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Zable 6-1
Percent of Total Sample Always Unemployed During the Last Year

Ft. Worth . -~ Memphis Omaha Rochester ~ San Diego

Males 19 Y 5 23 16

Females 51 ' 55 39 67 32

In evaluating the resulis, the apparent lack of success of

_the work test cannot be blamed fully on the ES. First, there may ﬁave
been some undetected success in getting.péople back to work, buththié'
effect must be reiativelx small. Second, some of those who did not
return to work may have been unemployable, but their numbers sgain are
prqbably small. - Third, tlhere may not have been jobs availgblé that
fit the qualifications of those in the.sample who remained out of wofk.
Even though the overall unemployment rates in the cities studied were
low, some types of jobs may have been more plentifui than.others.
Neverthéléss, our results must raise doubts as to whether a work test
is.worth the expense of operating it. |

II. POLICY ALTERNATIVES

Even though the results are not fully conclusive, they
do suggest that a work test is not a powerfui tool in encouraging work
effort. It can be used to maintain pressure on unemplofed FS or
AFDC/AFDC~UF recipients, but there is little assurance that the pressufe
can be translated into success in obtaining a job. In considering whether
the work test can be made more effective, two lines of approach are

possible. First, it could be argued that the work accomplishes little
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because it does not apply enough pressure to registrants. Second,
the work test might falterx Hecause not enough jobs are available or
because long term registrants appear unattractive to employers.

As for the possibility that current work tests are not
férceful enough, the five cities studied did vary considerably in
the stringency of their work tests. Indeed, the wirk test was most
stringently enforced in San Diego, which was the only city where the
evidence indicated some possibility of work test success. Even in
San Diego, informal discussions with ES officials indicated a belief
that resources were insufficient to do a fblly adequate job. In other
words more-frequent and more intensive monitoring of registrants than
waé observed even in San Diego may lead to grezier success in get;ing jx
registrants back to work. More monitoring requires larger staff
(although there wzy be possibilities for_economizing) and greater
expense., From the evidence of this study, one cannot deduce whether
such expanded efforts will -succeed. They might, but there is also
a risk that they might not, It is necessary to judge whether the extra-
cost of this approach is worth the chance of extra success plus the
extra harrassment that may be imposed on registrants.

The fact that the ES cannot place registrants‘directiy into
jobs 1s a barrier to its success. First, suitable jobs may not be
available. S@cond, even if they are, the ES canmot be sure that the
registrants wili be hired. The ES can refer a person to a job and
require the person to go to an interview. But it cannot control.yhat

happens in the interview, The person still has the option of behaving
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in a.manéer”that will discourage his being offered the job. These
difficulties could be overcome by a public employﬁent program. Such
a program could create enough jobs to employ all registrants. In
addition, the ES could require a registrant to accept employment

in the program. Thus, a public employment'program joined to the work

- test could overcome the barriers the ES now faces in actually getting

registrants info.jobs. However, such a public employment program would
require a major new political initiative.

To conclude, little evidence was. found that existing work
tests encourage the return of registrants to work. This does not mean
that the work test could not be expanded or redesigned or linked to a
public employment program in a way to increase its success. However,

successful changes are likely to require lazge extra expenses and

may push the government into areas of uncertain political acceptability.
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o FOOTNOTES
\

Data on how employment rates among females in the low income
population change with the length of the period of tiw: being
considered are available in: Barry L. Friedman and Lecaard J.
Hausman, Work and Welfare Patterns in Low Income Families, a
report submitted to the U.S. Department of Labor, June 1975,
Chapter II.

100




“89.
APPENDIX A

Registrants' Views of the Work Test

Opinions of respondents cqncerning the work requirement and of
the welfare program from which they were receiving benefits were |
solicited as part of the survey.

In general, the registrants did not seem to find the work
requiremep; especially onerous or impropér. To the quegtion "wbat‘
do you think of the requirement that you register at the Employment
Office as part of the Food Stamp (or-AFDC) program,' nearly half to

two thirds of the registrants in each city gave a positive response.

Percent Offering A Response That Was:

Positive Negative Unclear or Don't know
Fort Worth 46 : 8 | 46
Memphis ‘ 64 6 | 30
Omaha 67 » 9 24
Rochéster 43 14 43
San Diego 49 11 40

Only a very small propo;tion in each city gave a negative response.
The large proportion of unclear or "don't know" answers may reflect
the respondents' fear to respond candidly. Furtherﬁore, ambng those
respondents who elaborated their views, very few spelled out negative
views. Between one third arnd one-half of the respondents in each city
elaborated on their attitudes towards the work requirement in an

open-ended question.
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Among those who elaborated, the proportions detailing a positive response
were 62 percent in Fort Worth, 73 percent in 0maha,\76 percent in
Memphis, 55 percent in Rochester, and 57 percent in San Jiego. Notice !
that positive responses were least common in the two AFDé/AFDC-UF sites,
the places where calls-in and frequency of calls-in were rhe highest.
Lastly, when there were negative criticisms, they related overwhelmingly
to the ineffectiveness of the ES in finding jobs for people.

Views of respondents about the Food Stamp‘and_AFDC/AFDC-UF pro-
grams in general alse were quite positive. Again, tﬁough, there was
a difference between the Food Stamp and AFDC/AFDC-UF sites. 1In
Fort Worth, Memphis, and Omaha, pesitive responses about the Food Stamp

program came, respectively, from 55, 66, and 65 percent of the respond-

ents. In Rochester and San Diego, positive responses-concerning AFDC/AFDC-UF .

were elicited from but 32 and 39 percent of the respondents. This
difference is especially interesting in view of the fact that for most
families receiving.benefits, the AFDC/AFDC-UF program is much more gen-—

_erous than is the Food Stamp program.




in that city affects behavior whether the sample is representative
or not. (I1f no effect is found, it ié conceivable that the missing
part of the sample would have been affected. Thus a finding of no
effect i3 not fuliyfconclusiveu) The representativeness of the sample ~
becomes moive important wh;n evaluating quantitatively the impact of
the work test. In general, effec;s will be studied by means of
regression analysié in which the differing characteristics of in-
dividuals will be used as control variables in trylng to isolate
the effects of the work test on behavior. Thus, even if a parﬁicular
sample is not representative, controlling for the chafacteristics
of the sample in regression analysis can produce generalizable results.
Only if some types of individuals are seriously under-rep;esented
in the sample will the vesults be distorted. The information in
Table 2-3, indicating that the non-compliznt have beén missed t6
some extené, suggests that these issues will have to be serious}yv
considered in evaluating and interpreting the results. :

A final matter in ronsidering the generalizability of the findings
involves a comparison betweén the respondents and the loﬁ income poé-
ulation. The data iﬁ Table 2-4 compare only heads of households, "

hEY

who comprise 55 percent of the sample, in the low income and res- }

pondent groups on saveral characteristics. Since the work regigﬁff

/

tration requirements exemp. persons 65 and over, it is not surpﬁising
. , y

~hat the low income population contains more household heads who

are older. Female heads in the youngest age group, however, also are

not relatively heavily represented in the sample. By ccuparison with
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TABLE 2-4

Characteristics of Heads of Household in U.S.
Low-Income Population and in Sample

. U.S. Low
Characteristics Income Population =~ Sample Members
Male Heads — Number 2,635,000 586
Age:
Percent Under 35 : 26 52
Percent 35-64 50 : 46
Percent 65+ 24 1
Percent White 77 54
Percent HS Grads. 29 40
Employment: .
Percent Currently Employed 53 51
Percent Who Worked Last Year 62 ) 87
Female-Heads - Number 2,193,000 341
Age:
Percent Under 35 50 34
Percent 35-64 41 64
Percent 65+ 9 1
Percent White 54 45
Percent HS Grads. 35 37
Employment: .
Percent Currently Employed 28 o 28
Percent Who Worked Last Year 39 52

a. U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Consumer Income:
Characteristics of the Low-Income-Population, 1973, Current
Population Reports, Series P-60, No. 98, Washington, D.C., 1975,
Tables 1, 4, 31, and 36.
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the low income population, the sample also has a low percentage of
white heads. Given the relative age distributions, it is not sur-
prising that the sample has a higher proportion of high school graduates.
Of major interest, of course, are the employment data in Table 2-4..
Arvong both male and female heads, the employment/population rates

are identical as between the respondénts and the broader populatioh
of poor persons. The fact that such a high proportion of male heads
among the respondents worked during the year reflects their relative
youth, whereas the similarly high rate for female heads in the sample
reflects, undoubtedly, their concentration in the middle age group,
i.e., not where they are most likely to be limited by child-rearing
responsibiiities. For a group of persons who entered the sample as
a consequence of their receipt of welfare benefits, the important
finding in Table 24 1is their evidently high degree of émployabilit&.
This 18 not too surpfising in view of the fact that the rsspondents
were more or less screened for their employability by the work regis-
tration procedures. Adjusted for age and race, then, the sample
would appear to be not too dissimilar from their couﬂterparts in the

general low income population.
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FOOTNOTES

Persons simultaneously receiving AFDC/AFDC-UF and FS are
required to conform only to the procedures of the iurmer.

Two types of supplementary information confirmed these rankings.
One type, made available by Employment Service (ES) offices,

is on their rate of 'megative referrals." These are ES recommend-
ations to welfare agencies that FS benefits be terminated be-
cause of alleged registrant non-compliance with the work test.

A second type was on terminations for non-compliance in the UI
program. These were utilized on the suspicion that if the ES
offices are tough in adminstering the UL program they will

act similarly in the FS program. Examination of these two.

sets of data suggest that the differences among states in ES
administration of the FS and UI programs broadly are comp-
arable and are well represented by the welfare agency
termination data.

Robert Reinhold, "Polling Encocunters Public Resistance; Decision-
Making Process Is Threatened,” New York Times, November 9, 1975,
p. 1. Three factors: probably explain most of the problems in
locating respondents in this study. One is the noted general
trend toward lower completion rates in survey research. Organ-
izations other than the Bureau of Census have faced increasing
difficulty in finding and obtaining the cooperation of res-
pondents. Completion rates in surveys of the general popu-
lation recently have been in the range of 60 percent. ["Report
on the ASA Conference on Surveys of Human Populations," The
American Statistician, February 1974, Vol. 28, No. 1l.] With

low income populations, completion rates, one suspects,
are likely to be lower. A second factor in this study was the
large number of obsolete or incorrect addresses. Especially in
Omaha, where transients living in residential hotels for short
periods comprised a sizable part of the sample; and in Rochester,
where many respondents initially lived in an area demolished
for urban renewal purposes, it is not surprising that a large
number of bad addresses lead to a low completion rate. A
third factor, probably not as important as the first two, is
that respondents were selected for their involvement in a
monitoring procedure. It woulid not be difficult to understand
that some may have feared disclosing information to unknown
interviewers if the consequences could have been costly.
Strenuous efforts, within tight cost constraints, were
made to pursue those who could not be found. Some like going
to the welfare agency for more recent addresses, did yield
results. Nothing that was tried could raise completion rates
above the following levels:
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FOOTNOTES

No. in Sample Percent Completed

Fort Worth 619 49.6
Memphis 897 55.9
Omaha 712 36.0
Rochester 612 36.4
San Diego 779 48.7

4, The data on the registrant pool were obtained from the ESARS
reporting system operated by the U.S. Department of Labor. .,
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APPENDIX

FORT WORTH

Our intention was to obtain a sample representative of
persons who becomeAfégistrants at roughly the same time. This time
should have been early encugh to allow spells of unemployment
for.most registrants to lapse before the interview was.administered.
If the spell of unemployment preceded the date of their interview
by too many months, however, registrants may have suffered f;ilures
of memory, lessening the accuracy of théir rQSponses.

FS registrants in Fort Worth are in the "active files" for up
to 6 months following registration. They are removed from the active
files either if they become employed or leave welfare for dny
reason, including non-compliance with the FS registration process.
They remain in the inactive file until one year aftér regisfration.
Random selection among the older cases in the inactive file woula
yield a representative but somewhat dated sample. Thus a random
selection was made'from among the combination of all active cases
and cases in the inactive file 6 months or less. The sample thus
included persons who registered in the first half of 1974 and
these persons were interviewed within 6 to 12 montﬁs following

*
their registration.

* o '

Fort Worth was substituted for Richmond early in the study because
of difficulties encountered in locating'reSpondents combined with an
inability to replace them with others, given the small registrant

caseload.
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OMAHA -

The dileﬁma posed by the Omaha filing system arose from the
techniques used for éeparating "active' from "inactive' cases.
Persons become ";ctive" registrants when their names appear on the
"daily 1ist of new registrants" supplied to the ES by the welfare
agency. Persons become "inactive' either when they leave the FS
program or when the ES is notified of their re-employment. Thus,
neither the active ;or the inactive files themselves would contain
samples representative of all FS registranté entering the FS pro-
gram at a point in time., Neither could the two together be utilized,
because "inactive' cases are dispersed among the very large number
of all pcrsons once listing their names with ﬁhe ES for reasons
unrelated to the FS program. Fortunately, therefore, the ES
office retains among its recerds for a substantial period the
"daily list of new registrants." To be able to observe persons
after a stretch of unemployment, all persons appearing oun the
daily lists from December 1, 1973 through March 20, 1974 were
selected, with the exception of those whose registrations were
on a "short-term applicant basis." Pefsons thus were interviewsd
six to‘twelve.ﬁ;ﬂfﬁé after they registered.

MEMPHIS
In the overwhelming proportion of cases, active and inacti?e

cases are distinguished solely on the basis of time passed. Once

a person is registered with the ES by.tﬁe welfare 6ffiqgl>he stays

in the active FS file for a certzin period of time, after which he
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AN

moves to the inactive FS file for another period. At thé-eﬁd of
the second period, his fi;e is placed in the gemneral inacﬁive ES
files. Very frequently, a person is moved from the active FS to
the inactive file when the ES ‘is notified of their reQemployment.
Initially, therefore, the sample was selected by taking all cases
in the inactive file who registered in Deceﬁber 1973 and all éases
in the active file who registered between January 1974 and the end
of March 1974. The interviews of these persons followed their
registration by six to twelve months.
ROCHESTER

Active and inactive cases are distinguished on the Basié
both of their employment and welfare experienée. Persons move
from the active to the inactcive filelwhen they leave welfare;lénd
move from an active to a special file for ninety days ﬁhen employed.
'fhus, neither the active nor the inACtive files separately would
yield a sample representative of persons registering for the work
test. A further complication is that some persons are in the file
of AFDC/AFDC-UF' registrants purely on a voluntary basis. Such
persoﬁs are exemﬁted from the registration procedure by law but seek

the assistance of the ES. There being no possible penalty for 'mon-

compliance," they cannot be said to be subjected to any work test.

They were excluded from the sample.. Recognizing that some long
term welfare cases where re-employment is very slow may have been
excluded, a sample roughly representative of those registering at

a point in time was obtained by selecting ail cases which had become
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inactive between July 1, 1973 ard June 30, 1974. Interviews, therefore,
followed de-activation by from six to eighteen months; and followed
registration by some louger but indeterminate period of time..
SAN DiﬁGO

Files of employed and non-employed active registrants as
well as of inactive cases are kept separatel&. Cases become in-
active by leaving welfare, not as a result of the passing of tume.
Unlike in Rochester, emplc:'.d cases are not trausfered to the in-
active file even after 90 days. They simply are keét in an eﬁployed
file until they leave welfare, whereupon they enter the inactive
file just mentioned. Unlike under the FS program, employed persons
receiving AFDC/AFDC-UF in California and New York must register with
the ES.. To ohtain a representativevsample'of registrants as well
as one including persons for whom a spell of unemployment was likely
to have elapsed, some mix of inactive and active employed cases had
to be obtained. The latter were chosen less than in proportion to
their number at registration since some of them enter thé inactive
file. In the first quarter of 1974, the ratio of those entering
the active employed file to all AFDC/AFDC-UF recipients registering
with the ES was roughly 2:7. The sample thus consists of persons
in the active-employed file in June 1974 and of persons entering
the inactive file between February 1 and April 30 of 1974, in the
ratio of 2:7. Voluntary registrants as well as those cases becoming
inactive because their cases were moved to a differeﬁt San Diego ES
office again were deleted. Interviews followedvregistration by an
indetermindte period, but one that should have allowed for the elapse

of a spell of unemployment,
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Chapter 3

The Nature and Application of the Work Tests

During 1egislative debates on work tests in income maintenance
programs, ggé?t attention is paid to subtleties in procedure:
Should applié;nts have to establish an involuntary basis fo; leaving
their last job? Once on a program, shoﬁld recipients be required
to conduct their own search of the labor market? Upon being offered
a job, should they be required to accept only "suitable'work; and -
how, in fact, should suitabls he defined with regard to the skill
level required and the wage offered? This chapter details the formal
work registration procedures nominally in effect in the welfare
programs of five cities and how they differed. Then it investi-
gates the extent to which the various registration procedures
and their attendant threat of benefit cancellation‘actually are
applied. Chapter 4 considers differences in the service features
offered in conjunction with the work test procedures. In
Chapter 5, the interest is in how effective these differences in

coercion and service are in making the job search process more .effective.

I. THE NATURE OF THE FS AND AFDC/AFDC-UF WORK TESTS

Often called "work tests," work registration requirements
in income maintenance programs in fact typically are tests which monitor
recipient availability and search for work. Were the paymént of an
income transfer conditional upom actual employment, the program dis-

bursing benefits could be said to contain a work test per se. Such
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programs do exist. In Great Britain, for example, The Family Income
" Supplement program offers benefits solely to those poor families whose
heads work and earn wages above some weekly minimum. Wage rate sub-
sidy programs provide benefits only to the working poor, giving
more benefits the more hours per unit af time that a recipient works.
Public employment programs, which can be viewed as income transfers
offering a complete subsidy to a public employer for ; worker's wage
bill; also contain implicitly a work test per se, Programs like FS
and AFDC/AFDC-UF, by contrast, do not coulition benefits upon employ-
ment, but require merely that a recipient register with the ES and,
posaibly, search more or 1ess.assidiously for a job. In the absence
of a program making government an employef of last resort, transfer
benefits could not easily be conditional upon work: ﬁhemployment
frequently is involuntary. Thus, other than when a person must prove
that his separation from a job was involuntary, work tests in American
income transfer programs become procedures whereiq;a government agency
monitors availability for work and job search to ;étermine ;he person's
eligibility for benefits. “
A, Coverage

Work registration requirements, or work tests, vary in
their coverage, number of conditions to satisfy to maintain eilibility,
and degree of enforcement.. These several aspects can be seen by ex-
.anining the registratioﬁ requirements studied in this project. In the

- FS program,the work registration requirement covers those not fully
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employed who are not exemgted. Exemptions are granted for certain
objective personal characteristics or as a result of the welfare agency
declaring the person to be not able-bodied. As indicated in Figure 3-1,
those not having to register under the FS program fali_iﬂto three
categories. Entry into two of the categories is a functiom of.ébjective
peréonal characteristics, whereas enﬁry into the third results from the
exercise of administrative discretion. In Figure 3-2 coverage of the
California AFDC/AFDC-UF regisﬁration reqpirement is depicted. In this
instance, the employed are not necessarily exempt from coverage and
must, along with the non-employed, establish that they cénnot earn an
income sufficient to make them ineligible for welfare before thgy can
receive benefits. Thus, in contrast.to the FS procedure, both initial
and continuing eligibility for AFDC/AFDC—UF in California are condizional
upon the monitoring of availability and search effort. The New York
AFDC/AFDC-UF work registration proceduré also covers both the employed
and the non-employed who are not exempt by objective characteristics or
administrative discretion; in comtrast with California, initial ei-
igibility for AFDC/AFDC-UF in New York 1s not based on job search
efforts.b As opposed to the UI program, in neither the FS nor the AFDC/
AFDC-UF cases 1s initial eligibility based on the condition that
separation from the last job be involuntary. To establish initial
eligibility in AFDC-UF, though,.. the male head must show substantial
prior labor force attachment, that consisting of at least 6 quarters

of work in any 13 calendar quarter period ending within one year
\

prior to application for AFDC-UF.
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B. Formal Procedure -

.

As shown in Figures 3-1 anq 3-2, aspects of procedure
also vary among work registration requirem;nts. Simplest among the
three- procedures investigated here is that in the ¥S program.1 FS
recipients are registered with the ES when the local welfare office
submits a form in their behalf to the ES. The ES office calls in the
FS registrant only when it has a specific service to offer the par-
ticular client. It is possible, therefore, for many registrants
never to visit the ES office in connection with the registration
fequirement. Pressure on registrants to intensify their job gearch
may result from the call-in, encouragement to review job listings
at the ES, questioning by ES officials into whether the registrant
is searching for a job, requests for prooonf such search; actual
job referrals, and ES inquiries into client respomses to jéb offers
" made by employers.

Somewhat more complicated than the FS registratibp procedure
is that in the Work Incentive Program (WIN Program) component of the
New York AFDC/AFDC-UF program.2 In addition to containing all the
opportunities for pressure oﬁ registrants in the FS process, the
procedure in the New York variant of the WIN program involves personal
registration by recipients énd the likelihood of periodic ¢alls-in, the
latter resuliing from a mandatory check pick-up provision. Family
heads who neither are enrolled in school nor are fully employed and have

whatever social services they require to work must pickAup their welfare
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The Food Stamp Work Test Process
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FIGURE 3-2

The California AFDC/AFDC-UF Work Test Process
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check at the ES on a bi-weekly basis -- and simultaneously review ES
job 1istings.3 The work registration yrocedure offering the widest
réhée of opportunities to impose more intensive search is that in the
WIN Program related to the California AFDC/AFDC-UF program. Registrants
there frequently are required to conduct their own job search and report
on that search to the ES, the report potentially being subject to veri-
fication. As in New York, California registrants also are required to
appear frequently at the ES office to report on their search, review
Job listings, and possibly receive referrals.
Lastly, FS registrants are not expected to accept employment
outside their "major or gemeral field of expericnce' until 3 months
after they.re_gister,4 There are, however, several restrictions on the
type of work té which AFDC/AFDC-UF registrants may be referred. It must '’
be work within the registrants "capabili;y” and reasonable commuting
distance of his residence; it must be above a certain wage minimum; and
it must be free of conditions that would violate a variety of Federal employ-
ment 1aws. This particular protection is not qffered AFDC /A:T,C-UF registrants.

C. Enforcement of Procedures

Lastly, enforcement also varies among work registration
requiremepts; Enforcement, in turn, has several aspects. First,it
relates t.c the proportior of registrants experiencing coercion in any
of the priviously indicated ways. So enforcement varies as the pro-
portion called-in or referred differs among programs and jurisdictionms.
Secondly, particular registrants mzy experience a given-type of pressure
with varying frequency. Referrals, for example, may cowe bi-weekly
or bi-morthly. Thirdly,‘énforcement varies with the provisions in a

registration requirement for punishments for non-compliance as well as

with provisions for appeal in the event that a registrant feels aggrieved.
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Thus, in FS an entire household may lose its benefits if a member is
found to be non-compliant. In AFDC/AFDC-UF, the household loses only
that fraction of its benefits attributable to the non-compliant individual.

. Coercion vs. Service

Before concluding this section, it is important to note
that work registration requirements, while basically coercive in origin,
also often contain the prospect of services to assist job search.
Registration with the ES by the employment eligible recipient allows the
resources of the ES to be utilized to assist the individual .to obtain
a job. Whereas the coercive features of work search testsare studied in
this chapter, the éssistance features are a consideration in the next chapter.

II. THE APPLICATION OF THE WORK TESTS

A. A General View

Differences among the five cities in the application of
the various work tests can be measured. Six means by which the ES can
‘pressure registrants to intensify their search are considered in this study.
The first measure of pressure or the application of the work registration
requirements is the extent to which registrants actually are called into
the ES office. Especially in the FS progfam, where registrants bear no
responsibility to conduct self-initiated search, no pressure to intensify
search can be felt in the absence of a call-in. Thus, one way to examine
differences amorig the cities in degree of pressure applied to registrants
is to compare the proportions of registrants receiving a call-in from the ES.

A second type of pressure applied to registrants is the frequency

with which they are calied-in. Repeated contact with ES officials

may increase both the probability that a registrant receives ES services
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and has his search behavior monitored. Among those called in, various
overlapping 8ubsets of registrants wére subject to further means of
pressure to intensify search. Thus, some registrants were pressured.by
being questioned about their searcb, although how strenuously this was
done is unkncwn. Of those questioned, some registrants were further
requested for proof of their search effort. Yet a different, possibly
overlapping subset of those called-in was_referred to jobs. Lastly,
some registrants actually reported that they were pressured to take
jobs other than ones they would have chosen in the absence of ES pressures.
Consequently, comparisons among the five cities as to differences in the
proportions of registrants called in frequently, questioned about their
search, asked for proof of their search efforts, and pressured into taking
otherﬁise unacceptable jobs offer alternative ways of measuring differences
in the appiication of work tests.

A last indicator of the degree of pressure applied by the ES
is the rate at which benefits are denied to registants because of
their non-compliance with sowe aspect of the registration requirement.
Respondents were asked during the interview whether they responded, for
example, to an ES call-in or job referral. ''Potential non-compliance".
reflected a failure to respond to some such ES request, where the res-
pondent's failure is expiained by something other than hig having found
a job at the time of the ES request. Clearly, mo direct measure of actual
non-compliance was available. Note also that a‘beﬁefit denial rate is not

an unambiguous measure of the degree of ES pressure on registrants: it
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could be low, for example, either because tﬁe ES chooses not to enforce

the registrafion requirement or because it has so stringently enforced

the requirement in earlier periods that registrants have been intimidated

into compliance. Additionally, a summary measure of such pressure

also was developed for each individual by summing the number of different

pressures he faced. This summary measure thus could take on values

between zero and six. Means of this summary measure, then, also could

be compared for differeht groups of individuals among the five cities.
There being several aspects of the registration procedures,

it remains to be determined whether implementatibn varied by ¢ity and

demographic group. Also of femaining interest is the question of

which registrants, those looking for work or those not looking, ex-

perienced the more demanding pressures applied by the ES.

B. Variations in Application of Work Test

1. By City

Contrasts are apparent when cdmparing among cities
the degree of ES pressure applied to registrants: Initial call-in rates
vary among the three FS cities, Ft. Worth, Memphis, and Omaha; they alsé ;
differ on the aﬁerage between‘FS and AFDC/AEDC-U? cities.5 Fort Worth
calls in far fewer FS registrants than do the other FS sites. The
two AFDC/AFDC-UF cities call in highér proportions of registfants than
have to appear in two of the three FS cities, and the San Diego call-in
rate exceeds that of all three FS ‘sites.

It is expected that for a given procedure differences in enforce-

ment will arise among ES agencies. Furthéf, it is anticipated that different
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procedures wi;l result in differences in the extent of pressure applied
to registrants. The data in Table 3-1 on the measure of ES pressure
discussed above are consistent with these expectations. They reflect

" greater pressure in Memphis than in Fort Worth and Omaha and even greater
pressure in the two AFDC/AFDC-UF sites. Thus, Memphis is mére likely

to call in registrants frequently, questions more registrants about

their search, demands proof of sﬁch search with greater frequency, and
refers a higher proportion of registrants to jobs than do the FS programs
in Fort Worth and Omaha. Rochester and San Diego generally score higher
in each of these areas than do the three FS sites. An overall index of ES
pressure is presented in line 11 of Table 3-1, where mean scores sre pro-
vided for each city-sex gfouping. For males, the cities i; ascending
order of ES pressure are'Fort Worth, Omaha, Memphis, Rochester, and

San Diego.

Apparently, the frequent calls-in in Rochester and San Diego result
in relatdively high rates of questioning and proof of search. A sub-
stantial difference appears between San Diego and tﬂe other four cities
on the extent of questioning of registrants about their search efforts.
Recall that a distinctive aspect of the work test in the state of
California is that registrants are required to initiate their own search
efforts. Although only two-fifths ofithe.eligible6 registrants in
San Diego were questioned, and, of these, only three-fourths had to pro-
duce evidence supporting their claims about search efforts, these per-
centages are substantially higher than those in thé other cities. lInter-.
estingly, though, with the exception of males in Rochester, referral
rates do not differ makedly among cities. Differential enforcement and

~ more demanding procedures also are apparent in the variation among cities
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. TABLE 3-1
Application of Work Registration Requirements, By City and Sex
MALES TEMALES
Ft. Worth Memphis Omaha Rochester San Diego Ft. Worth Memphis  Omaha _ Rog

Number in Sample 215 264 182 48 125 92 257 74

i ‘a Number 161 216 145 33 81 78 233 5¢
Eligible for Work Test  po,.one 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Called—-In® (Percent of Line 2) 34 73 45 73 84 31 .70 44
Call-In wnmacm:nwn Infrequently 16 40 34 9 19 19 51 42
(Percent of Line 2) Frequently 18 33 11 64 65 12 19 2
Questioned on Search® 16 35 22 42 51 9 23 14
(Percent of Line 2)
Proof of Search Umsmﬁmm&m 9 17 3 18 43 1 7 3
(Percent of Line 2)
Referred to Job® 15 21 16 49 19 9 12 9
(Percent of Line 2) ]
Pressured to Take hovm 1 1 1 6 3 0 0 2
(Percent of Line 2)
Potentially Non-Compliant™ 9 19 10 29 22 15 20 1€
(Percent of Line 2)
Denied Benefits® : 1 2 1 4 5 7 2 0
(Percent of Line 2)
Index of ES Pressure AmeﬁvH .93 1.78 .95 2.59 2.64 .61 1.30 72
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TABLE 3-1

Application of Work Registration Requirements, By City and Sex

MALES FEMALES
Ft. Worth Memphis Omaha Rochester San Diego Ft. Worth Memphis Omaha Rochester San Di®go
215 244 182 48 125 92 257 74 175 54
161 216 145 33 81 78 233 59 116 150
100. 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
34 73 45 73 84 31 70 44 48 67
:ly 16 40 34 9 19 19 51 42 24 24
18 33 11 - 64 65 12 19 2 24 43
16 35 22 42 51 9 23 14 16 31
9 17 3 18 43 1 7 3 6 24
- o0
15 21 i6 49 19 9 12 9 10 16 -
1 1 1 6 3 0 0 2 3 3
9 19 10:: 29 22 15 20 16 17 15
1 2 1 4 5 7 2 0 0 2
.93 1.78 .95 2.59 2.64 .61 1.30 .72 1.07 1.77
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TABLE 3-1

Footnotes

Persons "eligible for work tast" are those in the sample for whom a
period of unemployment or part-time employment could be found in i:he
twelve months preceding their interview when they also were
receiving Food Stamps (in Fort Worth, Memphis, or Omaha) or AFDC/
AFDC-UF (in Rochester and San Diego).

Persons ''called-in" are those who actually were requested to report
to the ES in connection with the work registration requirement.

Persons called-in ''frequently" had to report to the ES either every
week. two weeks, three weeks, or month in connect’lon with the work

test. Reporting "infrequently" means coming in oie time or either

every three, six, or twelve months. or more irregularly but not

frequently.

Those "questioned for search" were asked by the ES at some .time
during their period of registration whethex they had looked for

employment.

Among those "questioned on search," some persons were asked to
document the fact that they had been seeking work. Such persons
are those for whom there was "proof of search demanded."

Persons ''referred to'jobs" are those who during their period
of registration were sent by the ES to an employer at least once.

Persons "pressured to takejob" responded affirmatively to a question
about whether they had taken a job other than one that they normally
would have taken because of ES pressure during their period of

registration.

Persons "potentially non-compliant” are those who at some time during
their period of registration either did not report when called in

to the ES, or failed to make use of a service offered by the ES,

or did not furnish proof of search when asked for it by the ES —-

and explained smy of these difficulties with a reason other than that
they had found a new job. No way of getting at non-compliance

per se in interviews with registrants was available.

Persons "denied benfits'" are those whose benefits were denied because
of their non-compliance with some aspect of the work test aud who

also were unable to get the denied benefits restored as a consequennce .
of their negotiations either with the ES or the welfare department.

The summary index of ES pressure is constructed for each individual
by summing values of one for each type of ES pressure to which a regis-

trant was subjected.

The types of pressure are representated in

lines 3-8. Thus, for any individual the index can take on a value

between zero and six,
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in potential non-compliance and benefit denial rates.7 Among males,
benefit denials are more common in the two AFDC/AFDC-UF sites than in the
other three cities —-- and might have registered as being higher had

the non-compliant not been misséd so much in the interviewing process

in those two cities. 1In sum, then, ES offices apparently can vary
markedly in the extent to which they appiy pressure, beth by béing
stringent in implementing given procedures as well as by implementing

a broader array of procedures.

2. By Demographic Group

In addition to examining differences between cities,
an attempt was made to determine whether pressure is applied differentially
to registrsnts based on personal characteristics. Separating the regis-
trants by sex in Table 3-1, one notes a very clear pattern within each city
of greater pressure placed on males as opposed to females. Except for
initial call-in rates, every meané of pressure is applied substantially
more frequently to men. Even job referral rates uniformly are higher for
gen. In the AFDC/AFDC-UF program this pattern is consistent with USDOL
regulations calling for priority treatment for unemployéd fathers. No
such priorities are specified, however, fo; the:FS program. The gieater
attentioh given to males in the FS program as well as in the AFDC/AFDC-UF
program may result either from the existence of jobs in the various labor
markets that more frequently are given to men and/or from an attitude of
ES personnel that men have & greater reéponsibility to work and not to

rely on welfare.
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Efforts were made to determine whether other labor market related
characteristics of registrants were associated with thg degree of pressure
applied by the ES. 1In a regression analysis, theé index of ES pressure
(defined in footnote j of Table 3-1) was regressed on race, age, educationm,
health status, household status, and fawmily income as well as on four
indicators of a registrant's interest in finding a job. One indiéator
was whether the registrant typically looked for work when out of a job.

A second was whether job search was begun while still employedl The third
was an index of motivation. The last indicator was the number of techniques
used by the registrant in searching for work. For females, this regression
yielded no significant results. For males, the results are weak, but it
does appear that the ES selects for work-testing those who are most

highly motivated'to work. In Table 3-2, one notes that in Fort Worth,
Omaha, and Rochester those who typically looked for work when unemployed

and who started their search before they left their last job were work
tested more intensively by the ES. Also in Fort Worth, Rochester, and
Memphis, heads of household: were tested more heavily than were non-heads.
This aﬁparent selectivity, involving the choice of men over women, heads

of ho;seholds over,non—heads, and the more highly motivated over the less

in some 1oca£iohs conforms with recent findings in another study by Stevens.g
In two Missouri ES officio, Stevens found that veterans, low incore, and
more highly edqcated persons all received more referrals than their
counterparts.

Of additional interest may be the data in Table 3-3, which show,
without ceitrolling for other variables, that racial groups did not dif-

ferentially experience any form of pressure in any of the five cities.
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TABLE 3-2
Application of Work Registration Requirements, Males

Ft. Worth Memphis Omaha Rochester San Diego

1. LFCOMMIT .6828 .6706 - 1,4298
(.2519) (.2385)  (.7769)
2. STRISRCH .5965 .4258
(.3488) (.2588)
3. MOTVINDX -.0394 .0283
(.0160) (.0198)
4, TCHNIQS .1848
{.0684)
5. NHEAD -.6484 -.3556 -1.4844)
(.3079) (.2463) (.7579)
6. UHEALTH ~.4199 .2833 .2458 -1.4215
(.2395) (.2565) (.2381) (.4309)
7. BLACK .5546 -.9062
(.2680) (.6907)
8. FAMINC -.00004 =-,00003 -.00017 -.00006
. (.00003) (.00002) (.00012) (.00004)
9. AGE ! . .0285
(.0202)
10. EDUC ’ .0855 =.0483 -,1190
(.0466) (.0361) (.1141)
11, CONSTANT .8247 2.1332-  .9617 4.5441 1.3163
R 1414 . 0840 .0905 .3127 1510
n ’ 160 210 142 32 80
F 5.1052 3.1158  2.7264 2.4567 3.3800
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TABLE 3-2

Footnotes

Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations of estimated coefficients.
Blank spaces in table result from variables being clearly insignificant,
not from their being omitted. Sample is limited to those who are
"eligible" for the work test, as eligibility was defined in Table 3-1,
The dependent variable is an index number, constructed for each in-
dividual by summing values of one for each type of ES pressure listed

in Table 3-1 to which a registrant was subjected. The index number

can take on values between zero and six.

Regressions were run stepwise yith variables added as long as they
contributed significantly to R".

LFCOMMIT: equals 1 if person ususally looked for work when unemployed,
zero otherwise.

STRTSRCH: equals 1 if person began to look for work before leaving
old job, zero otherwise.

MOTVINDX: an index of motivation, based upon answers to .,uestions
used by H. Sheppard and H. Belitsky in their book, The
Job Hunt, p. 113. In short, the more the individual
perceived himself able to command his destiny, the higher
his score; the more the respondent felt ac the mercy of
exterior forces, the lower his score.

TCHNIQS: a measure of the number of ways an individual looked
for work, which takes or values betwecen zero and seven
for any one person.

NHEAD: equals one if not head of household, zero otherwise.

UHEALTH: equals one if person has health problem limiting
amount ot kind of work he can do, zero otherwise.

BLACK: equals one if person is Black, zero otherwise.

FAMINC: " income of the family excluding earnings of the person
interviewed.

ACE: equals the age of the individual in single years.

EDUC: . number of years of school completed.
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TABLE 3-3

Application of Work Registration Requirements, By City and Race

OMAHA

Span.
Spkg.&

White Black Others

ROCHESTER

Sp
Sp

White Black Ot

(Percent of Line 2)

Footnotes for this table are the same as those for Table 3-1.

< * FORT WORTH MEMPHIS
= Span. Span.
Spkg.& Spkg.&
White Black Others White Black Others
1. Number in Sample 107 63 45 38 206 0
a Number 85 47 32 37 183 0
2. Eligible for Work Test™ po .one 100 100 100 100 100 190
3. Called-IN® 38 34 28 70 74 0
(Percent Line 2) .
4, Call~-In mHmncm:n%n
(Percent Line 2)
Infrequently 25 i2 9 29 43 0
Frequently i3 26 19 41 31 0
5. Questioned on mmwnnsa 12 26 13 46 32 0
(Percent Line 2)
6. Proof of Search Demanded® 8 13 3 27 14 0
(Percent of Line 2)
7. Referred to Job® 14 19 9 16 22 0
Ammnmmzn of Line 2)
8. Pressured to Take Job® 0 2 3 .o 1 0
(Percent of Line 2)
9. Potentially Non-Compliant” 8 14 4 21 19 0
(Percent of Line 2)
10.Denied Benefits® 1 2 0 0 2 0

150

122
100

4o

34
12

16

11

28

21
100

43

14

11

4

2
100

19

14
100

93

14

-
4

71

21

71

14

37

22

14
100

64

21

14

36

23

10

50

33

33

33

29
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TABLE 3-3 °~

Application of Work Registration Wmacwnmwmznm. 3y City and Race

FORT WORTE MEMPHI3 OMAHA ROCHESTER SAN DIEGO

Span. Span. Span. Span, Span,

Spkg.& Spkg.& Spkg.& Spkg.& Spkg.&

White Black Others White Black Others White Bisck Others White Black Others White Black QOthers
107 63 45 33 206 0 150 28 4 19 22 7 95 17 13
85 47 32 37 183 0 122 21 2 14 14 6 60 11 10
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 190 100
33 34 . 28 70 74 0 46 43 0 93 64 50 88 &4 80
25 12 9 29 43 0 34 38 0 14 7 0 16 18 30
13 26 19 41 31 0 12 5 0 79 57 50 72 46 50
12 26 13 46 32 0 24 10 0 71 21 33 55 36 40
g 13 3 27 14 0 4 0 0 21 14 33 47 3% 30

}

14 19 9 1€ 22 0 16 14 0 71 36 33 20 0 30
0 2 3 0 1 0 2 0 0 14 0 0 2 9 0
8 14 4 21 19 0 11 0 37 23 29 23 6 39
1 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 9 0 4 0 15

Footnotes for this table are the same as those for Table 3-1.
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One would expect differences by racial group only if there was racial
discrimination. None can be detected in these data.

3., By Whether Registrants Seek Work

A substantial number of interviewers claimed they
were not seeking work at all, It was found that at least half of these
suffered from poor hea;th that limited their ability to work. In Fort
Worth and Rochester over 80 percent.of those not looking for work reported
bad health. Furthermore, proportions suffering from bad health were far
greater among those not ;ooking than among those looking. Apparently,
a sizable fraction of those who did not seek work probably were inappropri-
.ately registered with the ES.

To obtain more information on those not looking for work,their
treatment by the E5 is examined in Table 3-4 where the numbers experiencing
each form of ES pressure are compared for those looking and not looking
for work. Although many of those not looking for work are cailed in,
few of them go on to more striﬁgent stages of the work test in most cities.
Thus it appears that the ES in many cases finds that these individuals
‘should not be subjected to the work test.

It was decided to eliminate the indi'r'duals not looking for work
from further analyses of the effects of the work test on the assumption
that most of them should not have been subjected to it in the first place.
In any case, those not looking for work will not find it. Thus, no effect

of the work test will be observable ameng these individuals.

1
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Number

Total a.
Number b.

Called a.
In b.

Called
Freq.

=)

Questioned
a.
b.

Proof a.
Dmd. - b.

Referred

a.
b.

mnmmmCWma
: a.
b.

Test Index
Score

a.
UO

of Registrants Experiencing Differences in >va%nmnHo= of Work Test By Whether or Not They Sough

Looking for
Not Looking

Locking for
Not Looking

Looking for
Not Looking
Looking for
Not Looking
Looking for
Not Locking

Looking for
Not Locking

Looking for
Not Looking

Looking for
Not Looking

a.

b.

Work
for Work

Work
for Work

Work
for Work
Work
for Work
Work
for Work

Work
for Work

Work
for Work

Work
for Work

TABLE 3-4

The six work test measures are defined in the footnotes to Table 3-1.

MALES FEMAL
Ft. : San Ft.

Worth Memphis Omaha Rochester Diego Worth Memphis Omaha

133 167 115 29 70 45 141 26
28 49 30 4 11 33 92 30.

48 127 58 23 60 18 107 16

7 31 7 1 8 6 57 10

28 56 16 21 50 9 19 1

1 i5 0 0 3 0 24 0

26 67 31 14 39 7 36 7

0 9 1 0 2 0 17 1

14 33 5 6 34 1 12 2

0 3 0 0 1 0 5 0

23 42 23 16 15 7 17 4

1 3 0 0 0 0 11 1

1 1 2 2 2 0 0 1

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
.1.05 1.96 1.13 2.82 2.86 .93 1.36 1.07
.36 1.25 .27 .25 1.27 .18 1.23 .40

The test index score is developed for each individual by summing values of one for n¢
work test measures to which he was subjected.

Thus, it can vary between zero and sis

O
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H. TABLE 3-4
ing Differences in Application of Work Test By Whether or Not They Sought Work, By City and Sex
: MALES FEMALES g
m . San Ft. o San
orth Memphis Omaha Rochester Diego Worth Memphis ~ Omaha Rochester Diego
133 167 115 29 7C . 45 141 29 42 89
28 49 30 4 11 33 92 30 S 74 61
48 127 58 23 60 18 - 107 16 22 64
7 31 7 1 8 6 57 10 34 36
28 56 16 21 50 9 19 1 11 49
1 15 0 0 3 0 24 0 17 16
26 67 31 14 39 7 36 7 10 35
0 9 1 0 2. 0 17 1 9 11
14 33 5 6 34 1 12 2 5 31
0 -3 0 0 1 0 5 0 2 5
23 43 23 16 15 7 17 4 8 20
1 3 0 0 0 0 11 1 3 4
1 1 2 2 2 0 0 1 3 3
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
.05 1.96 1.13 2.82 2.86 .93 1.36 1.07 1.41 2.27
.36 1.25 .27 .25 1.27 .18 1.23 .40 .87 1.20

k test measures are defined in the footnotes to Table 3-1.

ex score is developed for each individual by summing values of one for the number of
asures to which he was subjected. Thus, it can vary between zero and six for any one person.

H3
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III. CONCLUSION
Work tests in American income transfer programs typically

are tests monitoring the availafility and search for work. Benefits are
conditional upon satisfactory sesarch efforts, not upon work per se. Such
work tests vary potentially in their coverage, conditions, and enforcement.
Among the three cities distributing only Food Stamps to respondents, Fort
Worth was found to be lenient, Omaha moderate, and Memphis tough in their
enforcament of the standard FS work test. Differences in enforcement were
measured by couparing among cities the proportion of registrants experi-
encing several different forms of ES pressure on them to inteasify their
seafch efforts. Between the two cities administering thei; own AFDC/AFDC-UF
work tests and the three administering the (formally identical) FS wérk
test, differences in ES pressure on registrants also were detected.

Besides the intuer-city differences in the application of work
tests; diséarities also were found among demographic groups. Thus,
men experienced far more pressure than women; heads of households more
than non-heads; those looking for work more than those not looking. The
question that remains is whether the differences found in the appliéation
of the work tests are of any consequence for search process, the probability
of registrant re-employment, and the quality of jobs obtained by registrants.

These matters are considered in Chapter 5.
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FOOTNOTES

1. The procedures described for the FS and AFDC/AFDC-UF programs
are those that were in effect in fiscal year 1974. Some modi-
fications in the FS procedure were supposed to go into effect
on July 15, 1974.

2. The procedures described for the New York and California AFDC/
AFDC-UF programs were different from those in effect elsewhere
in the country.

3. A report, submitted to Governor Hugh Carey shortly after he
assumed office, recommended termination of the check pick-up
program. (Peter Kihss, "Panel Urges Suspension of Work-Relief
Project," New York Times, March 26, 1975.)

4., As of July 15, 1974, FS registrants may be expected to accept
such employment one month after registratiom.

5. This finding is consistent with a similar one reported in:
U.S..Department of Labor, Manpower Administration, Office of
Manpower Program Evaluation, Division of Special Studiles,
"pilot Evaluation of the Work Registration Activity Under the
Food Stamp Program," Washington, D.C., July 1974, p. 34.

6. Sample members are defined as eligible for purposes of this
study if they were at some point simultaneously receiving
welfare benefits and either unemployed or employed part-time.
This period had to come in the year preceding their interview,
which was the period of the study. :

7. These benefit denial rates cannot compared with those appearing
in Table 2-1. First, they are computed on the base of "eligibies"
as defined for this study, not the base of total registrants as in
Table 2-1. Secondly, these are denials that have not been reversed
in the appeals procedure. Denials in Table 2-1 are sometimes
reversed. Lastly, having missed disproportionately the non-com-
pliant, one suspects that we must have also missed those whose
benefits were denied because of their non-compliance.
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CHAPTER 4

Patterns of Job Search

The work registration requirement under FS and AFDC/AFDC-UF
programs has two goals, one helping and one coercive. Registration
with the Public Employment Service (ES) by the recipient eligible
for employment allows the resources, training, and knowledge of
the ES to be utilized to assist tﬁe individual to obtain a job.

At the same time, by making the coatinuation of an individual's
welfare benefits ‘'dependent upon his effectively seeking suitable em-
ployment, Congress hoped to encourage rapid re-cmployment of elig-
ible individuals. In this chapter interest lies in the degree to
which a) the ES assisted individuals in the sample to obtain
employment, and b) “the extent to which registration and its

attendant threat of hemefit cancellation served to speed up or

make more effective the search procass.

The chapter divides into three parts. The first describes
the job seeking patterns of the overall sample and éompares'them with
the patterns found in other studies. The second considers the + =~
power scrvices provided by the ES as distinct from its';oercive
measur2s. A chird contains an analysis of the determinants of job
seeking patterme. An analytical assessment of success in obtainirg
a new job 1s contained in Chapter 5, while implications for policy

and procedures are discussed in Chapter 6.
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I. Job Seeking Patterns

This section discusses some general characteristics of the
work search patterns in our sample. The following sections then examine
the ways the.ES can influence job search. Two aspects of job seeking
patterns are of interest here: the channels of information which are
used by the individuals looking for new jnbs, and the intensity with
which they seek work.

A. Channels of Information

Individuals were asked three questions concerning
the channels through which they sougiut jobs. The first question
was how they looked for work, with the interviewers putting down a
yes answer for each of eight channels which they might have named.
These eight were Public Employment Service; Private Employment Agencies;
Company Personnel Office; Union; Community Organizations; Friends and
Relatives with a Company from Which Employmeat was Sought; Friends and
Relatives with Other Companies; and Newspaper /ds. vApproximately 28
percent of all "eligible"l respondents named either no or just a single
source of information. A@ong males, Fort Worth had the largest propor-
tion of such replies, 38 percent, while San Diego had the lowest propor-
tion, 16 percent. Among females, Fért Worth again had the largest
proportion of such replies, 54 percent, whil; San Diego had the smallest,
29 percent. These numbers are interesting in view of the finding in
Chapter 3 that Fort Worth had the most lenient work test enforcement

and San Diego the most stringent.
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Individuals who indicated more than one job channel were then
asked which was the one they used most. Newspapers were cited as
being used most often by female registrants in each of the five cities.
For males, newspapers were cited in two of the five cities, Omaha
and San Diégo, while direct application to employers were used most
often in two other cities. At its peak, in Omaha, better than
one-half of the females and two-fifths of the males responding said
they used newspapers the most. |

The ¢hird question involved ranking the channels on the basis
of which was the most useful in finding employ@ent. Newspapers and
the ES, ﬁwo formal channels of informa: :cn, generally were considered
the most useful. 1n four of the five cities, newspapers were cited
by roughly one-third of #he female registrants as the most useful
information source. In three of the five cities, roughly three of
every ten male registrants held a similar view of newspaper job ads.
Moreover, among two of the three city-sex groups in which another source
was thought to be mcst valuable by the largest number of registrants,
ﬁewspapers were considered the most valuable by the second 1argest group
of registrants.2 Among earlier studies, only the Kenakeé‘survey of
secondary workers by Richard Wilcock and Walter Franke produce:!
comparable results. There, in an expanding labor market, 19 percent
reported that they obtained their jobs through the use -of newspapers.3
The closest comparéble figures, 40 percent, waé-repdrted for uﬁskilled

workers seeking emplbyment in Glasgow, Scotland.4
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Next to newspapers, the ES held a strong position as a "most
useful source." Among both females and males, it was consideréd the
most useful source by the largest proportion of registrants in one of
the five cities, Memphis in each case. Recall in the previous chapter
that the ES enforced the FS work test the most in Memphis among the
three FS cities. Appérently, it also was providing a service in the
process. Among females in the other four cities, the ES was just be-
hind newspaper ads in the proportion of citations as the most ﬁggful
source. Among males, this was the case in Rochester and San D%ego,
but not in Fort Worth and Omaha. Again, recall that the two férmer
cities had active registration enforcement whereas in the two latter
cities enforcement was less extensive. Among nine of the ten.city-sex
groups, the lowest prdportion,.18.5 percent, citing the ES as~ﬁhe most
useful source exceeds the rate to be found in all but three other
groups of employees covered in 14 previ&us studies covering some 26
occupationailor geographical labor markets.5 The two.city-sex grbups
with the highest percentazes, both around 42 percent in Memphis; ex-
ceeds that reported everywhere else. |

Direct applications to the employer and the utilization of frieﬁds
and relatives, the latter a more iﬁformal method of search, which were
extensively used by workers in other surveys of job seeking channels,
were little used by persons in this scmple. Friends and relatives
were seen as the most useful channel by but 15 perceﬁt of persomns in

each of the ten city-sex groups. The results are similar for all groups
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except the Spanish-surnamed, among whom more than one-fifth gave
friends and relatives as the most useful source. These percentages
are substantially lower than those reported in other studies. The

closest comparable figures was the 16 percent reported in The Job Hunt6

and the 17 percent obtained in a study of older managers, 37 percent
of whom got their new jobs through the use of 40 plus clubs.7

The importance of direct application to an employer also was low.
The two highest figures for males, 38.7 percent in Rochester and 25.5
percent in Fort Worth, are in the low range reported for other studies,
while the lowest figure of rougﬁly 15 percent in Memphis i3 below thaﬁ
reportéd in any other study. Again, the Spanish-surnamed often were an
exception, with one-third of them typically saying that calling at the
employer's office was the most useful. Certain occupations in the recent
study of the Chicago labor market had lower values, though ;t must be
recalled that close to 50 percent of the sources of jobs in the Chicago
data were classified as unknown. |

B. Intensity of Search

The only measures available on intensity of search are
the degree to which alternative channels of inférmation were used, and
how often particular channels were used. Consider_first the use of al-
ternative channels of information. In every city males more frequently
used more than one source than did females. The greatest uss =f mul-
tiple sources was in San Diego, where 84 perceﬁt of the male registrants

used more than one, The least use of multiple sources was in Fort Worth,
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where 62 perceﬁt of the males and 46 percent of the females used more
than one channel. It should be noted that in the cities with toughe?
work tests use of more than one channel was more common, Comparafively,
in a national survey of job search in 1973, 89.2 percent of those in-
terviewed indicated that they used more than ore channel.8 The least
use of multiple sources in that sample was by women, but even here
79.9 percent used more than one, considerably in excess of the 56 per-
cent of women ir this sgmple who'used multiplé channels.

Other me%sures of infensity of sehrch:are the numbers of visits
to a public or private employment égenCy and the numbers of calls on
employers. Again, men more frequently made visits to employment agencies
and to employers than did women, ‘Gererally, over 60 percent of the men
Vieited an employment agency one or more times per week. Forty percent,
therefore, typical.y made no contacts with an emplosment agency while
unemployed. Further, roughly 70 percent in each city visited one or more
employers per week. Interestingly, again, in San Diego 84 percent of
the males visited one or more employers per week and 83 percent visited
two or more per week. In each of the other four cities, roughly 60
percent of the'males visited two or more employers per week, This
greater degree of actiQitf in San Diego reflects, most likely, the
California requirement for job search initiated by the regist;ant. Among
"eligible" female registrants, roughly half in each city visited an J
employment agency one or more times per week; thus, roughly half made no
visits in the typical week. And from one-third to twé-thirds of the women,

depending upon the city,visited one or more employers perr week. Again, though,
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San Diego the intensity of job search seemed the greatest. While in
the four other cities between 28 percent and 44 percent of the women
reported calling on two or more employers per week, in San Diego 64
percent of the eligible female registrants did so.

A study of individuals who had exhausted their unemployment in-
surance (UI) benefits, conducted in different states abcut the same
time as the present survey, found that the average number of in-person
contacts with employers ranged f;om 1.1 per week for white females to
a high of 1.7 per week for non-white males.9 Overall the survey average
was 1.35 in person contacts per week. The methods of counting are not
directly comparable, but it would appear that among those ex« .usting
UI benefits the differences between men and womer with respect to
'employers contacted per week are consistent with what'was found with
this group of FS and AFDC/AFDC-UF recipients. Moreover, the levels of
search are comparable in this and in the UI study.

In the 1973 survey of‘job seeking, 65lpercént of those intexviewed
indicated that they usually spent five hours a week or less looking for
work. This would seem to imply a limited number of employers or employ-
ment agency contacts, and seemingly would be consistent with the results
here. In an experimental sfudy investigating the value of supplementary
job information to UI beneficiaries, employer confacts over an eight
week period in the control group were similar to those for persons

in this study.10
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I1. MANPCOWER SERVICES PROVIDED BY THE ES

The requirement of registration at the ES was intended to
provide assistance as well as to monitor the applicants efforts in finding
a new job. The degree of assistance given was ueasured by questions
concerning job referrals and other manpower services offered by the ES
and what happened as a result of these activities. Table 4-1 presents
the number of individuals receiving each manpower service. Aside from
job referrals, the only additional manpower service offered to any
substantial number of registrants was the opportunity to review lists
of jobs. Only in the two AFDC/AFDC-UF cities were very small numbers
of persons given services other than these two.

At first blush, it appears that the eligible registrants in
this sample received minimal service from the ES. As can be seen in
Table 4~2, only 51 of 1310 registrants received jobs as a result of ES
referrals. In general, the ES was more successful in placing men than
women; and the percentage of eligible registrants placed in jobs was
higher in the two AFDC/AFDC-UF sit:s than in the three FS sites (Line 5a
of Table 4-2). Typically, though, fewef than 5 percent of the registrants
were placed in jobs by the ES.

A second approach to evaluating the level of service offered
by the ES involves determining the proporiion of total jobs found by
persons in the group that were found for them by the ES. Whereas 51
of 1310 registrants found jobs via the ES, only 544 of the 1310 fouﬁd

any job during the survey period. Among the 544, as the data in
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Eligible for Work Test?

Number
Percent

Referred to Jobs
(Percent of Line 1)

Shown Job Lists
(Percent of Lire 1)

Given Search Money
(Percent of Line 1)

Given Interview Lessons
(Percent of Line 1)

Given Training
(Percent of Line 1)

Given Public Jobs
(Percent of Line 1)

Given Day Care
(Percent of Line 1)

TABLE 4-1

Manpower Services Offered to Registrants, By City and Sex
MALES

Ft. Worth Memphis Omaha Rochester San Diego Ft. Worth Memphis Omaha |
161 216 145 33 81 78 233 59
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

15 21 Ho 49 19 9 12 9
19 35 19 49 43 12 24 10
0 0 0 6 4 -0 0 0
0 0 0 15 7 0 0 0
D 0 0 9 2 0 0 0
0 e 0 0 1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

See Table 3-1, footnote a.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.
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TABLE 4-1

Hanpower Services Offered to Registrants, By City mﬁm‘me.

MALES i FEMALES
Ft. Worth Memphis Omaha Rochester San Diego Ft. Worth Memphis Omaha Rochester San Diego

161 216 145 33 81 78 233 59 116 150
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
15 2 16 49 19 . 9 12 9 10 16
19 35 . 19 49 43 12 24 10 - 12 31
0 0 0 6 4 0 L0 0 3 3
0 : 0 0 15 7 0 0./ 0 1 5
0 0 0 9 . 2 0 0 0 3 5
0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 C 0 0 0 0 0

See Table 3-1, footnote a.

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E
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Referrals For uov Offers Received, and Placements Made Among Registrants, By City and

Ft. Worth Memphis

TABLE 4-2

Omaha Rochester San Diego

Ft. Worth Memphis. Omaha

FEMAL

Number - of 161
Eligibie Registrants
Number Finding Jobs 89
Via All Channels
zcivmn Referred to 24
Jobs by ES
Number Who Received Job 9
Offers From ES
Referral
Number Finding Jobs 6
From ES Referrals
a. As Percent of Line 1 4
b. As Percent of Line 2 - 7
c. As Percent of Line 3 25
Number Who Received 24
Job Offers
Number Finding 19
Jobs From

Employers Directly

216

106

45

17

20

26

19

MALES
145 33
87 18
23 16
5 7
4 6
3 18
5 33
17 38
18 7
13 4

81

62

15

33

23

21

78

20

14

233

48

28

14

17

59

17

12

40

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



TABLE 4-2

?mwm For Job Offers Received, and wwmnmsmﬁnm Made Among Registrants, By City and Sex

: MALES FEMALES
. Ft. Worth Memphis Omaha Rochester San Diego Ft. Worth Zmauswm Omaha Rochester San Diego
161 216 145 33 81 - 78 233 59 116 150
89 106 87 18 62 20 .. 48 17 19 78
24 45 23 1% 15 7 28 5 12 24
9 17 5 7 7 2 7 2 8 11
-,
6 9 4 6 5 1 4 2 6 9
1 4 4 3 18 6 1 2 3 5 6
7 8 5 33 8 5 8 12 32 8
3 25 20 17 38 33 14 14 40 50 38
,, 24 26 16 7 23 2 17 2 11 36
19 19 13 4 21 2 13 0 8 34
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line 5b of Table 4-2 indicate, with the exception of Rochester,
roughly 7 or 8 percent of total job placements were placements made
by the ES. These figures can be compared with one froﬁ a study in
I1linois in 1965,.where the director.of the ES reported that 11.8
percent of all job placements were onesbmade by the ES.:2
A third way of evaluating the level of service is to look at the
proportion of ES referrals that rgsulﬁed in placements. In zll, 199
of the 1310 eligible registrants received one or more ES referrals
and, again, 51 of the 199 found jobs as a consequence of the referrals.
Though the numbers involved are very small for each city-éex group, one
point to be noted is that the placement/referral rates in line S5c of
Table 4-2 are higher for both men and women in the AFDC/AFDC-UF cities
than in the FS cities. Generally, the rates vary between 20 to 40 percent.
These placement/referral rates may be compared with the ratio of place-
ments to referrals for the ES as a whole. During the late 1960's, 44.9
percent of total ES referrals resulted in a placement, and in fiscal year
1974 it was 52.3 percent.12 In the special New York study, 40.4 percent
of referrals resulted in placements.13 Finally, the percentage of re-
ferrals result?ng in placements for thelnational caseload of FS regis-
trants in fiscal year 1974 was 50.1.14 Now it 1s less iclear that the level
of service received in this sample was below that of the normal ES
applicant.

A last comparative view of the ES service can be gained by com-

'paring our findings with those of other studies. A 27-week study of
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unemployed workers in New York found that only 20.4 pércent.of a test.
group and 13.1 percent-of a control group received a job feferral
from the ES. The record on placement was 8.8 percent for the test group
and 4.9 percent for the control group.14 In a very recent study of two
local ES offices in Missouri, fhe referral rate among UI beneficiaries
was 16 percent.15 Lastly, an internal USDOL study of the ES regis;
tration program produced data on a national basis for fiscal year 1974,
the year during which this study was done. It showed that while 32.7
percent of all ES applicants received referrals amnd 17.1 pércenf-wére
placed, only 15.9 percent of FS registrants received referrals and 3.0
percent were placed.16 These indicators of ES service acfivity suggest
that FS and AFDC/AFDC-UF recipients in éhis study received less extensive
service than the usual ES applicant, although treatment.comparable to the
national pool of FS registrants. |

‘It is not unreasonable to infer from our data that the lower re-
ferral rates for FS and AFDC/AFDC-UF registrants reflecﬁed relatively
cargful selectivity on the part of the ES. In chapﬁer 3, it was eviizut
that the ES does interact with a high.fraction of registrants! espat il LY
in some cities,but has a relatively uniferm low level of refer::ziz. 1In
places like Memphis and San Diego, the intgractions between the HE& anu
" clients seem quite extensive. Referrals, hcwever, are not. We sdepcos
that ES officials make a judgment that there is little payoff tu reicuring

some clients and adjust their behavior accordingly.17 In this counection.
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it should be noted that a.relatively large number of e;igible registrants --

33 percent for all five cities combined -- claimed that they were not

seeking work altogether during their period of unemployment., Many of

these suffered from health problems and probably were in cur sample by

accident. (Those with evidence of a disabiling medical.problem are exszupt

from the work test, but their problem is sometimes not ;iscovered untii

they are first called in to the ES.) There is thus a high probability

that many in this group were ineligible for the work test fo£ health

or other reasons. In later statistical tests, this group is exclud:d,

It is included, however, in the sample used for calculating the numbars

in this chapter, which therefore should be viewed with great cautionm.
Consider finally an additional aspect of the job referral prouess:

job offers were not often refused. For the sample as a whole, tlhree-

fourths of the registrants accepted those jobs which they were offereﬁ

either through referrals by the ES or by contacting an employer. -i'~v

ES jobs separately, the acceptance rate was 69 percent compared to

80 perceani for seli-found offers. These percentages are consistent with

national data from the 1973 survey which indicated that 68 percent huad

not turned down a jocb offer if they were white and 77.8 pevccat if they

were non--whit,e.18 The unemployed in The Job Hunt accepted = somewhat

higher proportion, 83 percent.19
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III. CONCLUSION
Job segrch is a difficult subject to study, since only

limited aspects of the process can be observed. Measures like the
sources of job information used or the number of visits to employers
reveal little about the quality of search, A critical question,
virtually impossible to answer; is whether an individual behaves
during his visits to employers in a way moat likzly to lead to an ogfer.
Especially iﬁ*;he presence éf a work tegh, & peréon may go through the
formalities of searching, but in a way unlikely to result in a job offer.

A comparison of the search patterns of those in this sample with
those of persons in other studies, however,‘canAfruitfully be made.
Generally, job search efforts in this sample, even in the presence
of the work test, were somewhat less extensive than in other groups
that have been studied. The ES did not greatly assist search, making
referrals at rates somewhat below those found for the general pooi
of ES applicants. Except for making job referrals; moreover, the
only other manpower service generally offered to registrants was the

opportunity to re&iew job listings.

70 :



10.

11.

12.

65,
FOOTNOTES
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Chapter 5

The Impact of Work Tests on Employment

Thié chapter will investigate the impact of the work test
on two aspects of work effort. The first question considered is
whether the work test succeeded in getting FS or AFDC/AFDC-UF recipients
back to work. Then, among those who did get jobs, the effects of the
work test on the duration of a spell of.unemployment is considered.

I. METHODS OF STUDY

.

The problem is to determine whéther any of the work test
procedures affect work behavior variables ~- the probability of finding
work and the duration of unemployment. The study was conducted in cities
with light labor markets where the work test should have the best chance
df success. - Respondents were asked about the following five aspeéts of
the work test: 1) whether they were called in to the ES office, 2) whether
they were called in freqﬁently, 3) whether they were questioned about their
job search efforts, 4) whether they were asked for proof of their job
search efforts, 5) whether they were referred to a job by the ES.
Unfortunately, these treatments are not ind.pendent of cach other.since,
for example a person cannot be calied in frequently or questioned un-
less he has first simply been called in. The effect of being called in
is thus iikely to vary depending on what other treatments the individ-
ual receives. In order to separate the effects of these treatments,
individuals were grouped together on the basis of the combination of
treatments they received. Dummy variables were constructed for.fivé of

the combinations. Each of the following dummy variables equals unity
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for an individuai under the indicated situation, zero otherwise.
1) CALLED: called into the ES office, but not called in
frequently, not questioned, not asked for proof,

not given a referral.

2) CALLED FREQUENTLY: called into the ES office frequently,
but not questioned, not asked for proof, not given referral.

3) QUESTIONED: questioned about job search efforts, but not
asked for proof, nor given a referral.

4) PROOF: asked for proof of job search efforts,

5) REFERRED: referred by the ES to a job.
Very few individuals ware both referred and asked for proof so no attempt
was made to separate variables (4) and (5). Otherwise, the categories
are mutually exclusive. An individual receiving some ES treatment will
have zeros for four of these variab.es andAa value of unity for only one
variable. Those receiving no ES treatments have zeros for all five variables.

Since individual characteristics besides the work test treatment received’

are likely to affect each of the dependent variables, it is necessary
to control for these other characteristics if the work test effects af;‘
to be isolated. The questionnaire provided information on a variety of
demographic and economic characteristics of each individual from which

the following control variables were constructed.

1) NHEAD: equals one if the individual is not a head of the
household, zero otherwise. (Not available for females.)

2) UHEALTH: equals one if the person has a health problem
limiting the amount or kind of work he can do, zero
‘otherwise.

3) BLACK: equals one if the person is Black, zero otherwise.

4) FAMINC: income of the family, excluding the earnings of
the person interviewed.

5) AGE

6) EDUC: number of years of school completed.

ERIC 80
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7) SEARCH: index of job search, which equels the number of
weekly calls on employers + number of weckly visits to
employment agencies + number of diffexent chiannels of job
information used + (5, ii the person claimed he was always
looking for work, or 0, if he was only looking some of the time)

The five work test variables and the control variables are in-

cluded as independent variables in the regressions presented in this
chapter. An additional control variable that might be important is
sex. Since differences by sgg_might be large, it was decided to ruﬁ
separate regressién;for males and females. Similaily, differences by
city could be substantial especially in work test treatment. It was
decided to run the regressions separately by city. Thus, for cach de-
pendent variable, there are separate regressions for each sex in each
city. Although our intention was to include the full set of independent
variables in each regression, in .some cases the computer was unable
to include a variable due to an insufficient F-I;;;h or tolerance level.
A complication arises in interpreting the results. If the ES
is selective_in who it treats under the work test, the éffecté of the.
work test on work behavior will be clouded. Two types of ES sel~
ectivity are conceivable. One involves applying the work test to those
with the highest probability of returning to work éﬁ;ﬁ;y -- the cream
of the crop -- and sometimes is called "creaming." The other involves
concentrating ES pressure on those with the greatest reluctance or
diffiéﬁlty in returning to work and may be called pregsuring.”" In
Chapter 3, except for the differences in treatment between males and
feﬁéfés, no evidence was found that the ES is selective in whom it treats.

Howevgr, the evidence depended: complétely on individual characteristics

that we could measure. When the welfare office sends the name of a new

81




70.

registrant to the ES, it also sends information on tﬁe work history

of the person, data which we did not have. Since suéh information
might be useful in predicting future success in réturning to work, the
ES may be able to use it for either creaming or pressuring.

The work test, if it is successful, will tend to incfease'the prob-
ability of returning to work {or to reduce the duration of unempioyment).
In the presence of creaming, it will appear successful, bﬁt the success
may result from the creaming rather than from the work itseilf. 1If
creaming takes place, those work tested will be the ones with the
highest probability of returning to work so that there will be an associ-
ation between being work tested and returning to work. The regression
coefficients of work test variables may reflect on}y this association,
not a causal relationship of the work test on retutning to work. In
the presence of pressuring, the distortion will wvork in the opposite
direction. Those work tested will tend to be those least likely to
return to work. If then the regression coefficients show a negative

effect of the work test on the probability of returning to work, it is

-not the result of a perverse causal relationship, but rather a con-

sequence of pressuring. There is thus an indeterminancy in our re-
gression results on the work test. Success of the work test in getting
people back to work may be only apparent -- a result of creaming. Lack
of success, too, may be misleading since pressuring tends to hide
sucress. If it were pcssible to contro! for all individual character-
igtics by including the relevant variables in the regression, neither
crzaming nor pressuring would create statistical problems.1

It should be noted that the regression samples exclude those who
claimed not to be seeking work at all. As indicated in Chapter 3, it

is believed that many of these were really not subject to the work test.
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II. THE PROBABILITY OF FINDING A .T0B

Success in find a job is measuved by a dummy variable equal
to unity if the person  found a joh 2fter a spell of unemployment in
which he was work tested, zero if he did not. This dummy variable
‘is used as the dependent variable in regressibns for males reported
in Table 5-1 and for females in Table 5-2. Predictions based on these
regressions will generally lie between zero and unity, and can be
interpreted as the prbbability of finding a‘job, conditional on the
specified values of the independent variables.

Actually, predictions based on regressions with such a dummy
as dependent variable can easily lie outside the 0, 1, range, a probiem
overcome by logit analysis. In addition it is knéwn that such regressions
suffer from heteroscedasticity, a problem that reduces the reliability
~of estimates, but does not bias them. Although these problems could
be serious, they are not necessarily so. Therefore, ordinary regression
is used. |
In evaluating the regression résults, it should be remembered
that the list of independeﬁt variables included is long, increasing
/Fhe risk that some of them will be highly correlated and thus will
- appear insignificant. Therefore, coefficients should be éhecked first
..... for significan;e,.but even if they do not pass that test, they siwould
be judged by whether their signs are appropriate. 1In general the values
of R2 are low, indicating that the probability of finding work remains
largely unexplained even after accounting for the effects of the work

test and the measured control variables.
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TABLE 5-1

Probability of Finding Work, Males

Ft. Worth gggphis Omaha Rochester San Diego

T. CALLED  -.1192 0317 -.2791  —-.4960 .1478
. (.1448) (.0924)  (.1078) (.4037) (.1641)

2. CALLED -.2137 .2067  -.2546  —.3939 .0839
FREQUENTLY (.2153) (1538) (.2546) (.3032) (.1331)

3. QUESTIONED .1796 * -.3762 * .2341
(.1978) (.1413) (.1659)

4. REFERRED .0374 -.0165  -.2458 -.2216 .0528
(.1422) (.0928)  (.1030) (.2685) (.1129)

5. PROOF .1131 -.0928  -.2371 -.2716 - 0203
. (.1699) (.0985)  (.1907) (.2713) (.1152)

6. SEARCH .0102 ~.0055 0039  .0090 .0081
(.0064) (.0061)  (.0052) (.0084) (.0052)

7. NHEAD .0217 -.3078  -.2205 -.5802 -.1454
(.1211) (.0928)  (.0891) (.2868) (.0984)

8. UHEALTI . 2 -.2885 -.2691  -.0791  .1169 -.1419
(.0925) (.0971)  (.0941) (.3150) (.1011)

9. BLACK -.1388 -.0527  -.2038  .0255 -.0202
(.0941) (.1041)  (.1137) (.2134) (.1187)

10. AGE .0037 -.0048 * ~.0323 - .0064
: (.0040) (.0041) (.0148) (.0043)
11. EDUC -.0180 .0298  ~-.0045 * -.0188 .
' (.0132) (.0186)  (.0130) - (.0160)

12. CONSTANT . .7337 .7218  1.0068 1.9332 1.4121
R2 .1540 .1582 .2257 . .4517 .2265

n 135 169 114 29 : 70

Standard errors of the coefficients appear in parentheses

*Variable omitted becausc F-level or tolerance level insufficient.
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TABLE 5-2

Probability of Finding Work, Females

Ft. Worth Memphis Omaha Rochester San Diego

1. CALLED .0785 -.0781  ,0745  -.4103 .0592

(.2586)  (.0866) (.2313)  (.2186)  (.1260)
2. CALLED * .3786 -.1704
FRECUENTLY (.2188) (.3200)

3. QUESTIONED  =-.2427 S -.5551 -.3777
(.3335) (.3159) (.3057)

4. REFERRED -.3758 1107 .309 .2874 -.0905
(.2372 (.1336) - (.4225)  (.2394) (.1248)

5. PROOF 1.0190  -.1022 -.5141  -.2049 .0258
- (.5830)  (.1544) (.5553)  (.3068) (.1093)

6. SEARCH .0368 .0054 0159 .0069 .0028
: (.0167)  (.0064) (.0165)  (.0168) (.0059)
7. UHEALTH .0954  -.1686  .2153  -.1871 -.2732
(.2096) = ).1139) (.2868)  (.1670) (.0890)

8. BLACK -.1542 - -.2373  .1725 .1092 -.0598
(.1961)  (.1448) (.3350)  (.1707 (.1217)

9. FAMINC -.0003 .0006  .0026 .0022 -.0011
(.0024)  (.0011) (.0027)  (.0017) (.0008)

10. AGE ~.0039 .0055  .0106 .0093 .0105
(.0071)  (.0035) (.0070}  (.0098) (.0041)

11. EDUC ~.0154 .0054  .0523  .0334 .0143
(.0403)  (.0217) (.0551)  (.0376) (.0178)

12, CONSTANT .5251 .2942 -.8233  =.2581 .3617
R - .2438 1139 .3660  .3169 - .1886

n 45 143 31 45 105

Standard errors of the coefficients appear in parentheses.

*Variable oritted by computer because F-level or tolerance level insufficient.
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A. Males
If the work test is successful, it should increase the

probability of returning to work, so that the work test variables should

- have positive coefficients. It is striking to note that all work test

coefficients for Omaha and Rochester are negative, a result explainablg
only by pressuring. Indeed, CALLED, QUESTIONED, AND REFERRED are sig-
nificant in Omaha. It may be that pressuring does succead in getting
some people back to work that otherwise would not havé doia so, but
this cannot be deduced from the results. Whether there is success.or
not, however, the pressuring may be consistent with the intentions of
the work test program. In pafticular, in Omaha the results indicate
that the ES concentrates its efforts on those least likely to go back
to work on their own.

In contrast to Omaha and Rochester, all coefficients of work
test variables are positive in San Diego except for PROOF. None ar=
significant., The positive coefficients may result from crzaming, but if
so it 1is a very weak process. These results may also indicate a very
weak success for the work test in San Dlego. Indeed, if the work test
is to su;ceed anywhere, it should be in San Diego where it 1is most
stringently enforced. The i1esults are #ven weaker in Mémphis and Fort
Worth where the signs of thg cozfficients are mixed. The possibility
remains that in these cities a genuine work test success is combined
with pressuriﬁénin a wa& that the effects of the two just cancel each
other, but it is not a likely coincidence. It thus appears that except
for San Diego, where the evidence is weak, there is little indication

of work test success in getting péople back te work;

v
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To see further the implications of the coefficient estimates,;
Table 5-3 presents predictions of the probability.of returning to work.
The base for comparison is a person who is head of his family, healthy,
white, age 30, with 12 years of education, and with a score of 10 on
the index of search. The probability of'returning to work is prediéted
for such a person based on the regression coefficiénts in four situ-
ations: first that he is subjected to no work test and then to three
different combinations of work test treatments indicated by the variables
CALLED, QUESTIONED, AND PROOF. It should be remembered that many of
the indicated differences in prcbability are not significant. The pre-
dicted probabilities exceeding unity illustrate the haiards of regression
as opposed to logit analysis,

Considering now the other regression coefficients, 3%.r"H has
the expected positive sign everywhere except in Memphis, althou;® it
is never significavit. Non-heads have & lower probability uf reiruning
to work éverywhere except in Fort Worth, and the difference is signiu
ficant in Memphis, Omaha, and Rochester. The unhealthy hiave 2 lcwer
probability outside of Bochestér, but is is not szignificant. Although'
there are few significant coefficients among these variables, there is
at least some consistency in signs across cities, '

B. Females
For females no work test coefficient 1s significant.

The only pattern in coéfficients emerges in Rochester where all work
test coefficients are negative exceﬁc N3 o REFERRED; This pattern can

be explained by pressuring and is consistent with the findingé for males
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TABLE 5-3

Predicted Probability of Returning to Work, Maies

Ft. Worth Memphis Omaha Rochester - San Diego

1, Not Work 7307 .8804 .9918  1.0542 1.0755
Tested

2. CALLED = 1 .6115 L9121 7127 .5582 1,223

3. QUESTIONED = 1 ,9103 .8804 .5436  1.0542 1.3096

4, PROOF = 1 .8438 .7876 L7547 ..7826 1.0552

For each indicated work test treatment the predicted probablity
ig calculated for a person who is head of his family, healtny, white,
age 30, with 12 years of education, and with a score of 10 on the index
of search. Calculations are based on the coefficients in Table 5-1.

LS
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iﬁ Rochester. Otherwise, the results for females give no clear indi-
_caﬁionz of success, creaming, or pressuring. Of course, Chapter 3
indicated that the work test is applied much less extensively to females
than to males.

As for other coefficients, very few are signficant. While there
is some consistency in signs across cities, it is weakér than in the
case of the male regressions. In short, the results are not very strong.

11t. THE DURATION OF A SPELL OF UNEMPLOYMENT

Additionai'evidence on the effects of the work test is
provided by introducing the number of weeks unemployment as the dependent
variable. The number of weeks in a spell of unemployment can be measured
only for those who did go back to work during the year. The sample size
for tlhiese vegressions is thus smaller than for the previous regressions
which inciuded also those whg did not find jcbs. Indeed, the remaining
sample is too small to obtai; meaningful results for males in Rochester
or for temales in Fort Worth, Omaha, and Rochester. Results for males
appenr iq.Table S-A‘and for females in Table 5-5.

A. Males

In addition to getting a person back to work in the
first place, another indicafor oflwork test success is getting him back
socner than he otherwise would have gone. Work test success in this
rospect should be indicated by negative coefficients for the work test
variables in the duration-of-unemployment regressions. Indeed for San
Diego all work test variables except REFERRED have negative coefficients.
The coefficients of QUESTIONED is now almost significant at the 5 percent
level. These results further support the conclusion of weak success in

San Diego, although the apparent success could again result from creaming.

I
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TABLE 5-4

Duration of a Spell of Unemployment (in weeks), Males

. Ft. Worth Memphis ' Omzha San Diego .
1. CALLED -.5403 ~2.8373 2.7906 -8.8470
(3.8553)  (2.6766)  (3.7869) (8.5688)
2. CALLED 5.8238 - % 1.7524 -3.8588
FREQUENTLY (7.1335) -(7.9694) (7.1966
3, QUESTIONED . -2.1017 .8746 -2.6544 -16.5200
(4.5362) (3.6694)  (5.0228) (8.7231)
4. REFERRED 4.0171 -1.6044 6.6746
(2.7639)  (2.7647)  (3.3117) (5.9386)
5. PROOF * 4.9048 5.3035 -7.1023
(3.0342)  (6.2546) (6.5963)
6. SEARCH .0804 .3800 -.2759 .3764
- (.1633) (.1944) (.1614) (.2906)
7. VHEAD -1.8553 -5.6222 .9818 -1.3902
(3.3216)  (2.8969)  (2.8895) (5.6511)
8. UHEALTH 4.0179 -1.6990 2.2502 x -
(2.4720)  (3.3251)  (3.0189)
9. BLACK 1.6763 -.4392 -.9315 -4.0976
(2.4520)  (2.8923)  (4.1499) (5.9865)
10. FAMINC .1896 .0744 .0079 L0622
(.0617) (.0321) (.0197) (.0384)
11. AGE -.0996 -.0525 .1412 .0300
(.1003) (.1010) (.0981) (.2155)
12. EDUC -.0678 % .3767 1553
(.3047) (.4194) £ (.9041)
13. CONSTANT 11.3919 10.6772 4.6258 ©9.9845
R? 1625 .1433 1327 ' .2034

n 88 103 84 ‘ 52
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TABLE 5-5

Duration of a Spell of Unemployment (in weeks), Females

Memphis San Diego

1. CALLED 7.0465 19.8568
(6.8502) (5.5178)
2. CALLED -7.9704 6.1577
FREQUENTLY (10.1601) (4.9182)
3. QUESTIONED 8.2660 25.1793
. (8.7271) (13.6931)
4., REFERRED e -1.0001 .. 3.0111
(9.0397) (4.7325)
5. PROOF 9.1595 - 8.0707
{11.2239) (4.4027)
6. SEARCH -.2327 -.1834
(.5263) (.2202) €
7. UHEALTH .8090 -2.0363
(9.4253) (3.7720)
8. BLACK : -1.8051 -3.7328
(7.4591) (5.7207)
9., FAMINC % ..0741
, (.0365)
10. AGE © -.1600  -.0618
(.2186) (.1789)
11. EDUC . .4091 *
- (1.3507)
12. CONSTANT 18.7289 12.1171
) | o
R L1148 e L3102

n . _ 46 67

......

Standard errors of the coefficients appear in pérenthéses;

*Variable omitted by computer because F-level or tolerance
level insufficient.
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In Omaha, all work test coefficients are positive except for
QUESTIONED. Pressuring in this case would mean that the ES concentrated
its efforts on those Wwith the longest spells of unemployment and would
show up in the forms of positive coefficients of the work test variables.
The coefficients for Omaha tend to be consistent with the existence of
pressuring. However, the only si%%}ficant coefficient 1is that of REFERRED,
while three work test coefficients were significant in the equatiomns
for the probability of finding work. It thus appears that in Omaha
pressuring carries over to those who are out of work for longér periods
of time, but the main pressure 1s applied to those Qho do not go back
to wc 'k at all., |

In Fort Worth and Memphis, there is no evidence of an effect
of the work test on.the duration of unemployment.

As fdr other coefficiénts, the most interesting result is that
FAMINC has a positive coefficient in every city, significant in Fort
Worth and Memphis. This indicates that males with more income available
in their families tend to delay tneir return to work.

B. Females
Sample sizes were adequate to run this regression only

in Memphis and San Diego. In San Diego all work test variables bave positive
coefficients, significant for CALLED and QUESTIONED; Although positive

coefficients in the duration of unemployment equations are consistent with 4
pressuring, that seems to be an unliRely interpretation since no evidence
vwas found in the probability-of—finding work équation for feuales

in San Diego. Instead; the positive ccefficients probably indicate

that the ES in San Diego did not get around to questioning females until
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they had already been out of work for a long time. For females in
Memphis, there is no evidence of effect of the work test.

IV, CONCLUSION

Two aspects of work behavior were studied: the probability

of returning to work within the year studied and, for those who did.ge;
jobs, the duration of their spell of unemployment. For females, no
significant effect of the work test was iound on either of these variables.
in any city. For males a weak tendency to increase the probability of
returning to work and a slightly stronger effect in reducing the
duration of unemployment were found in San Diego. Being questioned
about job search activities seemed to be the work test treatment with
the most important effect. How:wer, these effects were not s*atistically
significant. In Omaha, it seemed .o be the case that pressur: was con-
centrated on those who reamined unemployed. The same type «f evidence
appeared ir. Rochester, but it was not statistically significant., For
Fort Worth and Memphis no work test effectswere found on either work
~ behavior variable.

Since the work test seemed to be enforced more stringemntly in
San Diego than in the other cities studied, greater success shculd be
expected in getting registrants back to work. That does indeed seem
to be the case, but the success seems to be so small that its sigpifi—
cance is questionable. Moreover, the survey was conducted at a time
when the labor market was relatively tight. Although the work test.can
maintain pressure on those who do not work, we have been unable to find

evidence that it has much of an effect on work behavior.
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FOOTNOTES

1 :
If either creaming or pressuring take place, the work test

variables will depend on a variable x, representing relevant individ-
ual characteristics. If the variable x is included in the regression
for the probability of returning to work, it controls for either the
creaming or the pressuring, allowing unbiased estimates of the work
test effects (provided the correlation betwzen the work test variables
and x is not perfect or nearly so). However, if x is omitted from the
regression, it becomes part of the error term. Since the work test
variables are correlated with x, they are correlated with the error
term when x is an omitted variable, It is this correlation of the
work test variable, with the error term that produces the biases
discussed in the text.

o
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CHAPTER 6

Conrclusions and Recommendations

1. CONCLUSIONS

The work tests studied in this project are intended to
get unemployed (or part-time employed) FS or AFDC/AFDC-UF recipients
back to work. It was found: in Chapter 3 that among the three food
stamp cities studied, ES monitoring of work test registrants was most
extensive in Memphis, least in Fort Worth., The AFDC/AFDC-UF
work test in San Diego engaged in even more extensive'monitoring. In
winese cities, as well as in the other three, ES monitoring was far
more extensive for men tban for women.

However, in Chapter 5 no evidence was found that the work

test had a significant effect in encouraging the return to work.
In every city some registrants in our sample were called in by the
ES and subjected to work test procedures while others'were not. ‘The
question studied was whether being work tested made any difference
in the probebility of returning to work or in the duration of uﬁemploymenr
after controlling for a variety of individual characteristics. No
significant work encouragement effect of the work test was detected
although the possibiiity of a weak effect emerged in San Diego. In
Omaha, and to an extent also ir Rochester, the.ES was clearly exerting
pressure on those not returning to work. It is possible.that some
of those who did get jobs woeld not have done so without the ES

pressure, but our technigues could not detect this possibility.
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Our results then do not prove that there was absolutely no effect
of the werk test in getting registrants back to work. However, with
the possible excepticn of San Diego, our methods of study were unable
to discern any such efféct. It is probably safe to conclude that if
the work test does have a work encouragement effect, it is small.

It shou}? be emphasized that many in the sample did return
to work. What our findings show is that the return to work would
have happened anyway: the work test does nct appear to influence
the process éignificantly. On the other hand, there were many in the
sample who did not return to work within the period of study, in spite
of work test pressure, It is conceivable that some of these in--
dividuals might be unemployabie. Although information on employability
is hard %o obtain, some indirect evidance can be deduced by luoking
at those who never worked during ;hé year., Table 6-1 gives the percé#tages
of males and females in each ci€§~who did not work at all during the
last year. It is reasonable to expect that even some ¢f these pérsons
worked in the past and are thus really employable.1 On the other
hand, some who worked previously may have acquired disabilities during
the year and may not be abie to’work again, On balénce it is likely
"that the figures in Table 6-1.considerably overstate the proportions
of unemployablés in the sample. Thus, it would appear that, especially
for males, only a small fraction of the difficult cases are uﬁemployable.
Many of the unemployed could work, but in spite of ES effort, they
do not get jobs. In the case of females, it would appear that the Jiffi-

culties are greater.




