the Observation Period 

As discussed in Chapter 5, program impacts can endure beyond the end 

of the data collection period . • Similarly, since the treatment is 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-control 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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oosts from a base period in a single fiscal year ( 1984). 

method, later benefits and costs are estimated in 1984 dollars. 

Using this 

Even after adjusting for inflation, the value of benefits and oosts 

varies depending on when they oocur. 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 later.~ 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 

The Distribution of Gains and Losses 

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 coats, one must consider the economic consequences 

of the program separately for the experimental group, for all other people 

in society (referred to here as the "taxpayers"), 6 and for both groups 

combined, which together constitute the whole society. 

Table 6.1 illustrates 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 

transfer 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 to taxpayers and have no effect on the well-being of experi­

mentals; thus, the overall effect on society is positive. On the other 
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Component of Anelye1e 

Benefits 

In-Program Output 

Earnings 

Tax Payments 

Transfer Payments 

Transfer Program 
Administration 

Costa 

TABLE 6 .1 

ARKANSAS 

EXPECTED BENEFITS AND COSTS 
PER EXPERIMENTAL, BY PERSPECTIVE 

Pa rape ct ha 

Experi ■entals Taxpayer■ 

D + 

+ 0 

+ 

+ 

0 + 

Program Operating Costa D 

Participant Costa + 

JTPA Operating Coats 0 

I 
Society 

+ 

+ 

D 

D 

+ 

0 

NOTE& Co■ ponanta ere listed as benefits end coats according to ■ hather their 
axpacted effect 1a a net benefit or coat from the social perspective. Within each 
perspective,• positive sign(+) indicate& an expected gain to that group, a 
negative sign (-) indicate& an expected loea, and a zero (OJ indicate& neither a 
gain nor a loaa. For each coaponent, the gain or loaa to aoc1ety 1a obtained by 
au■■ 1ng tha affects on axpari ■ entala and taxpayera. 
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hand, the operating costs of the WORK Program, which are paid for entirely 

by the taxpayers, are a loss to society. 

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 coats. It is thus possible to 

assess the program's effect on experimentals relative to taxpayers, as well 

as its effect on both groups combined. 

B. Benefits 

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 their use of transfer programs. These outcomes were in fact 

achieved 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. In-Program Output 

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.7 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, 8 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 4), 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.10 
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Benefit Ver1eble 

In-Program Output 

Work Experience 

JTPA 

Earnings 

Regular E■ ploy ■ent 

Tax Pey ■ enta 

Federal Income Tax 

State Inco■ e Tax 

Social Security Tax 

State Sale& Tax/Dthar 

Tranafar Pay ■anta 

AFDC 

Medicaid 

Unaa ploy ■ent Ineurance 

Transfer Program 
Ad■ 1n1atrat1o .n 

AFDC 

Medicaid 

Une■ ploy ■ant Inaurance 

TABLE 8 .2 

ARKANSAS 

ESTIMATED VALUES PER EXPERIMENTAL 
FOR BENEFIT VARIABLES, BY COUNTY 

Pulaski South 

S 3D 

2 

780 to 1278 

52 to 86 

8 to 14 

44 to 73 

14 to 22 

-62B to -979 

-173 to -279 

27 to 58 

-138 to -215 

-a to -12 

2 to 6 
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Jefferson 

• 3 

0 

-314 to -503 

-24 to -38 

-5 to -7 

-17 to -29 

-s to -a 

-399 to -819 

-129 to -207 

0 to 22 

-ee to -136 

-5 to -1 D 

0 to 3 

Both 

S 19 

1 

344 to 570 

21 to 36 

4 to 6 

18 to 31 

8 to 9 

-535 to -836 

-165 to -250 

18 to 43 

-118 to -183 

-7 to -11 

2 to 4 
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TABLE 6.2 (continued) 

SOURCEI MDRC celculettone from WORK Progra■ cltent recorder workette 
aurveyf Une■ ploy■ent Insurance earntnga and pay ■ ent recordeJ AFDC payment 
records and publfahed date on welfare end Medtcatd coats, tax rataa and 
e■ployee fringe banaftta. 

NOTESc Results are expressed tn 1984 dollars. The enalyata ta based 
on a aa■ple of 343 axpart ■entele and 368 controls tn Pulaakf South, end 227 
expert■entela and 215 controla tn Jefferaon. 

For benefit vartablee other than tn-progra■ output, eatt ■etea 

reflect alternative aaeu■ pttone about the change fn t ■ pacta after date 
collection ended. The ftret nu■ber or each range aasu■es that t ■pacts decline 
annually by 30 percent durtng the extrapolation perfodJ the second nu■ber 
assumes no decay or increase in t ■pacts. 
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2. Earnings from Regular Jobs 

Regular unsubsidized employment was a much more important source of 

net output than work experience. The value of this output was determined 

f'rom 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 jobs held by the experimentals and controls.13 

One important limitation of the available data used in this analysis 

is 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 

f'ollow-up. Consequently, to estimate a benefit from earnings for the 

five-year time horizon, it is 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 estimates. 

One assumption is that the magnitude of the experimental-control dif­

rerence 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 still 
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increasing as the end of data collection approached. Other studies 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. 14 

Other studies suggest that the effects 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 Pulaski 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 or 

earnings. 16 

Because of the additional uncertainty imposed by the short follow-up 

period, it is useful to compare the extrapolated portion of the overall 

earnings estimate with the amount that was actually observed. This compari­

son is presented for the full sample in Table 6. 3, which also includes 

comparisons or other benefit components. As that table illustrates, the 

extrapolated estimate for each of these variables is almost as large as --



TABLE B.3 

AA KANSAS 

ESTIMATED OBSERVED AND EXTRAPOLATED BENEFITS PER EXPERIMENTAL 

Benefit Ver1able 

In-Progra■ Output 

Earnings 

Tax Pey11enta 

Transfer Pey ■enta 

Transfer Program 
Adm1n1etret1on 

Observed8 

120 

86 

10 

-272 

-48 

Type of Eat1 ■ete 

Extrepotated, 
301 Dec lf ng 
In I ■ pects 

ID 

248 

38 

-404 

-75 

Extrapolated, 
No Ch enge 

C In I ■ p1ct1 

,o 

474 

71 

-770 

-143 

SOURCE& MDRC celcuLatfona from WORK Program client recordSJ workaite 
aurveyJ Une■ ploy ■ ent Insurance earnings and pay■ent recordaJ AFDC payment 
records and p~bliahed data on welfare end Medicaid costs, tax rates and e ■ ployaa 

fringe benefita. 

NOTES1 Result& ere for Puleak1 South and Jefferson aa■ plea combined and 
are expreaaed in 1884 dollars. The total aa■ ple includes 570 axpert ■antala and 
5 83 cont r o la. 

e Based on available follow-up data. 

b 
Asau■ ea program 1apacta decline 30 percent annually during 

extrapolation period. Together, observed and extrapolated benefit& correspond 
to• period of five year,. 

C Aaauaaa no decay or tncraaaa in progra■ i ■pacta after data 
collection. 
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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.) 

Tax 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, Social 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. Transfer 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. Al though differences in the use of Medicaid could not be 

directly observed, AFDC eligibility automatically establishes eligibility 

for Medicaid. Moreover, state and t'ederal regulations allow former AFDC 

recipients to remain eligible for Medicaid for a specified period of time 

following their exit from welfare. Through October 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 

Pulaski 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 198~ administrative expenditure data maintained by the 

State of Arkansas, while the administrative costs 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 is 
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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. In 

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 f'or the experimental 

group. 

1 . Program Operating costs 

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 or Economic 

Security of the Department or 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 uni ts 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 

, 984. 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 biased. 

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, monitoring compliance with 

program rules, attempting to resolve barriers to employment (e.g., arrang­

ing for day care), developing unsubsidized jobs 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 costs 

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 or 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 inf'orma­

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 associated with the job 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 

alloca~ed 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. Participation-Related Expenses and JTPA Operating costs 

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 $4 per 

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

ARKANSAS 

ESTIMATED NET PROGRAM COSTS PER EXPERIMENTAL, BY COUNTY 

Coat Ve rhb le 

Operating Costa 

Aaaeaa■ ent 

Job Club 

Work Experience 

Individual Job 
Search/Other 

Cantrel Ad■ tntatretton 

Perttcipetfon-Relatad 
Expenaea 

Incentive Pay ■enta, 

Child Cera, Allowances 

Uae of Other Progre■ s 

JTPA Operating Coate 

Puleakt South 

• 4 

12 

17 

74 

5 

20 

87 

County 

Jefferson 

• 0 

15 

1 

55 

9 

15 

D 

Both 

• 2 

13 

11 

67 

7 

18 

40 

SOURCE: MDRC calculattona from WORK Program client records and fiscal 
recordas JTPA ffacal recorda1 and publtahad date on average duration of 
welfare recefpt. 

NOTE11 Results are expressed in 1984 dollars. The results ere baaed 
on a sample or 343 expsrt ■antals and 368 controls tn Pulaski South, and 227 
axpert ■entala and 215 controls tn Jefferson. 
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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 bad 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 job club 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 suggests, 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

vices. Indeed, if 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 cost 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. Also, 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 t .he 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 f'or the labor used. The net output 
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TABLE 8 .5 

ARKANSAS 

ESTIMATED BENEFITS AND COSTS PER EXPERIMENTAL, BY PERSPECTIVE 

Perapacttva 

I 
Co•ponant of An■ Lyais Expar1 ■ entala Taxpayers Society 

Banafita 

I n-Prog ra■ Output • 0 • 2D • 20 

Earnings 344 to 670 0 344 to 

Tex Pay11enta -48 to -81 48 to 81 0 

Transfer Pay ■ants -876 to -1042 876 to 1042 0 

Transfer Progre■ 

570 

Ad111n1atretion D 124 to 182 124 to 192 

Costa 

Program Operating Coat ■ 0 -100 -100 

Perttctpatton Expen ■•• 18 -18 0 

JTPA Operating Coate D -40 -40 

Nat Value -383 to -535 711 to 1177 348 to 842 

SOURCE1 NDRC calculation ■ fro■ WORK Progra■ caae file recorde1 worka1te 
aurvay1 Una■ ploy ■ent lnauranca earning• and pay ■enta recordsJ AFDC pay ■ents 

racordaJ WORK and JTPA fiscal recorder end publtahed data on welfare and Madtcatd 
coats, tax rataa and a■ ployaa fringe benefit ■• 

NOTES& Coate ware aat1 ■eted for the•••• ftve year period•• benefit& 
although ■ oet coat ■ ware tncurred 1n the ftrat year after rando■ •••ton■ent. 

Co■ ponent1 are liated •• benefit• or coat ■ according to prior 
expectation• regarding their value fro■ the social perapectiv ■• The reaulta 
praaentad hare, however, reflect actual outco■••• 

Within each perapecttva, po1itiva nu■ bere indicate gaina to that 
group and negative nu■bara indicate Lo••••• 

Aaaults are for Pulaak1 South and Jaffaraon aa■ plaa co■btned and 
era axprea1ed tn 1984 dollar ■• The total •••ple 1ncludee 570 exper1 ■ entala and 
683 control•. 

For benefit• other than fn-progre■ output, aatt ■etea reflect 
alternetiva e ■ eu■ ptiona about the change in f ■ pecta after data collectfon anded. 
The ffrat nu■ b•r of each range aaau■ad that 1 ■ pacta dacltna ennually by 30 
percent during the extrapolation perfodJ the aecond nu■ber a11u■ ad no decay or 
tncr•••• fn 1 ■ pects. 
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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 

loss 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 associated administrative costs is also a benefit to 

taxpayers, but it does not affect the well-being of experimentals. 

Experimentals are similarly unaf'fected by the operating costs of the 

program; these are paid entirely by the taxpayers, as are participation­

related expenses. Those expenses, 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 -- is 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 society as a whole. In assessing these results, it is important 

to remember that experimentals may have had access to other resources to 

compensate for these losses, such as support from 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, just 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 coflts, 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 county must be interpreted 

cautiously. Nevertheless, the analysis does suggest that the overall 

results were more positive in Pulaski South than in Jefferson. 
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TABLE 8.8 

ARKANSAS 

ESTIMATED BENEFITS AND COSTS PER EXPERIMENTAL, BY PERSPECTIVE AND COUNTY 

Perepecttve 
County and Co■ ponent of 
Anelyeie Expart ■entala Taxpayers Soctety 

Pu Luk t South 

Benefits 

In-Progre■ Output • 0 • 32 '32 

Eerntnga 780 to 1278 0 7B0 to 1278 

Tex Pey ■ants -117 to -184 117 to 184 0 

Transfer Pay ■enta -774 to -1198 774 to 1189 0 

Transfer Progra11 
Ad■ tniatratton 0 144 to 223 144 to 223 

Costa 

Program Ope rett ng Coat a D -112 -112 

Perttctpatton Expanses 20 - 20 0 

JTPA Operating Coate 0 - 87 - 87 

Nat Val ua -81 to -84 868 to 1449 777 to 1355 

J•ffereon 

Banef tta 

In-Progra■ Output 0 3 3 

Earntnga -314 to -503 D -314 to -503 

Tax Pay ■anta 63 to 82 -53 to -82 0 

Tranafer Pay ■ente -528 to -804 528 to 804 0 

Transfer Program 
Ad■ tntatretion 0 84 to 145 84 to 145 

Coau 

Progre■ Oparattng Coat ■ D - BO -80 

Parttctpatton Expanaea 115 - 15 D 

JTPA Operating Coeta 0 0 0 

Nat Value -774 to -1210 477 to 7715 -287 to -435 
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TABLE s.s [continued) 

SOURCESs NDRC calculationa fro■ WORK Pragra■ client recarda; warkaite survayJ 
Unemployment Insurance eernfnga and pay■ent racordaJ AFDC pay■ ent racardaJ WORK and 
JTPA fiscal recordaJ and publtshad data an welfare racetpt, Nedicatd coats, tax 
rates and employee fringe benefits. 

NOTESs Coats were aeti ■atad for the •••e five year period aa benefits 
although ■oat coat& ware incurred in the firat year after rendo■ aaatgnment. 

Co■ ponanta are listed•• benefit& or caata according to prior 
expectation& regarding their value from the social perspective. The results 
preeanted here, however, reflect actual outco■ea. 

Within each perapectiva, poattive nu■bars indtcete gains to that 
group and negative numbers tndfcata Lasses. 

Results are expressed in 1984 doll~rs. The results are baaed on a 
aa■ ple of 343 exparf ■antals end 36B controla in Pulaakf South, end 227 experi ■antala 
and 215 controls fn Jefferaon. 

For benefits other than in-program output, aatt ■atea rsflect 
alternative aseu■ptfona about the change tn t ■pacta after data collactton ended. 
The firat nu■bar of each range aaau■ea that i ■ pacta decline by 30 percent annually 
during the extrapolation periods the second nu■ber aaau■ ea no decay or tncraaaa in 
t ■ pacta. 
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The net value of' the WORK Program was also 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 government budget, 

unlike the taxpayer, does not directly benefit from output produced in 

program-related jobs. However, the program's effect on the government 

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 

be tween $6 91 to $1 , 1 57. 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: i.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 $~1 was observed. 

E. Some Benefit-Cost Conclusions 

This chapter has emphasized that the net value estimates should not be 



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 is 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 is 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 overall 

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. Despite 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 is 

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, al though they 

should be taken into account in judging the overall merits of the WORK 

Program. 



\ 

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 Arkansa~ WORK Program evaluation in Pulaski 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: 

• The use, for the first time in Arkansas, of group job search 
("Job clubs") on a large scale for the WIN-mandatory AFDC popu­
lation; 

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

• The extension of WIN-mandatory status to parents whose 
youngest child was aged three to five. 
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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 

• The projected benefits and costs of the program for experimen­
tals, all other taxpayers, and society 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 

f'rom program participation requirements and barred also 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 recipients 

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 tor a number 
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of reasons, such as the birth of a new child. 

The principal 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. Part101pat1on in WORK Program components 

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 club 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 

-145-



fact, the majority (57 .6 percent) or the sample members did not remain 

registered in the program -- and were therefore not eligible to participate 

-- for the full nine months. One reason is 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 or 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 caseload 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 who 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 

enrollment 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. Oyerall Impact Findings 

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 second 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 t 4. 0 percent. This gain is 

similar in absolute magnitude to the employment impacts of job search 

programs evaluated in other states. 1 

measures were of corresponding size. 

unsubsidized employment remained low. 

Increases in other labor market 

Despite these gains, overall 

Reductions in welfare receipt were larger and more stable, growing 

steadily through the third and last quarter of follow-up. At that point, 

controls were on average receiving $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 

tor 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 

s~ill 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 40 percent or 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. Program Benefits and Costs 

Because controls received virtually no services beyond assessment, 

estimates of the incremental costs or 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 also 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 conclusions. 

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 those 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. General Lessons 

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 critical 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. Indeed, 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 

tor 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 ML .a. 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, job 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. 

-150-



During the study period, staff discretion at the local office level 

contributed to wide variation in program implementation across the eight 

counties. In part, local discretion arose 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. In 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 also 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 final 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-
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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 local staff' in goal-setting and the conflicting job 

developer responsibilities reduced uniform! ty 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 f'or 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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A. Introduction 

APPENDIX A 

SUPPLEMENTAL SAMPLE OF ENROLLEES 

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 sane of the 

mandatory applicants and recipients who were enrolled in the program 

between January 1 and June 19, 1983. The sample canprised 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 from the sample even if they had not yet 

participated because state officials wanted to ensure that the program 

served those individuals 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 477 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 special 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 

randan assignment than members of the main sample. 

B. Part1c1oat1on 

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 
1 

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 aDf activity increased by 3 

percentage points fran the sixth month to the ninth 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 WORK PROGRAM ENROLLMENT, BY SAMPLE GROUP 

(JANUARY 1, 1983 - MARCH 1984 SAMPLE) 

Characteristic 

Welfare Stetua {I) 
Applicant 
Recipient 

County (I) 
Pulaski South 
Jefferson 

Sex (S] 
Male 
Female 

Age ( S) 

Lesa Than 19 Years 
19-24 Years 
25-34 Years 
35-44 Years 
45 Years or More 

Average Age [Years) 

Ethnicity (I) 
White, Non-Hispanic 
Bleck, Non-Htapanic 
Other 

Degree Received [I) 
None 
High School or General 

Equivalancy Diploma 

Average Highest Grade Completed 

Marital Status (SJ 

Navar Married 
Married, Living With Spouse 
Married, Not Living With Spouse 
Dtvorcad/Wtdowad 

With Chtld(ran) (l)b/c 

Lese Than S Years 
6 to 18 Years 

Supplemental 
Reeaarch 
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38.6 
61.4 

54.8 
45.2 

2.2 
97.8 

2.8 
1 s.o 
51.1 
19.3 

B.9 

so.a 

13.5 
85.5 

0.9 

53.1 

46.9 

10.6 

50 .1 
2.7 

24.6 
22.s 

57.B 
72.1 

Sample Research Sample 

59.s••• 
4D 0 5••• 

s1.1••• 
3e.a••• 

2.4 
97.6 

3.1 
2a.1••• 
50. 8 
1 s.e•• 

6 .s •• 

29.4••· 

13.4 
86.3 

0 .1 8 

5D 0 4 

49.6 

11.0••· 

48.9 
2.7 

25.1 
23.3 

53.7• 
s0.1 
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TAB LE A. 1 ( co n ti nu ad ) 

Characteristic 

Average Number of Children 
Lass Than 6 Years 
6 to 18 Years 

Prior AFDC Dependency (S) 
Never on AFDC 
Two Years or Leas 
Mora Than Two Yaare 

Average Months on AFDC During Two Years 
Prior to Enrollment 

Average Months Employed During Two 
Years Prior to Enrollment 

Hald Job at Any Time During ~our 
Quarters Prior to Enrollment 

Held Job Durtn8 Quarter Prior to 
Enrol lmant [I) 

Average Earnings DurfngdFour Quarters 
Prior to Enrollment (S) 

Average Earnings Dur1ngdQuartar 
Prior to Enrollment (SJ 

For Longest Job Held in Paet Two 
Average Hourly Wage Rate (SJ 
Average Weekly Hours 
Duration of Job [Months) 

f 
Total Sample 

e 
Years 

Supplemental 
Research Sample 

a.so 
1.64 

21.6 
27.9 
50.5 

15.4 

3.6 

12.3 

6.7 

255.66 

48.98 

3. 74 
34.5 
20.0 

940 

Research Sample 

as.s••• 
32.1••· 
30.s••• 

14. 1 ••• 

615.87••· 

3.78 
33.5 
19.3 

1153 

SOURCE1 Calculations from MDRC Client Information Sheets, program tracking 
records end Unemployment Insurance earning& records from the State of Arkansas. 

NOTES1 
June 20, 1983. 
March 1984. 

The Supplemental Research Sample consists of enrollees prior to 
The Research Sample includes all enrollees from June 20, 1883 -

Dtstrtbutions may not add exactly to 100.0 percent because of 
rounding. 

a Chi-square test inepproprfata owing to Low expected cell 
frequencies. 

b 
Dtstrfbuttons may not add to 100.D percent because aampla members 

~ey have children tn more then one category. 
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TABLE A.1 (continued) 

C 
For Supplemental Raseerch Sample members, tha Client Information 

sheet requested information on the presence of children leas than 7 years and 
between 7 to 18 years. The form we& changed as of June 20, 1983 to request 
information concerning children Lees than 6 year& and between 6 to 18 yeers. 

d 
Calculated from Unemployment lnaurenca racorda from the State of 

Arkeneae. 

e 
For questions concerning longest Job, sample sizes era based on 

the number of sample members who reported a longest Job on the Client Information 
Sheet. Due to missing data for &elected characteriatica these sample sizea vary 
from 342 - 349 for the Supplemental Sample and from 515 - 528 for the Research 
Semple. 

f 
For selected characteristics, aample sizes may vary up to 

thirty-three sample potnts due to missing data. 

A two-tailed t-tast wee applied to differences between the two 
research samples. Statistical aign1f1cance levels ere tnd1ceted ass•= 10 
percent; •• c 5 percents•••= 1 percent. 
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Component 

Any Activt ty (I] 

Job Club (I] 

T/f!LE A.2 

ARKANSAS 

QJMULATIVE PARTICIPATION RATES FOR lME SUPPLEMENTAL SAHPLE 
OF WORK PROORAM 6CPERU£NTAI. ENRQ.LEES, BY ACTIVITY 

(JANJARY 1 - JUNE 20, 1983 steSAHPLE] 

Part1c1pat1an Rate Within (I) 

1 2 3 6 9 12 
Manth Months Manths Manthe Montha HDntha 

s.2 7.3 9.4 13.5 16.6 20.8 

4.2 5.2 B.3 8.3 10.4 18.B 

Individual Jab Search (I] 1.0 2.1 3.1 7.3 9.4 B.4 

Dereg1 strati an (IJ 1D.4 11.s 16.7 19.8 22.9 28.1 

Total Sample 

Semple 
Size 

96 

SClJRCE: MDRC celculet1ana tram pragr• activity data collected tr1111 Cesa Ftle Records of a 
random aubaempla Df axpar1mentale. 

NOTES• Indtvtduala may have participated in more then one pragr• acttv1ty. All 
partictpatton rataa are calculated ea• percentage of all expertmentele 1n the aubauiple. 
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c. Impacts 

The inclusion of the supplemental sample in the analysis offered an 

opp0rtunity to further test a generalization that has emerged elsewhere in 

studies of employment programs f'or 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 canparable 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 program e1'fect. 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 also 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. Sane 

very slight differences between experimentals and controls exist in employ-
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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 SAMPLE 
(JANUARY 1 - JUNE 20, 1983 SAMPLE) 

Outcome end Follow-Up Period 

Ever Employed, Quarters 2 - 5 (1) 8 

Average Number or Quarters With 
Emplayment, Quarters 2 - 5a 

Ever Employed (I} 
Quarter of Enrollment 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 
Quarter 4 
Quarter 5 

Average Total Earnings, Quarters 2-5 (1) 11 

Average Ta ta l Earnings (.) 

Quarter of Enrollment 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 
Quarter 4 
12Ua rte r 5 

Ever Received Any AFDC Payment, 
Quarters 1 - 5 (I) 

Average Number of Months Receiving 
AFDC Pey ■ente, Quarters 1 - 5 

Ever Received Any AFDC Pay ■ente [I] 
Quarter or Enroll ■ ent 

Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 
Quarter 4 
Quarter 5 

Average Total AFDC Pay ■ enta 

Received, Quarter• 1 - 5 (I) 

Average AFDC Pay ■enta Recatved (I} 
Quarter of Enroll ■ ent 
Qua rtar 2 
Que rter 3 
Quarter 4 
Quarter 5 

se■ ple Stze 

Supplemental Research Sample 

Experi ■ antala Controls Dtfferance 

16.4 17 .o - o.s 

D.45 0.45 + 0.00 

e.e e.s - 1 • D 
10 .4 1 D.9 - o.s 
12.s 11.4 + 1.1 
11.2 11.0 + 0.2 
11 • 1 11.4 - 0.3 

561.35 524.(14 +37.30 

76.B3 eo.20 - 3.37 
12a .1 e 114. 9 B + e.21 
161.D8 129.01 +32.07 
135.29 129.05 + 6 .24 
141 .83 151 • 04 - 9.21 

71.7 71.3 + 0.4 

8.54 B.71 - 0.11 

70.D 68.2 + ,.a 
82.6 83.7 - 1.2 
57.5 59.4 - 1.9 
65.B 57.B - 2.1 
53.3 55.0 - 1.7 

1,309.07 1,319.BD -10.73 

272.D5 271.38 + 0.69 
263.52 263.88 - 0 .16 
258.22 263.78 - 4.54 
271.87 276.43 - 3.47 
252.32 255.57 - 3.25 

461 451 
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TABLE A.3 (continued) 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from State or Arkansas ••lfare end Unemployment 
Insurance records. 

NOTES: These data include zero values for sample member& not employed end for 
sample member• not recefv1ng •elfare. These data are regresaion-edJuatad using 
ordinary Least squares, controlling for pre-enrollment characteristics of sample 
members. There may be some discrepancies in calculating Experimental-Control 
differences due to rounding. 

A two-tailed t-tast ••s applied to differences between Experimental 
and Control groups. Differences were not statistically atgnificant. 

a 
Quarter 1, the quarter of enrollment, may contain some earnings from 

the period prior to enrollment and ta therefore excluded from the measures of total 
follow-up employment and earntnga. 
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ment and welfare measures for most quarters and for summary measures, but 

they are so snall 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 

"individual 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 horizon. 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-



I 



Af!PE®I;X a 



APPENDIX B 

RESULTS FROM THE WORKSITE SURVEY 

Participant Performance and Experiences at the Worksites 

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 worksi te.) The survey, a standardized instrument 

designed by MDRC, is being conducted in all programs in the Work/Welfare 

Demonstration that offer unpaid work experience. Its purpose is 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 almost 

an hour for supervisors. The sample was drawn from participants who worked 

fran December 1983 to June 198!1 in any of the four counties in the 

demonstration which operated work experience (Pulaski South, Jefferson, 

Crawford and Sebastian). Work assigments were similar across counties, 

reducing the likelihood 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. 

-166-



A. TYpea or Jobs Held 

All but one of the jobs in the sample of 24 work experience 

assignments were either clerical. ( 11) or service ( 12) , commonly day-care 

services. Private nonprofit agencies were the most common work sponsor. 

Some typical job descriptions are: 

• Day-care worker at a church-sponsored day care center. 

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

• 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 assignments would have paid 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 $ll.OO or more per hour, with a ceiling of $5.00 per hour. 

The average wage an assignment 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," i.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 



the agency." (See Table B.1.) 

Supervisors were also asked if the tasks currently assigned to 

participants would be carried out if the program ceased to exist. All said 

that they would. Supervisors were also asked who would perform the work. 

(They could give more than one response.) All 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. Productivity 

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 choices -- 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 picture of work 

assignments that contribute to the agency's functioning and are not 

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

ARKANSAS 

CHARACTERIZATION BY WORKSITE SUPERVISORS AND PARTICIPANTS 
OF WORK EXPERIENCE JOBS IN TERMS OF IMPORTANCE TO THE AGENCY 

Degree of Importance 

Su_pervtaore' Perception 

Necessary Work 

Work Can Wait, But Eventually 
Needs to be Done 

Helps if Work is Done 

Work is Not Particularly 
Important to Agency 

Total Number of Sampled Work Experience 
Supervisors 

Participants' Perce~ 

Necessary Work 

Work Can Wait, But Eventually 
Needs to be Done 

Helps if Work is Done 

Work ts Not Particularly 
Important to Agency 

Total Number of Sampled Work 
Experience Participants 

Number of Participants 

19 

4 

1 

0 

24 

17 

2 

3 

0 

22 

SOURCE: Intervtewa conducted by MDRC Field Raeaarch Staff ■ 1th 
a random sample of participants in work experience Jobs between 
December 1983 and June 1984 end their ■ orksite supervfsors. 

-169 -



with canparable assignments. The next section considers the value of the 

jobs 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 

more 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 or 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. 

Cognitiye Skills 

• ability to read and write; 
• arithmetic skills. 

General Working Skills 

• communicating well; 
• cooperating with co-workers; 
• dealing with the public; 
• using initiative; 
• working well without close supervision. 

Ability to use Tools 

• simple tools; 
• tools requiring dexterity; 
• simple machines; 
• complex machines. 

When the skill levels of these jobs are compared to those that 
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supervisors say are required at worksites elsewhere in MDRC's Work/Welfare 

Demonstration, it appears that they call for a considerable number of 

skills. General skills -- particularly the ability to 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 assignment have a greater potential 

to show improvement than those who are already adequate. Looking at these 

criteria, it appears that the 24 worksites analyzed in Arkansas have some 

potential for skill improvement: First, most required skills. Second, 

when participants began the assigment, 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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TAB LE B. 2 

ARKANSAS 

ADEQUACY OF WORK EXPERIENCE PARTICIPANTS IN SELECTED SKILLS AND WORK HABITS 
IMPORTANT IN THEIR JOBS, AT THE START OF THEIR JOBS 

AND AT TIME OF INTERVIEWS, AS JUDGED BY THEIR WORKSITE SUPERVISORS 

Type of Skill or Work Habit 

Cognitive Skills 
Reading/Writing 
Arithmetic 

General Skills 
Communicates Wall 
Cooperates with 

Co-Workers 
Deals With Public 
Uses Own Initiative 
Worke Without Supervision 

Ability to Use Toole 
Simple Tools 
Tools Requiring Dexterity 
Simple Machines 
Complex Machines 

Work Habits 
Attendance 
Concentrates on Task 
works Quickly 
Follows Instructions 
Cell& in Sick 
Completes Tasks 
Learns From Mistakes 

Number of Work 
Experience 
Jobs Where 
Skill is 

Important 

11 
3 

24 

24 
23 
15 
21 

9 
15 
20 
10 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
NIA 
N/A 
N/A 

a 
Number of Participants Who Ware: 

Adequate or 
More Than 

Adequate at 
Start of Work 

Inadequate at 
Start of Work 

Inadequate 
at 

Ti me of 
Experience Job Experience Job Interview 

11 D 0 
3 0 D 

17 

24 
16 
a 

17 

9 

14 
14 

6 

22 
22b 
21 
22 
17 
21 
18c 

7 

0 
7 
7 
4 

0 

1 
6 

4 

2 
2 

2 
2 
7 
3 

5 

1 

D 
5 
6 
1 

0 

D 
0 
0 

D 
2 
1 
0 
3 
1 
2 

SOURCEz Interviews conducted by MDRC Field Research staff with the workaita 
aupervtaora of a random sample of participants in work experience Jobs between 
December 1983 and June 1984. 

NOTES& N/A indicates not applfcable because all aupervtaora were asked to 
rate tha adequacy of the participant. 

a A total of 24 aupervtaara were interviewed. Numbers ere baaed only on 
thoee Jobs 1n ■ hich the aupervtaar tndtcated that the aktll was important. 

b 
Nat a relevant factor for one interviewed supervisor. 

C 
Data from one interview ia mieaing for this question. 
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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 their 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. n They responded as 

follows: 

Number or Participants 

Strongly disagree •.•..•..•..•••.•..••• 18 
Somewhat disagree •..........•....•••••• , 
Somewhat agree ••...•.••..•••••.....••.. 2 
Strongly agree •••••••..•.••••.•.••.•.•• 1 

In contrast to the responses from supervisors, 19 of the 22 participants 

felt they had learned something on the job. 

In summary, the worksi tes showed potential for skills improvement. 

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

inadequate at the time of the interview. 

E. Fairness 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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TAB LE B.3 

ARKANSAS 

WORK EXPERIENCE PARTICIPANT RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS 
CONCERNING THE FAIRNESS OF A WORK REQUIREMENT 

IN THE PROGRAM 

Question 

How satisfied are you about receiving 
welfare benefits Like this - that 1a, 
tied to a Job, instead of simply receiving 
your benefits? 

Very Satisfied 
Somewhat Satisfied 
Somewhat Dissatisfied 
Not Satisfied at All 

I feel better about receiving welfare 
now that I am working for it. 

Strongly Agree 
Som ew hat Ag r e e 
Somewhat Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 

I'd like to ask you how useful your work 
1a to the agency. Let's say you £..Ql!!.'1...!1:.L 

the .Y..,MJulnesa of your work to the amount 
of mone) you receive in benefits - who 
would you aay probably 1a getting the 
better end of the deal& .Y...Q..Y, or the 

a 
agency? 

Me 
Nei thar Ona 
Agency 

Does participant understand that partici­
pation is mandatory? 

Yea 
No 

Total Number of •ark Experience 
Participants Interviewed 

Number of Participants 

4 
12 

6 

0 

10 
7 
2 

3 

3 
2 

16 

20 
2 

22 

SOURCE& Interviews conducted by MDRC Field Research staff ■ 1th 

a random sample of participants in work experience Jobs between 
December 1883 and June 1884. 

NOTE1 8Totel does not add to 22 due to ~1&aing response. 
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other demonstration states.1 

Sixteen of the 22 survey participants said 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 it. 

A third question dealt with the issue of fairness in terms of 

financial equity. Although participants generally said 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, "0Verall, I like my job. n Only two participants 

disagreed, and 17 said 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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TAB LE B.4 

ARKANSAS 

WORK EXPERIENCE PARTICIPANT RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS 
CONCERNING JOB SATISFACTION AT WORKSITES 

Question 

Overall, I like my Job. 
Strongly o;sagree 
Somewhat Disagree 
Somewhat Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Generally speaking, how do you feel most 
days about coming to work hare? In other 
words, most daye do you: 

Look forward to coming to work? 
Not care one way or the other? 
Hate the thought of coming to work? 

Whet about your supervisor and other 
regular employees here -- do you feel 
they look on you es part of the regular 
&taff? 11 

Yes 
No 

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

Strongly Disagree 
Somewhat Disagree 
Somewhat Ag rae 
Strongly Agree 

I have not learned anything new on this 
Job. 

Strongly o;aegree 
Somewhat Disagree 
Somewhat Agree 
Strongly Agree 

Total Number of Work Experience 
Participants Interviewed 

Number of Participants 

1 
1 
3 

17 

20 
2 
D 

21 
0 

2 

2 
10 

8 

18 
1 
2 
1 

22 

SOURCE s Interviews conducted by MDRC Field Research Staff with 
e random sample of participants in work experience Jobs between 
December 1983 end June 1984. 

NOTE: 
response. 

1 D1stributfon does not add to 22 due to missing 
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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 recipients, like most people, want to work and prefer 

working to not working. 
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TABLE C.1 

ARKANSAS 

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF RESEARCH SAMPLE MEMBERS 
AT TIME OF WORK PROGRAM ENROLLMENT, BY RESEARCH GROUP 

[JUNE 20, 19B3 - MARCH 1984 SAMPLE) 

Characteristic Control Experimental 

Welfare Statue (S) 
Applicant 
Recipient 

County (%) 
Pulaski South 
J effa rson 

Sex [I) 
Male 
Female 

Age ( I] 
Less Than 19 Years 
19-24 Veers 
25-34 Years 
35-44 Years 
45 Years or More 

Average Age (Years) 

Ethnicity (S) 
White, Non-Hispanic 
Black, Non-Hi spa ni c 
Other 

Degree Received (SJ 
None 
High School or General 

Equivelency Diploma 

Average Highest Grade Completed 

Marital Statue (S) 
Never Married 
Married, Living With Spouse 
Married, Not Living With Spouse 
Dtvo~cad/Wido•ad 

b 
W 1 th Ch 1 l d (ran) ( S] 

Lesa Than 6 Years 
6 to 18 Years 

-180-

59.0 
41.0 

63 .1 
36.9 

1.4 
98 .s 

2.9 
21.s 
s2 .e 
15.B 

6.B 

29.7 

12 .5 
87.5 
o.o 

52.5 

47.5 

11.0 

49.B 
2.3 

23.5 
24.4 

53.1 
72.1 

so.o 
40.D 

60.2 

as.a 

a.a 
25.B 
48.8 
16.0 

6.1 

48.3 

51.7 

11.0 

48.D 
3 .1 

26.7 
22.2 

(continued) 
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TABLE C.1 (continued) 

Characteristic 

Average Number of Children 
Le&& Than 6 Years 
6 to 18 Years 

Prior AFDC Dependency (S) 
Never on AFDC 
Two Years or Less 
More Than Two Years 

Average Months on AFDC During T•o 
Years Prior to Enrollment 

Average Months Employed During Two 
Years Prior to Enrollment 

Hald Job at Any Tiiae During Four 
C 

Quarters Prior to Enrollment (SJ 

Hald Job Durfn@ Quarter Prior to 
Enrol Lmsnt (SJ 

Average Earnings During Four Quarters 
C 

Prior to Enrollment C•J 

Average Earnings During Quarter Prior 
C 

to Enrollment (t) 

For Longest Jo~ Held fn 
Past Two Years 

Average Hourly Wage Rate (t) 
Average Weekly Hours 
Duration of Job (Months] 

e 
Total Sample 

Control 

D.fJB 

1.34 

36.0 
30.6 
33.4 

11.6 

22.s 

15.3 

836.84 

155.74 

3.77 
33.6 
19.6 

583 

Experimental 

0. 70 
1.32 

22.5 

594.43 

142.26 

3. 79 
33.5 
19.0 

570 

SOURCE: Calculations froia MDRC Client Information Sheats, program 
tracking records and Unemployment lneuranca earnings records from the State of 
Arkansas. 

NOTES1 
rounding. 

fraquanci ••• 

a 

b 

Distributions may not add exactly to 100.D percent because of 

Chi-square teat inappropriate owing to Low expected cell 

Distributions do not add to 100.0 percent because aa•ple members 
■ ay have children in more than one category. 

cCalculated from Unemployment Insurance records from the State of 
Arkansas. 

(continued) 
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TABLE c.1 (continued) 

d 
For questions concerning longe8t Job, eemple a1ze8 are based on 

the number of sample members who reported a longest Job on the Client 
Information Sheet. Due to mis8ing data for selected character1at1ca these 
sample sizes vary from 260 - 263 for the Controls end from 255 - 264 for the 
Experimental&. 

8
For selected character1et1ce, sample sizes may vary up to 

seventeen sample points due to missing data. 

A two-tailed t-teet was applied to differences between research 
group&. Stat1et1cel significance levels are indicated 881 • = 10 percents••= 
5 percent;•••= 1 percent. 
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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 1984 SUBSAMPLE) 

Participation Rata Within (I) 

1 2 3 6 9 12 
Period of Enrollment Month Months Months Months Months Months 

June 20 - September 1983 25.0 29.4 31.9 3B.B 40.6 41.B 
a 

October - December 1883 25.9 28.2 28.2 31.B 32.9 
a 

NIA 

January - March 1984 29.8 36.2 44.7 48.9 
a 

NIA NIA 

Sample 
Size 

160 

85 

94 

SCIJRCE: MDRC calculations from progran activity data collected from Cesa File Records of a 
randan subsample or experimental•. 

NOTES1 Participation rates are calculated as a percentage of ell experimental& in the 
indicated enrollment period. 

Testa of atattsttcal significance between sxpartmentals of different enrollment 
periods were not calculated. 

WA denotes not applicable due to the absence of extended follm-up for enrollees 
entering the sample after September 1983. 

8 Foll011-up for the final month of entry wee approximately 1/2 month leas than that for 
the preceding months. A statistical correction produced no change in participation 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 1984 SUBSAMPLE] 

Dareg1atrat1on Reta Within (%) 

1 2 3 6 9 12 
Period of Enrollment Month Months Months Month a Montha8 Month a 

June 20 - September 1983 16.3 26.9 32.5 39.4 65.0 85.0 
b 

October - December 1883 14.1 35.5 40.0 55.3 64.7 
b 

NIA 

January - March 18B4 18.1 29.8 42.6 61.7 
b 

NIA NIA 

Sample 
Siu 

160 

85 

94 

SllJRCE1 MORC calculations fr1111 progrem activity data collected fr1111 Caaa Fila Recorda of a 
random aubaampla of axperimantaLa. 

NOTES: Deragiatration rates ere calculated es a percentage of ell experimental& in the 
indicated enrollment period. 

Testa of statistical aignificance between experimental& of different enrollment 
periods were not calculated. 

NIA denotes not applicable due to the absence of extended follow-up for enrol Lesa 
entering the sample after September 1983 • 

• Nine month daregiatretion rates in this tabla ere slightly higher than those shown in 
Table 4.1. The percent deragiatered 1n Tabla 4.1 doaa not include enroll••• who ware active after 
their ff rat daregistration, while this table includes thie group ea dareg1atared. 

b 
Follow-up for the final month of entry was approximately 1/2 Month lees then that for 

the preceding ■ontha. A atatist1cal correction produced no change tn participation rates. 
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TABLE D.3 

ARKANSAS 

CUMULATIVE PARTICIPATION RATES IN JOB CLUB 
FOR WORK PROGRAM EXPERIMENTAL ENROLLEES, BY PERIOD OF ENROLLMENT 

(JUNE 20, 1983 - MARCH 1984 SUBSAMPLE) 

Parttc1pat1on Rate Within (SJ 

1 2 3 8 9 12 
Period of Enrollment Month Month a Month a Months Months Months 

June 20 - September 1983 15.0 19.4 22.5 28.1 30.0 31.38 

October - December 1983 12.9 15.3 15.3 21.2 22.48 WA 

January - Merch 1984 17.0 25.5 29.8 34.0 
a 

WA WA 

Sample 
Size 

160 

85 

94 

SllJRCE1 MDRC calculattona fran program acttvtty data collected fr0111 Ce&e File Records of a 
random 1ub1emple of expert•entala. 

NOTES1 Participation rates are calculated•• a percentage of all expertmentala tn the 
indicated enroLLaant period. 

Teats of atattattcel signtftcance between axperimentala of different enrollment 
pertoda were not calculated. 

NIA denotea not applicable due to the absence of extended follow-up fer enrollees 
entering the 88111ple after Sapt•ber 1983 • 

• Fellow-up for the final month of entry was approximately 1/2 month Leas than that for 
the preceding months. A etattaticsl correction produced no change in participation rataa. 
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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, 1983 - MARCH 1984 SUBSAMPLE) 

Parttc1patton Rate Withtn (1) 

1 2 3 6 9 12 
Period of Enrollment Month Months Montha Months Montha Manthe 

June 20 - Saptanbar 1983 11.3 16.9 18.1 23.1 24.4 2s.o• 

October - December 1983 10.s 16.5 16.5 20.0 21.28 NIA 

January - March 1984 10.s 19.1 19.1 2s.sa NIA NIA 

Sample 
Stu 

160 

85 

94 

SOURCE1 MDRC caLculattona fran program activtty data collected from Casa Fila Records of e 
randOIII aubaupla of axpart•antals. 

NOTES1 Parttctpation rates are calculated ea a percentage of all axpartmentala in the 
indtcated anroLllllent partod. 

Teats of atattsttcel atgnfftcance between expartaantaLs of dtffarant enrollment 
periods ware not calculated. 

NIA denotes not applicable due to the absence of extended follow-up for anroLLaaa 
entering the aa.pla after Sapt•bsr 1883. 

a Follor-up for the ftnel 11onth of entry wea epproxtaetaly 1/2 month LsBB than that for 
the pracadtng aontha. A atat1sttcal correction produced no change tn parttctpatton retae. 
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TABLE E. 1 

ARKANSAS 

LONGER-TERM IMPACTS OF THE ARKANSAS WORK PROGRAM ON EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS, AND AFDC 
RECEIPT FOR APPLICANTS DURING THE FIVE QUARTER POST-ENROLLMENT FOLLOW-UP PERIOD 

(JUNE 20, 1983 - DECEMBER 1983 SAMPLE) 

Outcome and Follow-Up Period 

Ever Employed, Quarters 2 - 5 (I)• 

Average Number of Quarters With 
Employment, Quarters 2 - 5a 

Ever Employed (S) 
Quarter of Enrollment 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 
Quarter 4 
Quarter 5 

Average Total Earnings, Que rte rs 

Average Total Earnings ( . ) 

Quarter of Enrollment 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 
Quarter 4 
Quarter 5 

Ever Received Any AFDC Payment, 
Quarters 1 - 5 (SJ 

2-5 

Average Number of Months Receiving 
AFDC Paymenta, Quarters 1 - 5 

Ever Received Any AFDC Payments (I) 
Quarter of Enroll111ent 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 
Quarter 4 
Quarter 5 

Average Total AFDC Payments 
Received, Quarters 1 - 5 l•J 

Average AFDC Payments Received l•l 
Quarter of Enrollment 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 
Quarter 4 
Quarter 5 

Sample Sha 

Cs l 11 

Applicant& 

Exp_er1mantals Controls Difference 

28.0 22.9 + 5.1 

0.74 0.60 + D .14 

16.2 15.9 + D.3 
16.2 12 .a + 3.4 
16 .7 14.8 + 1. 9 
18.0 15.6 + 2.4 
22.7 16.7 + 6.0 

632.58 813 .13 -18D.56 

94.57 136.97 -42.40 
111.42 140 .48 -29.06 
146 ·.oe 208.73 -62.65 
164.59 224. 76 -6D.17 
210.29 238.98 -28.69 

63. 1 65.8 - 2.5 

5.86 6.55 - D.69 

47.9 51 .8 - 3.9 
54.5 55.7 - 1.2 
48.0 51.2 - 3.2 
42.9 50.3 - 7.4 
37.7 47.6 - e.9• 

B76.91 1,02·2.10 -145.1 B 

127.58 137.98 -10.40 
213.25 228.14 -14.89 
1B4.68 220.25 -25.57 
188.68 224.51 -35.B4 
152.72 211.21 -5e.4s•• 

148 164 

(continued) 
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TABLE E.1 (continued) 

SOURCE: MDRC celculations from Stete of Arkanees welfare and Unemployment 
Insurance records. 

NOTES: These date include zero values for sample members not employed and for 
sample members not receiving welfare. These data are regreeeion-edJusted uetng 
ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-enrollment charactertattca of sample 
members. There may be some discrepenciaa in calculating Experimental-Control 
differences due to rounding. 

A two-tailed t-teet was applied to differences between Experimental 
and Control groupa. Stattettcal stgntftca~ce levels are indicated as:•= 10 
parcentJ •• ~ 5 percent; ••• = 1 percent. 

e 
Quarter 1, the quarter of enrollment, may contain some earnings from 

the period prior to enrollment and ts therefore excluded from the meaaurae of total 
follow-up employment end earnings. 
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TABLE E,2 

ARKANSAS 

LONGER-TERM IMPACTS OF THE ARKANSAS WORK PROGRAM ON EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS, AND AFDC 
RECEIPT FOR RECIPIENTS DURING THE FIVE QUARTER POST-ENROLLMENT FOLLOW-UP PERIOD 

(JUNE 20, 1983 - SEPTEMBER 1983 SAMPLE) 

Outcome and Follow-Up Period 

Ever Employed, Quarters 2 - 6 [1) 8 

Average Number of Quarters With 
Employment, Quarters 2 - 5 8 

Ever Employed [S) 
Quarter of Enrollment 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 
Quarter 4 
Quarter 5 

Average Total Earnings, Quarters 2-5 C•J 8 

Average Total Earnings ( s J 
Quarter of Enrollment 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 

Quarter 4 
Cluarter 5 

Ever Received Any AFDC Payment, 
Quarters 1 - 5 (S) 

Average Number of Month& Receiving 
AFDC Payments, Quarters 1 - 5 

Ever Received Any AFDC Payments (l) 
Quarter of Enrollment 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 
Quarter 4 

Quarter 5 

Average Total AFDC Payments 
Received, Que rte rs 1 - 5 ( S) 

Average AFDC Payments Received (S} 
Quarter of Enrollment 
Quarter 2 
Quarter 3 

Quarter 4 
Quarter 5 

Sample Size 

Experimental& 

13.2 

0.39 

7.B 
1 o.s 
12. 3 

7.0 
9.4 

349.94 

39.28 
99.34 
94.82 
71.41 
84.38 

97.7 

11.27 

96.s 
BB.6 
75.7 
70.2 
66.0 

1,697.91 

3 84. 01 
350.40 
344.12 
322.07 
297.31 

105 
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Recipients 

Controls Di ff& ranee 

11.1 + 2.1 

D.26 + 0.13 

5.7 + 2.1 
6.1 + 4.4 
s.o + 6. 3• 
7.6 - 0.6 
6.2 + 3.2 

219.33 +130 .62 

16 .77 +22.51 
53.24 +46.10 
32 .64 +62.1e• 
72.82 - 1 . 41 
60.62 +23.76 

97.4 + 0.3 

12.67 - 1 .4o•• 

96.3 + 0.6 
92.1 - 3.5 
86.6 -10.0•• 
83.S -1a.a•• 
76.9 -10.s• 

1,938.95 -241 .04•• 

396 .68 -12.67 
398.44 -48.04•• 
406.26 -62.15•• 
383.70 -61.63 .. 
353.86 -56.56° 

87 

(c::inttnued) 
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TABLE E.2 [continued) 

SOURCE: M0RC calculations from State of Arkansas welfare and Unemployment 
Insurance records. 

NOTESI These date include zero values tor sample members not employed and for 
sample members not racefvtng welfare. These data ara regreea1on-adJuated using 
ordinary least aquarea, controlling for pre-enrollment charactertattce or sample 
members. There may be some discrepancies 1n calculat1ng Experimental-Control 
differences due to rounding. 

A two-tailed t-taat was applied to dtfferancea between Expar f mentel 
and Control groups. Statistical atgnfficance levels are indicated as: • = 10 
parcantJ •• = 5 percent; ••• = 1 percent. 

a 
Quarter 1, the quarter of enrollment, may contain soma ear n ing& from 

the period prior to enrollment and is therefore excluded from the measures of total 
follow-up employment end earnings. 

-193-



TAB LE E. 3 

ARKANSAS 

PRE-PROGRAM EMPLOYMENT AND AFDC RECEIPT FOR THE RESEARCH SAMPLE 
IN THE FOUR QUARTERS PRIOR TO ENROLLMENT, BY WELFARE STATUS 

(JUNE 2D, 1883 - MARCH 1B84 SAMPLE) 

Outcome end Prior Period 

Appljcante 

Ever Employed (SJ 
4th Prfor Quarter 
3rd Prior Quarter 
2nd Prior Quarter 
Quarter Before Enroll ■ ant 

Ever Received Any AFDC Pay ■ anta (I) 
4th Prior Quarter 
3rd Prtor Quarter 
2nd Prior Quarter 
Quarter Before Enroll ■ ent 

.B..@£.tp hnta 

Ever Employed (SJ 
4th Prior Quarter 
3rd Prior Quarter 
2nd Prior Quarter 
Quarter Before Enroll ■ent 

Ever Received Any AFDC Payments (I) 
4th Prior Quarter 
3rd Prior Quarter 
2nd Prior Quarter 
Quarter Before Enrollment 

Sa■ ple She 

Experf ■ entela 

21 • 6 
19.9 
22.4 
19.5 

23.B 
25.8 
24.D 
19.7 

332 

1.e 
3.4 
2.3 
3.D 

82.4 
es.& 
90.e 
83.6 

222 

Controla 

21 .e 
2D.9 
23.1 
24.2 

28 • 1 
26.3 
22.4 
1 a .4 

335 

84.4 
88.8 
81.B 
84.9 

230 

SOURCE1 MDRC calculattona from State of Arkansas welfare and 
Unemploy ■ ent Insurance recorda. 

NOTE, These data include zero values for eample ae■ bera not 
employed and for •••ple ■embere not receiving welfare. These date are 
regreaston-edJuated ustng ordinary least squares, controlling for 
pre-enrollment characterfattce of ■aaple members. Prior e■ ploy ■ ent 

waa ••eluded ea a control verfabla. 

Veluea here repraaent the source of Figura 5.2s teats 
of atgn1ficanca were not •PPlied. 
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TABLE E.4 

ARKAN SA& 

DISTRIBUTION OF THE RESEARCH SAMPLE, BY EMPLOYMENT AND WELFARE STATUS 
DURING THE THIRD QUARTER AFTER RANDOM ASSIGNMENT 8 

(JUNE 20, 1983 - MARCH 1994 SAMPLE) 

Employment end Welfare Statue 

Had l!!! E ■ rntnga, R ■ o ■ tved J!2 
AFDC Pay■ent• 

Had !.2.!!!.!. Earntnua, Received Ji!! 
AFDC Pey ■ente 

Had~ Earnings, Received &o■• 
AFDC Pay ■anta 

Had !.2.!!!.!. Earntnge, Racetved So ■ e 

AFDC Pay ■ente 

Tohl 

Sa■ p le Sha 

Expartaantala 

31.6 

a.a 

63 .3 

5.3 

100.0 

fi64 

Full Seaple 

Control• 

28.8 

a.s 

81.D 

100.0 

5815 

Dtrreranca 

-o.a 

o.o 

SOURCE& MDRC calculettone rro■ State of Arkanaea Welfare end Une■ ploy■ant 
Inaurence record•• 

NOTES& The•• date era regreeaton-edJuated uatng ordtnary leaat equeraa, 
controlling for pre-enroll ■ent charactertattca or aa■ pla ■ e ■bera. There ■ay be 
ao■ e d1ecrapanctea 1n calculating Expertaental-Control dtffarancaa due to 
rounding. Dtatrtbuttona ■ay not add exactly to 100.0 percent beoauae of rounding. 

a Monthly welfare data, which count the ■onth of rando■ aaatgn■ ant •• 
•■anth one,• ••r• regrouped tnto quertara that exactly ■etch UI earnings quartara. 
Percentage• racatving welfare ■ tll therefore not practaely ■etch ■atn text tablaa. 

A two tailed t-teat ■ ea applied to dtffarancea bat■ ean Expert ■ental 

and Control groupe. Stetfattcel atgnfftcance Level• ere tndtceted aaa • • 10 
percent,••• 5 percent,•••• 1 p ■ rcant. The four d1ffarencea are not, ho••v•r, 
atr1ctly independent. 
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TABLE E.5 

ARKANSAS 

ESTIMATED COEFFICIENTS FOR INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 
USED IN REGRESSIONS FOR EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS AND AFDC RECEIPT 

DURING THE THIRD QUARTER OF POST-ENROLLMENT FOLLOW-UP 
(JUNE 20, 1983 - MARCH 1984 SAMPLE) 

Dependent var1ablea 

I 
Raoe1 ved Wal rare 

Independent Var1eblea E■ ployed{S) Eern1nga[•J W•Lhra(S) A■aunt (I) 

Exper1aantal Group Meaber 3.05• 23.31 -a.ea••• -42.9&••• 
(1.B3) (25.83) (2.85) (12.BD) 

Recipient -D.38 -115.33 17.44••· 102.ss••• 
(2.53) (35.86) (3.85) (17.87) 

County 
Jerteraon -2.30 8.84 21.2e••• ea.oa••• 

( 1.90) { 28 .87) (2.75) (13.31} 

Pulaski South --- --- --- ---
Ever E■ployed in Four Qua r-
tera Prior to Enroll ■ ent a1.a2••• 348.95••· 1.41 -22.sa 

(2.31) (32.85) (3.34) (1S.1B) 

High School D1pl01u or 
Eq uhal ant 3.40* eo.s3•• -5.42•• -2a.oo• 

[1.89) (28.72) (2.74) (13.24) 

Prior AFDC Dependency 
Navar Had Own AFDC Caaa --- --- --- ---
L••• Than ,Two Yaara 4.os• 43.15 13.07••· s2.aa••• 

( 2 .29) (32.30] (3.31} (18.01) 

More Then Two Yeara 1.31 4.92 22.81••• 81.ae••• 
(2.88} [ 42 .12} [4.32) (20.87) 

Nu■ ber of Children D.95 21.aa• a.as 40.57••· 
(0.78) (11.02} [1.13) (5.48) 

Child Laaa Than Six -1.81 -18.07 -3.39 -28.78* 
[2.10) (29.84) [3.04) {14.89) 

Ever Married -3 .10• 4.51 -5 .94• -19.58 
(2.14) (30.25) (3.10) (14.99) 

(continued) 
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TABLE E.5 [continued) 

Dependant variables 

I I I 
Received Welfare 

Independent Varieblee Employed[S) earning•[•) Wetrare(I) A•aunt{I) 

Age 
24 Years or Leas -D.87 10.51 1.92 19.98 

[2.54) [35.85) (3.87) [17.78) 
25 ta 34 Years --- --- --- ---
36 Years or More 0.83 44.26 -5 .50 -51.12••· 

(2.44) (34.49) [3.53) (17.09) 

Kon-Wh1 ta -1.57 -25.83 11.e4••• so.ea•• 
(2.88) ( 40 .38) ( 4.14) (20.01) 

Conetent 3.84 -22.42 33.D7••• 88.87••· 
(3.88) (54.78) (5.81] ( 27 .14) 

Unadj ueted R2 .2283 .1248 .2038 .2637 

Model F 25.1 12 .1 21.e 28.9 

Dependant Variable Mean 13.87 1 u .oe B0.32 288.17 

Ba•pla Sha 1,118 

SOURCE& MDRC calculations from State of Arkansas wetrare and Una■ ploy•ant 
Inaurance records. 

NOTES& Thea• data include zero values ror sample ••■bare not •■ played and ror 
aa■ pla ■ a■bare not receiving welfare, Coerr1cienta era aati ■atad by ordinary least 
aquarea. Nu■ bara in parenthasaa are eati ■ated standard errors. 

"E■ ploy ■ant• and "Receiving Walrare• are d1chato■aue du■■y variables. 
Their coarr~cienta are multiplied by 100 to yield percentages. •earnings• and 
•welfare Amount• are dollar variables and include caaea ■ 1th zero valuaa. 

Where a■ b1gutous, rerarenoa catsgortes ror dua■ y var1eblea are shown 
1n tha tabla with dashes. All rarerenca catagortea are (a] control group (bl 
applicant (c) Pulaski South (d] not ••ployed tn rour quarters prior to enroll ■ant (e) 
no dfpla•• or aqutvalant (r) never had own AFDC oaaa (g) no ohtld laaa than etx (h] 
never ■arried (1) age 26 to 34 CJ) white. Thua, ror axa•pla, tha coarttctent or 
•aver ••rried" ia the fncre•ant ta th• dependant variable tor the trait •ever 
■arried• varaua •never ■arrted," with all other tratta controlled far. 

A t■ o-tatlad t-tast ••• applied to all coerrtciants. Statfatfcal 
s1gn1rtcano• Lavala are tndfcated ••• • = 10 percent1 •• = 6 percents ••• a 1 
percent. 

-197-





APPENDIX f 

- 199-

\ 



APPENDIX F 

TECHNICAL ASPECTS OF THE BENEFIT-COST ANALYSIS 

This appendix describes the data sources and strategies used in 

estimating the econanic benefits and costs of the WORK Program. It focuses 

on selected analytical issues requiring ruller discussion than could be 

presented in Chapter 6. 

A. The General Approach 

Fundamentally, the value or each category of benefits and costs is the 

product or two variables: a "behavioral variable," which is the size of 

the experimental-control ditrerence in an activity or outcane, and a 

"shadow price," which represents the dollar value of one unit of that 

activity or outcane. To illustrate, in estimating the value or output from 

work experience jobs in Pulaski South, the behavioral variable is 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 or these two numbers (7 .5 hours x $3 .99 per hoW') equals the 

total value of that output per experimental ($30). 

Similarly, tpe cost of work experience was detennined by multiplying 

the behavioral variable, which is the net number or hours spent in work 

experience per experimental, by the shadow price, the average cost of that 

activity per participant-hour. 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 oa tegory 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 fran the available follow-up data. The next 

section discusses the procedures for extrapolating benefits, while Section 

C explains the approach for projecting costs. 

B. Issues in Estimating Program Benefits 

1. Extrapolating Benefits 

Post-observation benefits were estimated using an extrapolation 

procedure with rour ccmponents: the base estimate, time horizon, decq rate 

and discount rate. The base estimate is the observed impact fran which the 

future impact is 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 is 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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Benefit Component 

Work Experience 
Output 

JTPA Output 

Earnings 

Federal Income Tax 

State Income Tax 

Social Security Tax 

State Sales Tax/ 
Other 

AFDC Payments 

Medicaid Payments 

TABLE F.1 

ARKANSAS 

DATA SWRCES FOR THE BBiAVIORAL VARIABLES AND 
SHADCM PRICES OF BENEFIT COMPONENTS 

Behavioral 
Variable 

Average hours in 
work experience 
per axperimental 

Average hours in 
JTPA Jobs per 
experimental 

N/Aa 

N/Aa 

N/Aa 

Nat month e of 
Medi cei d eligi-
bil ity per 
experimental 

Data Sources 

Cesa Files 

Prog ran Records 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

AFDC month Ly 
payment records 

-202-

Shadow Price 

Average hourly 
■age and fringe 
benefit costs if 
regular workers 
were used 

(Same as work ex­
pari ence shadow 
price) 

Net earnings per 
experimental 

12': of net tax­
able earnings per 
experimental 

2% of net tax­
able earnings per 
experimental 

6S of net tax-
able earnings per 
experimental 

211 of net tax-
able earnings per 
experimental 

Net AFDC 
dol Lars per 
experimental 

Average Medi-
cai d do l Lars 
race iv ed par 
month by AFDC 

clients 

Data Sources 

Worksite Study 

( same as above} 

Quarterly UI 
earnings records 

The U.S. ~aster 
Tax Guide 

State Tax Guide0 

The U1 S1 ~star 
Tax Guide 

§tate Tax Guide; 
average consump--
ttoa data from 
BLS 

AFDC monthly 
payment records 

D55~ 
Aeport 

(continued} 
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Benefit Component 

Unemployment 
Insurance 

AFDC Administration 

Medicaid Administr~ 
tion 

UI Administration 

Behavioral 
Variable 

Net AFDC dollars 
per experimental 

Net Medi cei d 

dollars per 
axparfmantal 

Nat UI dollars 
par experi­
mental 

T/BLE F.1 (continued] 

Data Sources 

NIA 

AFDC monthly 
payment records 

Months eligible 
times average 
monthly pay-
111.mts (see 
above] 

Shadow Price 

Net UI dol lere 
per axparfman­
tal 

Administrative 
coat par dollar 
or AFDC payment 

Administrative 
cost per dollar 
of Medi cei d 
payment 

UI weakly Administrative 
payment records cost per 

dollar of UI 
payment 

Data SourceG 

Weekly UI payment 
records for sub­
sample of experi­
mental& and 
controlG 

DSS Annual ---...r­
~ 

U.S.Budgpt 
Appendix 

NOTES: 
unnecaseery. 

8 Where the shadow price itself is expressed per experimental, a sspsrata behavioral variable 1s 

b 
The U.S. Master Tex Guide, 1983. Ne. York: Commerce House, 1983. 

estate Tax Guida. New York: Canmerce Clearinghouse, 1983. 

d Three Budgets for an Urban Family of Four. Supplement to Bulletin 1570, Bureau of Labor 
Sta ti sti cs, 1970. 

8 Arkansas Social Services Annual Report, Fiscel Year 1984. 

f Budget of the U.S. Government. Appendix: Fiscal Year 1983. Washington, D.C.1 u.s. Government 
Printing Office, 1884. 
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TABLE F.2 

ARKMSAS 

DATA SCIJRCES FDR BEHAVIORAL VARIABLES AND SHADOW PRICES OF COST aJMPONENTS 

Cost CC111ponent 

Assesamant 

Job Club 

Work Experfance 

Behavioral 
Variable 

Average minutes 
of asaesanent, 
marked up for 
probabi l 1 ty of 
reasseeaaent, 
par axperfmental 

Average days in 
Job club per ex­
perfa1ental 

Average hours tn 
work experience 
per experimental 

Individual Job Search/ Average months in 
Other WORK Program per 

experimental 

Central Administration Average months in 
WORK Progran per 
experimental 

Partictpatfon-Related Average months tn 
Expanses WORK Progran per 

experimental 

JTPA Operating Costs Net JTPA pertici­
patt on rate per 
expert mental 

Data Source 

Staff time etudys 
Log of pa rti c i­
pant-day a in Job 
club, March 12-23, 
1984 

Job club atten­
dance records, 
Septanber 1883-
March 1884 

Case files 

Case ffles; 
national date 
(Bane and Ellwood, 
1983) 

(See LJS/Other) 

(Sae IJS/Other} 

Program records 
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Shadow Price 

Progr• expendi­
tures per parti­
ct pant-mtnute of 
assesanent 

Progran expendi­
turas per parti­
ct pent-day of 
Job club 

Prog ran expen-
di tures per par­
ticipant-hour tn 
work experience 

Program expendi­
tures per IJS/oth­
er, per participant 
■onth in WORK Pro­
gram 

Progran expendi­
tures on central 
admtnatratt on 
per partictpant­
month in WORK 
Progran 

Progran expendi­
tures on child­
care, incentive 
payments and work 
experience expanees 
par parttctpant-
11onth tn WORK 
Program 

Average JTPA ex­
penditures per 
JTPA client 

Data Source 

Pr0gr1111 ft seal 
records 

Program ft seal 
records; &teff 
tt ms study; log 
of partt c1 pent­
days in Job club, 
Me rch 12-23 , 1984 

Progran fi&cal 
records; staff 
ti ma study; case 
files 

Program fiscal 
records; staff 
time study; 

■onthly Case 
Status reports 

Progran fiacal 
records; staff 
time study; 
aonthly Case 
Statue Reports 

Progr1111 ft seal 
records 

Little Rock 
School 
Dietrf ct I s JTPA 
budget, FY 1984 

(continued) 



T.16LE F.2 (continued) 

NOTES: Program fiacal record& for each coat category 1ncluda monthly "Statement of Expenditure end 
Request for Funds," and "Accounting/Federal Grants Management Syetem." 

a 
In Pulaski South, the rate of reassesanent equals the rate of recycling through Job club. 

Reaases&111ents were conducted whenever clients re-entered Job club. 
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the observation period of three to five quarters (depending on when the 

sample members enrolled 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 likely to remain on AFDC. Projecting beyond this period 

would therefore be extremely speculative. 

The deca.y rate is the rate at which impacts from the base period were 

assumed to change over time. This analysis uses two alternative 

assumptions about the decay rate of impacts in the WORK Program. As 

indicated in Chapter 6, there was no evidence of' decay in the impact 

estimates made for the observation period, and thus one set of estimates 

assumes that the decay rate was zero. However, while some empirical 

evidence suggests that impacts of' programs like the WORK Program do not 

decay or decay very slightly, there is other evidence to suggest sub­

stantial decay.1 This underlies 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. A discount rate of 5 percent, which is 

roughly the real rate of return on medium- and long-term United States 

Treasw-y securities 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 canponent --
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the base est:llnate -- to obtain the estimate of the post-observation 

benefit. 

2. Estimating Changes in Medicaid PaYments 

A family receiving AFDC payments is autcmatically eligible for 

Medicaid. Under the rules that governed Medicaid until October 1984, a 

family that went off AFDC remained eligible for Medicaid 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 1 t 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. In 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. This procedure 

assumes that former AFDC recipients are not medically needy, that Medicaid 

eligibility is correctly determined by program staff, and that strings of 

more than 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 bas been a statutory 

increase in extended Medicaid eligibility from four to nine months after 

leaving AFDC. This presents sane additional uncertainty in estimating the 

reduction of Medicaid during the extr.apolation 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 Medicaid. 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 Estimating Program costs 

Like benefits, program costs were determined by multiplying the 

behavioral variable for each cost canponent by the appropriate shadow 

price. However, several inteMDediate calculations and numerous data 

sources were necessary to produce these values. These are discussed in the 

next two sections. 

1. Determining Behavioral variables ror cost Estimates 

To obtain costs on a per experimental basis, the value of each 

behavioral variable was determined . by multi plying the probability that an 

experimental would receive a given service by the net average duration of 

the service for those actually receiving it. 'lbe probability of being 

assessed was, of course, 100 percent since all individuals who were 

randomly assigned were assessed. The net amount of time spent in 

assessment by the experimental group (beyond the time spent by controls) 

was determined fran the study or staff time sheets described in Chapter 6. 

The probability of receiving services in the "individual job 

sear oh/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 -- including contacting and counseling enrollees -- that could not 

be easily distinguished fran other forms of individual job search assist­

ance. It was assumed that all experimer.tals had at least some contact with 

staff members and therefore received sane of the services in this category. 

The probability of experimentals participating in job club and work 

experience was derived fran the special case file 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 t'or sample members who enrolled in the program at 

different times. 

In Pulaski South, participants were orten recycled . through job club. 

While the probability of this recycling is not precisely known, an 

approximation was made by calculating, from an attendance log, 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 

recycling into account, the probability of participating 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 ccmponent 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 fran a special case 

file search (separate from that used for participation rates), covering the 

period fran 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 af'ter 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 

Depart.ment 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 program 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 Pulaski South. 

2. Determining Shadow Prices for cost Estimates 

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 given activity during the last two quarters ot the state fiscal 

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 canponent) to produce direct unit costs. These dire ct 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-deys 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 unavailable, 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 file search on which the estimated rates of participation were 

based. 

For three variables "individual Job 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 fran 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 participant-months in the WORK Program during the steady-state 

period was detennined. 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) - (AIR) (D) 

where A is the number of new assessments for a given month; R is the number 

of new registrations; and Dis the number of new deregistrations. 

For the JTPA shadow price, it was not necessary to estimate participa­

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 or stay 1n the WORK Program 

To determine the costs of "individual job search/other," central admin­

istration 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 randan assignment. 
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The general approach tor canputing average length of stay was to 

divide the experimental group's total number of participant-months by the 

number of experimentals in the sample, This was ccmplicated, however, by 

the fact that many experimentals were still enrolled in the program beyond 

the point of available follow-up data. It was thus necessary to project 

the number of participant-months likely to accrue during the post­

observation period. This was done by using estimated "exit probabilities" 

-- 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 is simply 

100 percent minus the exit probability. When this probability of remaining 

in the program is then multi plied by the number of experimentals enrolled 

at the beginning of that time period, an estimate of the number 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 number 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 illustration, 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 enrollees 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 randan assignment were based 

on rates that were predicted from the follow-up data on the full sample of 

enrollees. The probability of deregistration fran 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. For the first year, then, the participant­

months used in estimating average length of stay were based entirely on 

observed data fran the case file study for the June-September 1983 

enrollees, and on a combination of observed and predicted participant­

months for later enrollees. 

After the first year, when f'ollow-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 ror a 

national sample of welfare recipients by Bane and Ellwood ( 1983). While 1 t 

is recognized that this national sample differed in some ways from the 

research sample for the WORK Program evaluation, it is a reasonable 

alternative. 

Al though these values were used for the canputations reported in 

Chapter 6, second- and third-year exit probabilities were also predicted 

from first-year case file data for the WORK Program using multiple 
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regression analysis. These estimates were extremely similar to those 

produced using the exit probabilities f'ran 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, it was multi plied by the shadow price of the relevant service 

component to yield 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 

assignment, while costs for "individual job search/other" and central 

administration were expected to accrue for three years after random 

asigment. 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 second 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 uncertainties arise in predicting length of' stay for the 

second and third years after random assignment, it is important to recall 

fran 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 lengt~of-stay estimates 

would not dramatically alter the overall cost estimates computed for this 

report. 
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1. Quint, 1984. 

FOOTNOTES 

CHAPTER 1 

2. 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 simplicity, this 
report refers to Pulaski South as a county. 

3. 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. 

4. See Arkansas Department of Human Services, Annual Report for 
fiscal years 1982-1983 and 1983-1984, and "Monthly WORK 
Program Case Status Reports," 1983-1984. 

5. Of the eight counties originally in the WORK Program, only 
four, including Pulaski South and Jefferson, offered work 
experience. 

6. See Quint, 1984, p.6. 

7. In programs funded by welfare diversion, welfare recipients 
are employed in subsidized jobs partly supported by a wage 
pool made up of some or the welfare payments they normally 
would have received as transfer payments. 

8. Arkansas Department of Human Services, Annual Report, for 
fiscal years 1981-1982, 1982-1983, and 1983-1984. 

9, 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 counties and the state as a whole. 

10. Arkansas Department of Human Services, Annual Report, for 
fiscal years 1982-1983 and 1983-1984. 

11. Arkansas Department of Labor, Economic Security Division, 
"Revised Labor Force Estimates," 1981 and 1983. 
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CHAPTER 2 

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

2. Two-tailed tests were used because there were no assumptions 
about the way in which experimentals might differ from 
controls. 

3. Arkansas does not have an AFDC-Unemployed Parent program, in 
which most households are headed by men. The predominance ot 
women in the research sample reflects the character of the 
AFDC adult caseload. 

4. 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. 

5. 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 or the full automated data set of 
1,153 enrollees. 

6. Welfare payments records for the two years before the start of 
the 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 97 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. 

7. 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 

1. The distribution of cases by age of youngest child was 
obtained from the Office of Family Assistance's unpublished 
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preliminary compilation or fiscal year 1983 national inte­
grated quality control system. The percentages for Arkansas 
and the nation as a whole match closely. 

2. See, for example, Goldman et al., 1985. 

3. See Bane and Ellwood, 1983. 

CHAPTER 4 

1 . Quint, 1984. 

2. This figure is not strictly canparable to the 36 percent 
three-month participation rate presented in the first 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 report. 

3. 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 program entailing 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 more recent work histories than was the case in 
Arkansas. 

4. Originally, the state had applied for a federal waiver to 
increase the number of hours individuals could work in CWEP, 
but it was denied. See Quint, 1984, p. 8. 

CHAPTER 5 

1. See Footnote 5, Chapter 2. 

2. See Chapter 2, p. 20. 

3. See Footnote 6, Chapter 2. 

4. To check for possible mismatching of sample members with UI 
records, a number of cases in the analysis data base were 
hand-checked by direct iz,quiry to the Arkansas UI system. 
Thirty-six oases 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 list 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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may also have been discrepant, but this suspicion could not be 
definitely confirmed at the time the check was performed. 

5, The normal skew in earnings also affects precision. The 
inclusion in 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. 

6. This percent reduction in AFDC benefit expenditures should not 
be interpreted to cover fil such expend! tures for the case­
load. The sample under study includes only applicants and 
recipients who have recently been determined WIN-mandatory. 

7. The 6. 9 percentage point drop in the rate of receipt for 
quarter three is 1 O. 8 percent or the control group mean 
receipt rate of 63,8 percentage points. The 10.8 figure is 
about three-quarters of the total 14,9 percent fiscal savings 
for the quarter. 

8. Earnings impacts are the least reliably estimated of the four 
impacts. See Section B.2 and Footnote 5, 

9. Complete tables containing numbers used in the graphs in this 
chapter are contained in Appendix E. 

10. The actual proportion of applicants who were employed when 
they applied for welfare cannot be observed in these data. 
Any earnings during the first quarter classified an individual 
as "employed," whether these occurred just before the date of 
the application or soon afterwards. 

11. Welfare savings for approved applicants are not directly 
relevant to this experiment, since services were given to 
applicants who were denied 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 is the same for the fUll sample as for the portion 
that would have been approved. 

12. 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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for recipients were 80 percent of this total. 

13. An indication that impacts 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 proportions 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 $57 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. 

14. A note for the technical reader. The hypothesis of interest 
here is a two-part one: (a) that lower employment rates will 
be observed for controls with certain charateristics and (b) 
that employment impacts for those subgroups will be larger 
than impacts for subgroups with the opposite characteristics. 
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 
is 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 obild support as a substitute for their own 
earnings (and ror AFDC, as well). Finally, greater numbers of 
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children increase the marginal utility of income and would 
therefore tend to encourage work, although the additional 
child-care requirements make this expectation uncertain. 

15. This difference stemmed from a dramatically higher rate of 
approvals tor 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 46.8 percent 
in Pulaski South. Among those approved, the natural rate of 
caseload turnover for controls was similar for the two areas. 
Why there were so 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. 

16. This apparent earnings loss in Jefferson will play a role in 
the benefit-cost analysis of Chapter 6. 

17. For a recounting of the implementation problems in Jefferson 
County, see the interim report (Quint, 1984), especially pp. 
53, 71, and 103. 

18. The following third-quarter impacts were calculated separately 
for child-age subgroups but with no other control variables. 
They may be compared directly to the impacts in Tabl~ 5.6 and 
5. 7. 

Child Less Than Six 
No 
Yes 

Applicants 
Emploment Welfare 

-0.8 
+3.7 

-19-92 
- 7.05 

Recipients 
Emplovment we1rare 

+6.8 
+4.5 

-76.93 
-94.08 

As in the text tables, impact differences across child-age 
categories were not statistically significant for any or the 
four comparisons. 

CHAPTER 6 

1. Readers who are interested in the more technical aspects of 
the analysis, as well as further details on data sources, 
should consult Appendix F and Long and Knox, 1985. 

2. 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 job search and work experience demonstration 
(Goldman et al., 1985). 

3. Recent research by Bane and Ellwood (1983) found that a 
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national sample of AFDC recipients remained continuously on 
welfare for an average of 4.7 years. 

4. For example, suppose that welfare savings of $500 were 
achieved in 1985. 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. 

5. See Kemper et al. , 1981 . Because the time horizon is only 
five years, the results of the analysis would not be 
substantially affected by choice of a higher or lower discount 
rate within this range. 

6. 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. 

7. 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 instead 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. 

8. See Chapters 2 and 5 and Appendix B. See also Long and Knox, 
1985. 

9. Because interviews were not administered to supervisors at the 
JTPA worksites, the relative productivity of participants in 
those jobs 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. 

10. Extrapolation of the value of work experience and JTPA output 
is unnecessary since most of this was produced during the 
observation period. 

11. 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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12. This is 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. 

13. Using microsimulation techniques, Slneedling (1981) estimated 
the value of fringe benefits as 17 .9 percent of wages and 
salaries for workers earning less than $10,000 in 1979. 

14. Wolfhagen, 1983. 

15. Ketron, Inc. 1980. 

16. 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. 

17. Tax liability was imputed on the basis of tax rates and 
regulations summarized in The u,s. l,1aster 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. 

18. 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. 

19. According to staff interviews, research time _included about 5 
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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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 tor the controls 
from the average minutes spent for the experimentals. This 
difference was multi plied by the average cost of assessment 
per minute to arrive at the net cost of assessment per 
experimental. 

20. 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. 

21. 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 likely 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, it is 
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 assuines 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 

1. Employment 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 job search for applicants 
and recipients in 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 in Louisville, registered a 15 percentage point 
employment gain for applicants and recipients over two 
quarters (Wolfbagen, 1983). 
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APPENDIX B 

1. See, for example, Goldman et al., 1985; Ball, 1984; and Prioe, 
1985. 

APPENDU F 

1. see Kemper et al., 1981; Wolfhagen, 1983; and Ketron Inc., 
1980. 

2. Ketron Inc., 1980. 

3. Ellwood and Rymer, 1977, p.43. 
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